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EXECUTIVE OFF I CE o F THE PRESIDENT

25-Fab-1994 0):27pm
TO: Aruce N. Reed

FROM: Bonnie L., Deane
National Eoonomic 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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EXECUTIVE CFFICE & F THE PRESIDENT

25~Feb~1994 09:51am

TO!: Isabel Sawhill
TO: Mark D. Menchik
TO: Paul R. Dimond
TO: Stacy L. Dean
o Lester . Lash
FROM: Bonnie L. Deane

National Boonomico Council

SUBJECT! Two birds in the hand

Please review the following draft as an attempt teo lay cut the range of
approaches to creating & mutual help system of daycare and enplovment that
provides scorable savings.

Objectives: To allow welfare recipients to help one angther 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 t0 improve the effectiveness of our investments in
employment assistance and daycare avallability by encouraging activities that
gsupport both geoals at the same time.

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

Prog ~- Flexible, state choice.
Cong -~ RDifficult to score savings without knowing what sitates
will do. May not create savings,

Option 23 Require that & certain percentags of federally funded daycare be
used in centers which employ post-tranglitional moms or in home
based daycare centers run by pest-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 chilédren, or one per $20,000
annual federal funds. ).

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

- AllOows states to use home-based or centralized child
care, So long as a certain proportion of the arrangements
result in a reasonable number of post transitional slots.

-= Poes not restrict customer cholce anymore than other
federal contracting rules.

~= 15 less vrigid than a rule linking all federal daycare
funding for the disadvantaged to hiring some welfare moms.



Option 3)

Option 4}

Cong -~ How would you ensure that enough post-transitional moms
ware sufficiently trained or able to do c¢child care? Would
states want an exemption if they could argue that they had done
such a good job before the time limit that only the "walking
wounded” remained? Would a six month apprenticeship be encugh
to qualify many moms for ir daycare staff positlions?

Require all JOBS prograns % include a day care [BPprenticeship ™

C:gfﬁgfgﬁ}fax *% of second /ear JOBS participants as part of their
a

s8ic particpation requirements, This would invoelive moms taking
thaeir own child or children to a daycare program which provides
mentoring. It could be justified.as a combination parenting
education and _jok skill course.

Also Teguire all WORK programs to provide v% of theilr jobs in
child care centers using grant diversion. Assuming the X%
trained for dayeare in JOBS is much greater than the y% in 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 4id not end up in childcare jobs would presumably
benefit as parents and have a skill to fall back on.

Require states which accept federal c¢child care funds to
negotiate agreements with centers {federal, stete, or othérwise
funded) to provide both the apprenticeships and the work slots.
Could be headstart, ordinary child care, franchise home-based
network, @i,

?
PROS -- Very flexible® Has great externalities in terms of
diggeninating parenting skills. Alse will Increase the parent
to ehild ratios in day care programs because of extensive
apprentics arrangements. Digadvantaged children will benefit
from having staff with more diverse socio-economic backgrounds.

~- Could lower the estimates for child care fzmding

CONE ~- Would create a disincentive for day c¢are centers to
train or hire welfare moms on their own since they can obhtain
fully subsidized trainees and empicoyees. 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
subsldized after the tine 1limit? I don't think this problem is
a show stopper--it is the natural consequence of tryving to buy
poest~tyansition slots.

Require WORK programs to have sgelf~sustaining daycare systems.
They could get up new institutionsg or work with existing centerg
to greate Child/Parent Resource Centers {See Bavier Model}.

Such programs would provide all the daycare for WORK program
participants while providing some 037 and work activities to
cover overflow of pecople between assignments. Like the FOCUS
HOPE model, such a system would allow people to comeé back
between jobs or to get extra hours of work once they had been

>
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through the OJT program.

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

~« Savings would come frxom 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
eatimate.

Bry deel

CONS «~- Limits the cholce of work program participants regarding
the provider of their subsidized dayecare. May segregate
post-transitional children.
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MEMORANDUM
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FROM: Mark (ireenberg
DATE: Fcbma:y. 24, 1994
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e m sttt

The welfare rcform planning process generslly envisions that after a family has
reached its AFDC two-ycar limit, the parent will become subiest to the
requirements of the WORK Program. | understand that one issue under
discussion is whether a person’s eligibility for the WORK Program should be
time-limited, 1.c., whether after some period of time, a person would cease to
be eligible for any further WORK siots.  The purpose of this memo is to set
forth the argument for why, if AFDC is tine-limited, eligibility for WORK
ghould not be time-limited.

My basic point is that the Administration’s guiding principlc ought to be that
government should never refuse to help a parcot 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 scarch, or in
return for community ssrvice, or under some other terms. But, the overriding
principle should be that if a parent is willing to work, the government is willing
o help. I this principle is departed from in any way, it opens the door for
those who want to depart from it more fundamentally and potentially runs the
risk of unravelling the basic concept of the WORK Program. The rest of this
memo explains why.

N My primary points are that:

\ The WORK Program should not be thought of as simply s
mechanism to provide a work experience for individuals who
have little or no work history; the other function of the program
ie 1o provide work when an unemployed parent cannot find a job
and bas exhausted sll other alternatives. Over time, there will
be a group of peaple who may need more thar a brief period in
the WORK Program, either due to economic downtums, or

-
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because they have the greatest difficulty attsining employment in any economic
circumstances. If they are willing to work, why deny them help? If they cannaol
get WORK assistance, what will happen 1o them and their children?

. 1t i3 quite possible that the number of WORK slots will be less than the number
of people who need one. This will make it ¢ssential to have some kind of procesy
by which a family cen receive assistance while (he purent is on the waiting list.
For purposcs of this waiting list, there is no reason to ueat people who have
previously had o WORK slot and still need help differently from those who have
reached the AFDC two-yesr point and are still awaiting a slot.

. 1t is clearly essential w develop safeguards so that individuals do not stay in the
WORK Program when they do not need to do so. But there are many ways to do
that without denying access to those who qualify for and need help.

. If the program design of the Administration reflects a willingness 1o time-limit
WORK, the discussion will quickly shift o what's the appropriate time limit.
Here, all lines are arbitrary, Should WORK eligibility be 3 vears? 2 Years? 6
Months? Should states have flexibility to offer no WORK Program at all? There
is nu principle on which the lines can be drawn. Time-limiting WORK invites
athers fo seck to winimize or eliminate WORK altogether.

Some people may need access to the WORK Program for extended perinds of time
becuuse they are unemployed and cannot find an unsubsidized job.

In thinking about whether WORK eligibility should be time-limited, the threshold question needs
to be "What's the purpose of the WORK Program? As | understand it, the underlying rationale
for time-limited AFDC followed by WORK, is that AFDC ought 10 be available as a temporary
safety net in times of crisis, and as a program that will provide temporary income support while
a family is getting needed education and training. After that point has been reached, any further
support lrow government ought to occur in retwrn for work. Thus, the purpose of the WORK
Program is to offer @ means by which a parent can work to support her family when all other
alternatives have been exhausted,

Besides providing a work opportunity for an unemployed parent, the WORK Program will also
sometimes perform the flinction of providing a work experience for an individual who has little
or no work history. However, states can, and ofien will, be providing such a work expericnce
during the first two years of AFDC. Over time, it is reasonable to expect that many in the
WORK Program will be there not beecause they do not know what work 15, but rather because
they cannot find any.

Who is likely to accumulate more than a few months of WORK participation? When
unsubsidized jobs are available, WORK participants will have s strong economic incentive to take
them. Any WORK participant who is able to perform satisfactorily will have a reference in
seeking unsubsidized employroent. WORK participants will be engaging in their own job search;

-7 -
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in addition, the state can always refor a WORK participant to identified unsubsidized jobs. Any
WORK participant who refuses to scoept unsubsidized employment without good cause can be
purished for doing so. Accordingly, under these circumstances, who is likely to be in the WORK
Program for more than a relatively brief period of ime? Tt seems likely that they will fall into

two categaries:
. people who Iose or cannot find jobs during times of sconomic downturn; and
. people who want to wark but, for any number of reasons, are not able to find

unsubsidized jobs even in the best of times.

In thinking about the “economic downlurn” people, it is important to keep in mind that,
depending on how any earn-back provision is written, the AFDC eligibility restrictions will apply
for years or a lifetime. Suppose Ms. Smith receives AFDC in 1995 and 1996, participates in
WORK in 1997, aud then needs help in 1999 or 2000 or 2005. At that point, what should
happen? The three options seem to be 10 lel her return to AFDC, provide a WORK slot, or
refuse to help her. Here, there’s obviously a trade-off between the generosity of the AFDC earn-
back rule and the need for WORK slots, But assuming Ms. Smith doesrs’t qualify for AFDC due
to the AFDC time-limit, what's the policy reason for denying WORK assistance if she is
undisputedly trying without success to find an vnsubsidized job?

One might hope that Ms. Smith wor’t need WORK becsuse she ought to qualify for
uncmployment insurance. However, there could be any number of legitimate reasons why she
does not gualify for Ul. For example, she might have left her last job because of serious illness,
bul resides in a state where 2 voluntary quit must be for reasons atrributable to the employer.
Or, she might have been married, been out of the paid labor force because she had a young child,
and the marriage has just broken up. As these examples suggest, there will be cases where a
person clearly has a good reason for not receiving UL, cannot find # job during an economic
downturn, and needs help. If not WORK, then what?

The other group that could need significant WORK time are people who have the greatest
difficulty aftzining employment in even the best economic times. This will ovcur for a multitude
of different reasons.

On¢ major reason is likely 1o be a basic skills deficit. Previous rescarch indicales that AFDC
recipients are more likely to score lower in basic skills than other women. Child Trends found
that 47% of AFDC mothers aged 22-30 in 1987 had Armed Forces Qualification Test scores in
1980 more than 1 standard deviation below the mesn, Among those who had received AFDC
for three of the last five years, 87% scored below the mean on the AFQT, and 56% scored more
than one standard deviation below the mean. The average aptitude or achicvement 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
gveryone can be above average.

' Zili, Moore, Nord, and Sticf, Welfare Mothers as Potentia] Employees: A Statistical Profiic Based op
National Survey Data {Child Trends, 1991).
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A second factor that needs to be acknowledged is race. In December 1993, the unemployment
rate for white women age 20 and over was 4.6%, while the comparable rate for black women was
9.6%. We should be willing to at least allow for the possibility that minority group members
may sometimes have a more difficult time attaining employment than white people.

A third factor is the possibility of employment-resiricting disabilities and incapaeities. Child
Trends found 209 of AFDC mothers described their health as fair or poor, as compared with $%
of all mothers. Analysis by Michelle Adler at ASPE found that 19% of AFDC mothers reported
a functional disability; altogether 34.5% of AFDC mothers reported being either disabled
themselves, or residing with a disabled child or other disabled adul’ Often, individuals will
have physical or mental impairments which do not render them unemployable, but which may
significantly restrict their employment opportunities.

There are an array of other reasons that might make an individnal a less attractive employes -
emotional difficulties, a2 criminal record, below-average social skills, imited English language
skills, etc. The reality is that cven in a 4% unemployment economy, 4 people out of every 100
arc the least atractive potential employees for employers, and they may find it difficuh or
impossible 10 get hired. 1t is catirely possible that someone who is among the least attractive
potential employees in 1995 will still be among the Jeast attractive potential employees in 1999,
But if she is unemployed in 1999, wants to work to support her family, and cannot find an
nnsubsidized job, why should government turn its back on her?

As these examples suggest, the broad point is that sometimes, people will nced the WORK
Program because they cannot otherwise find a job. 1t is entirely reasonable to establish whatever
safeguards are needed to ensure that is mn fact their status. - But once it has been sdequately
cstablished that they arc unemployed and have no other viable aiternatives, the only ¢hoices are
1o make assistance available through the WORK Program, allow for a return o AFDC, or allow
families with children te face homelesiness because they cannot find a job.

{iven limited resources, it seems quite possible that there will be fewer WORK slots
than people in necd. That makes it cssential to have some form of waiting list.
However it I8 structured, there must be 2 means of providing assistance to those who
are willing te work but who tsnnot find & job and are not allowed u WORK zlot.

States administering WORK will be required 1o gencrate some number of WORK slots, which
may or may not be sufficient to be available to everyone who reaches the AFDC time limir
Even if you firraly believe the number will be adequate, the Administration®s proposed legisiation
will have 10 address the dulies of a state if the number of WORK slots is not enough for all those
who have reached their time limit.

Broadly, there seem to be two choices here: develop a waiting list structure, with some sct of
expectations in return for assistance while a family is on the waiting lisl; or, deny all assistance

* Adler, Disability Among Women on AFDC: An lssue Revisited

v d .
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while a family’'s application for a2 WORK siot 13 pending. The second slternative seems
profoundly arbitrary and harsh, and seriously inconsistent with the President’s expressed vision
for welfare reform. If State A has 1000 work slots, and they are all filled at the point Ms, Smith
reaches her time limit, it is plainly not her fauk that there is no available slot. Conecptually,
denying aid because all WORK slots are occupied seems little different from a proposal to snd
all assistance at the two year point without a community service work structure - for those not
able to get 8 WORK slot, there woudd be no practical difference. This is clearly not the
vision conveyed by the President. Accordingly, vne i3 fefl with the {irst alternative -- some kind
of waiting list structure,

There are obviously difficult design issucs around the waiting [ist, sincc you presumably don’t
want the activities of those on the waiting list to be expensive or administratively challenging to
statcs. However, there will have to be a specification of the wailing list concept in the proposed
legisiation. Moreover, some states may want to cut their costs by, ¢.g., proposing to provide
reduced assistance to those on the waiting hist. Again, this would have the effect of punishing
families because of factors beyond their contrel - 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 because one is on the waiting list implies that 2 person on the waiting list is
somehow at fault. But the key consideration 1o keep in mind is that those on the waiting list arg
playing by the rules - they would be willing 10 take WORK slots if such slots were available, but
duc 1o the state’s timited capacily, the slots wre not available.

For purposes of waiting list assistance and activities, those in a second or subsequent spell of
needing WORK assistance should be treated no differently from those awaiting an initial WORK
placement. In both cases, the individual has applied for 2 WORK slot, and met whatever test is
established for the state to be satisfied of their availability and willingness 10 work, Butif the
individual is willing to work and no WORK slot is available, there must be some viable structure
to assist the family while on the waiting Hsi. This might be addressed by providing waiting list
assistance through the WORK Program, through AFDC, or through some other entily, but it must
be somewhere.

There are better ways to deal with potential abuses of the WORK Program than
time-limiting slots.

I appreciate that an underlying concern is whether the WORK Program will be vuluerable to
attack if WORK eligibility is not time-limited. Clearly, some opponcats will assert that WORK
sints gre not “real” jobs and that individuals may be tempted to rely on them because they will
be easiey and less rigorous than unsubsidized work, Further, somc opponcnis will surely contend
that WORK will just be ancther form of dependency, that the government should
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not guarantes anyone 3 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 they will need to be answered.
However, there are better answers than time-lmiting eligibility, and wme-limiting ehgibality as
a response runs the risk of seeming to acknowledge the comrectness of the charges.

Howsver big the WORK Program is, it will be a challenge to satisfy the public and policy-makers
that the jobs are genuine, sericus jobs, but this will be true whether WORK iy or isn’( time-
limited. Suppose, for example, WORK cligibility is limited to three years. If someonc asserts
that the Program is pervaded by make-work, phoney iobs, it won't be a very effective answer 1o
point out that an individual can only be in the program for three years. Even if eligibility is
Himited to six months, that’'s no answer to the charge that these are make-work posittons.
Ultimately, the answer here has to be development of processes to ensure WORK slot intcprity,
not time-limited eligibility,

Theze is the possibility that these will be less rigorous slots, and that someone who could be
¢lsewhere will try to stay longer than she needs to. One answer {which | continue to dislike) is
that since WORK slots don’t quality for the EIC, it is economically irrational for anyone 1o stay
in 3 WORK slot longer than needed.’ Moreover, in any case where it is suspected that an
individual could be working in an unsubsidized jub, the remedy is fairly simple: place her ina
structured job search, refer her to known unsubsidized jobs, and apply appropriate sanctions if
she fails o accept onc without good cause.  Again, however, the claim that people will stay
longer than they need to cannot be credibly answered by, «.g., asserting that averall eligibility
18 limited to three or five years.

You can address the dependency/entittement issue by being clear that slots (as opposed to overall
eligibility) are 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 scarch period might be before the next WORK slot opens up.
The key to reseiving assistance, howsver, would be a demonstrated willingness to work,

Tni short, time-limiting eligibility doesn’t address the issue of abuse; it implicitly concedes the
correctness of the criticism. A far better approuach is to mldress the potential problems in program
design and sequence.

! 1 continue to strongly believe that an individual in a WORK slot should have their esrnings treated the same
way for purposes of the tax system and means-tested benefies ax any other worker. Appropriste saiting from the
WORK Program can be ensured by makiog individual WORK slots time-limited, followed by substnatial job search
periods befora a new slot is made available, Thix fosters both (aimesy (o Individvals and the poal of reducing the
poventy of those who wark. Alse, 1 nnderstand that one rationale for denying the EIC is to ensure that an individual
who can find an unsubsidized job will leave the WORK Program at the first possible moment.  But the ability and
willingneszs of employers o panticipats in WORK or provide constructive work experisnce may be sharply
constrained if" employers must always be fearful thas the person being given work respoasibilities jodey might be
gone LOMETTow,

While I would urge that the BIC be extended to WORK participants, I do appreciate that when @t Is not
extended, there i3 a substantinl income differential between those in and out of the WORX Program.

-6-



SENT BY: 2-24-34 ¢ 5:20PM - CLASP- 202 456 70284 8

Allowing any time-limit on WORK cligibility rans the risk of blurring the differcnce
hetween the Administration and those advocating 8 time limit on AFDC with no
work opportunity after the time limit,

Suppose you decide to put forward a time-limit on WORK eligihility, e.g., five years. We
already know that the House Republicans, in H.R. 3500, would give siates an option to terminaic
assistance after threc years in their work component. What's the argumcnt for five years as
opposed to three? 1 the implicit rationale of WORK i3 that cveryone who learns the rules of
work cao find a job, then three vears sounds just as reasonable as five. One yoar, or maybe even
less, probably sounds equally reasonable. And, suppose a state comes along and says it will
incorporate work experience into the two years of AFDC receipt, and doesn’t want to ran any
program for people after the two years. What's the basis for turning that state down?

As these cxamples suggest, the only way to avoid the slippery slope is to emphasize that
sometimes people need help becauss they cannot find a job, and to hold fimm to the principle that
if o parent wants 1o work, the government is willing to help. Again, that doesn't necessarily
mmply a WORK slot - it could mean providing assistance during a job search period, or in return
for less formalized community volunteering, or some slternative. But it should mean that there
is always some way that a parent who wants 10 work can receive help,

[ understand that one possible approach for the Administration i3 to take the position thet the
issue of time-limits on WORK need not be decided yet, because it will be five years or more
before anyone would really be affected. 1 do not think it is tenable to avoid the issus in this way
ance the bill is introduced. Surely, the House Republicans will seek to put forward their three-
year aplion, 6r a2 more extreme version. At that point, the Adminisiration will have to take a
position. And, when onec side is asserting that time-limits on WORK are essential to prevent a
boondoggle, it will not be very persuasive for the Administration’s response to he "we don't
know that yet." The only effective response must be holding to the basic principle of helping
those wha

are willing t work, while smphasizing that ia 3 world of time-limited AFDC, it is essential 0
develop 8 WORK Program with integrity.

Conclusion

I hope these comments are helpful to you.
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September 30, 1993

Honorable Bruce Read

Deputy Domestic Policy Advisor
1600 Pennsylvania Ave.
Washington, D.C. 20500

E"Réi*’!‘h’é‘ Neighborhood Wateh Coalition=
. e gl ———

Rt ST T Y

Dear Deputy Domestic Policy Advisor Read:

Please accept the enclosed copy of today's letter fo the President and attached materials as
a status report on this coulition.

On behalf of the many members and supporters of this coalition, 1 ask that you please
consider supporting this coalition’s goals within the councils of the administration.

Thank you for your devoted attention t¢ duty and the well-being of our country.

Surcerely yours,

/& 351

Gary B, Pitts

ETRY WS
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September 30, 1993

Honorable Bill Chinton
President of the United Siates
Washington, D.C. 20500

Re; The Neighborhood Watch Coalition

Dear Mr. President:

I write to you on behalf of the captioned.coalition of 188 pubiic offictals, which includes
24 Governors, 38 Mayors, 76 Police Chiefs and Sheriffs, and 7 District Attorneys from 40
States and the District of Columbia. Since my July 31, 1993 letter to you, the attached letters
from Governor Pete Wilson of California, Governor Jim Edgar’s office of Hllinois, Gevernor
William Schacfer of Maryland, Governor Douglas Wilder of Virgima, and from Congressman
William Zeliff of New Hampshire have been written. Samp!e newspaper editorials pro and
con are also azzauhed

This national coalition of concerned public officials favors Federal government stimulation
of nationwide neighborbood watch participation. The "neighborhood watch” concept means
periedic instructional neighborhood meetings sponsored by local law enforcement agencies.
Neighbors will meet each other and their local police and learn how 1o lawfully and besi
defend themselves, their familics, their neighborhoods and assist the police. The objective iv
to build an cffective partnership between the neighbors in a communily with cach other and
their local police. This should be an cssential part of the prevalent community policing
strategy. The Federal government plans on funding 50,000 additional police at the cost of
$3.4 billion as part of the community policing strategy. But the additional police, without the
active participation and training of the communiiies are unlikely to make a dramalic
difference. As the Housion District Attorney John Holmes put it se weliy "Government will
never be able to provide enough peace officers to adeqaately protect meighborhoods as
completely as a well-organized and operated watch group. [T is only with Zt}c assistance of
citizens that we can reclaim our coromunities from the Jawless,”

While the great majority of the public officials in this coalition have specifically written in
favor of a tax credit to cffectively mobilize and compensate the nation’s citizens for their
participation in the war against crime, there are at least four ways that the Federal government
can mobilize the nation;



1.} Our national leaders, particuiarly the President and Astorney General, should speak
out clearly and frequently for Americans to participate in the ncighborhood watch concept, as
a confemporary moral duty for American citizens; :

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

3) ff the promised middle-class tax cut is to be phased in over four years as you said
on May 17, 1993, then the Federal govermment should link receipt to participation. This
would be compatible with your "New Covenant” philosophy of linking citizen responsibilitics
to government benefits, in order 10 “recrcate” government. Such Hekage would also make 8
middie-class 1ax cut more possible, since the crime rate that would be brought down is & drag
on our cconomy, besides being 4 national disgrace and a clear threat to the life, liberty and
pursuit of happiness of Americans; and )

43  Continuing receipt of welfare benefits should be linked to proof of attendance at
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 pians. It would also help the poorest neighborhoods in our country, which
have the highest numbers of victims to crime, by organizing and empowering the law-abiding
citizens and introducing them into an effective partnership with cach other and the police that
serve them.

Since 1960, violent crime has increased 300 percent in the United States. The annual rate
of murder in our country (24,700 in 1991, according to FBI statistics) has grown to about
wwice the annual rate of Americans killed in the most intense vear of the Vietnamm War
{14,623 in 1968).

For the decade of the 19605 America gave many lives and tens of billions of dollars to
help organize and train Vietnamese communitics to defend themselves from the communists,
If a little more than two decades later the Federal government now chooses a false economy
and says that it "cannot afford” t0 organize and train the communities in its own country to
defend themselves, then there is a failure in leadership. We are not talking about spending
money to defend “political stability” in Vietnam, Somalia, Macedonia or Botswana, We are
talking ahout your literal backyard and roinc. Go out oo the back porch of the White House in
the middle of the night occasionally and see if you don’t hear gunfire. Consider this as a
wake up call.

Military history shows that organization and training are effective, and that on the small
unit levef where battles are fought, people are heroic in looking out for those they know, love
and train with. People are alse naturally ferritorial, and most are sceial to some degree. These
human predispositions can be drawn on and instructed in lawful means of detense by the
neighbarhood watch concept.




Mao Tse Tung once said that the communist guerrilia is like a fish in the sca of the
people. Likewise, wide-spread criminal violence and anti-social behavior can only ocewr in a
weak, atomized and demoralized people. Nationwide neighborhood watch organization will -
turns the tabies from a defensive faflure to a successful offense against crime.  There is no
reason our rate of crime cannot be returned o the level of more civilized societics such as our
own was 25-30 years ago. Neighborhood watch organization will alicnate, isolate and identify
the criminally antisocial and viofent. To paraphrase General George Patton, the neighborhood
watch participants will hold the criminals by the nose, and the police will kick them in the ass
{(using the least force necessary to make arrests of course).

Ultimately, the authority for many Americans o participate in a neighborhood watch
program will be the New Testament directive to love your neighbor as you love yourself, 1In
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 needed.

Whether one wishes to face it or not, there is a war going on in our country, 2 cnime
war. [t is 4 crisis of alienation, lack of social responsibility, lack of discipline and need of
effective igadership. The Amgrican 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 eremies
forcign and domestic. The life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness 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 1o
lead us to victory in this war which is going on within miles of you and every reader of this
fetter. i

Thank you for the use of vour gifts for the service of your people.

Sincerely,
e
1
Gary B. Pitts

et



Governor PeTe WILSON

August 25, 1993

Mr. Gary B. Pitts

Pitts & Collard, L.L.2.

12600 North Peatherwood Drive
Buite 117

Houston, Texas 77034~4411

Dear Br. Pitteg:

Thank you for keeping me informed about the progress
the Neighborhood Watch Cealition.

As you know, I have propossd a number of reforms to
deter the senseless victimization of Californians and
punish those who commit crime. Clearly, local community
support is key io successfully preventing 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 Cealitien's crime prevention
efforts.

Sincerely,

PETE WILSGN

Stare CAFITOL + SAacrRaMENTS, CaLiForNia 85814



BTATE OF |LLINDIS

OFFILE OF "HE GOYERNOR
CMICAGO 66601

Sim Eogar ‘ August 24, 1993

GAVERNCR

Mr. Gary B. Pitts

Pitts & Collard, L.1L.P.

Gulf Freeway at Fuqua

12600 North Featherwood Drive
Suite 117

Houston, Texas 77034

Dear Mr. Fitis:

Thank you for your letters and status report regarding the Neighborhood
Watch Coalition. The Governor has asked me to respond on his behalf.

The Governor agrees that neighborhood watch groups can have a sigoificant
impact in the fight against crime, especially gang-related crime. In Illinois, the
Governor is working aggressively to stem the tide of gang wviolence through
reforms raoging from school instruction that discourages gang membership to
stiffer penallies for gang-related criminal activity. The Governor believes that
community involvement in crime prevention can cemplement these efforts and
help reduce the level of %ang-related crime. Programs, like yours, that would
promote community involvement in c¢rime prevention are certainly worthy of
careful consideration. o :

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

Sincerely, Q —~ ) -

il'-m s ;:‘g I3y, NS ™, (\?{; Q‘{\/j‘\ {j’ﬁ; : N P Nt

" ff ?i) AR ““"\.?y . %:‘Ml .". ; : %
James S, Montana, Jr. s

{ Chief Legal Counsel and Executive

Asastant to the Governor for
\._Public Safety

o SMf‘gir

Frnad o Becyciad Paper



STATE OF MARYLAND
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

N REPLY REFER TO f:fSP
WILLIAM DONALD SCHAEFER
GOVERNGR
ARRAPOLES OFFICE
STATE mDUSE
100G STATE CRROLE
ANWAPDLIS, MARYLAND Z1adt
4305 B7e. 2901
August 25, 1993 BALTIMORE GFFICE
R . SUTE 1813
A0 WEST PRESTON STREEY
BALTIMORE &ARYEAND 2120
#1808 FAB-SRDG
WASMINGYON OFFICE
M G B. Pitt ORTH CAPTO 5%2%?53”
o, . 244 NORTH GAPITOY, RINEET, NW,
K; ary + 8 . WASHINGTON. D4 20001
Pitts & Collard, L.L.P, , . ’ (202 6362215
Attorneys at Law ' f 0 1410y 3333058
Gulf Freeway at Fugua
Suite 117
12600 Horth Featherwood Drive

Houghon, Texas T7034-441)
Dear Mr., Pitts:

I have read with interest your recent leastter prapesing
a federal tax credit teo encourage participation zn
cowmun;ty based ¢rime prev&nt;an prograns.

It has become increasingly obvious that government
acting alone cannot hope to reduce crime in ocur cities
and towns. New partnerships must be formed between
government, business and the community to encourage
citizen involvement in improving the ¢uality of life in
their neighborhoeds. We in Maryland have very active
community orime prevention programs at both the State
and the local levels, and any assistance which the
federal government can provide would he welcomed., In
the meantime, my administration will continue to
encourage neighborhood self~help efforts and
aggressively promote antiwcrime initiatives, including
& ban on assaglt-type weapons.

I applaud your efforts.

Sincerﬁiy,

GO?EI’"I’K}}? N



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Office of the Governor

Lawrence Dougine Wilder Y {5645 TB6-23 1
Paiioied Richmond 23219 | YOD 18041 3798015
Septembar 23, 1843

Gary B. Pitts, Esquire

Pitts & Collard, L.L.P.

Suite 117

12600 North Featherwood Drive
Houston, Texas 77034-4411

Deayr Mr. Pitts:

Thank you for your recent letter. 1 was pleased to hear
about the progress you are making regarding the Neighborhood
Watch Coalition and the proposal for a tax credit for citizen
participation.

Your message of greater citizen participation is an
important one, and one that we have strongly advocated in
Virginia for a long tine. Citizen involvenment is the other side
of the community policing equation., In order for us to be
successful in addressing crime, 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

Fl

Lawrence bDouglag Wilder

LDW/s1t

c¢: The Honorable ©. Randolph Rollins
Becretary of Public Safety

Mr., Lindsay ¢. Dorrier, Jr. o
Director, Department of Criminal Justice Services
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(202) 22554588

Caasegins, RERUS AR Task FORACE ON
Tax POUCY ANT JO8 CREATIDN

COMMITTEE ON PUSLIG WORKS
AND TRANSPORTATION
SR UM
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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. |
appreciate your alerting me to your inferest in this idea.

I believe community (nvolvement 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, | will keep
your proposal in mind. Thank you again for taking the time to write,

Sincerely,

William H. Zai:éjﬁ

Member of Congress
WHZ:mp
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Neighborhood Watch

resident Clinton’s crime
P package ~ what he <afls 2
' on

; pa
a campaign pledge 1o do battie
against the escalating crme rate,

———

including deployment of thousands  judges

of new police officers and imple-
mentation of stricter gun control
laws — has ignored Gary B. Pilts,

Too bad. The personal injury
lawvyer from Mouston has & pro-
posal that is & perfect it for any
plan to reduce crime. Called the
Neghborbood Wateh Coalition,
P’ pr beging with the
Peemise in place in hun-
dreds of commurnities -~ that focal
neighborhoods are the.place to
start battling the national crime
wWave,

in Detroi, for example, Devil’s
Night, the night bafore Malloween
traditsionally used as an excuse for
harmiess pranks, tumed into Oey-
asiation Might in the early 1980,

e e
every year,
hormes. But things < when

thousands of citizers, armed with
nothing but fire extinguishers,
flashlights and radios, spread out
across Detroit in a thow of force
and sofidarity, Four thousand vol-

Unteers w designated vacant
houses in the <lty's Adopt-A-
House while police heli
Coptess patr the lown from

above. A duskto-dawn—curfew
was crdeced for youths .under 18,
Arson fires dropped dramaucally,
and the citizens of Detrort grabbed
back their ¢ity.

in Pordand, Ore., after drug
dealers hav taken osver Washington

Park, 404 acres of greenbel
around the waist of suburban West
Fills, citizens organized a ""coun
m”: t;ge in court whmgmﬁgw

passed sentence, ¥,
were handing down stiffer
sentences. Neighbors entered the

cleaning up deug parapherni.
& andd timming trees (o Creste
better visibillty so drug desls could
be obverved and reported.

Pitts gol involved in the most
tragic of ways. After a friend was
beaten 1o , alfegedly by a
drug dealer who was

imensive probation, ke vowed to
fight back with a astional plan ~
endorsed by govenors aoross the

?ﬁﬁw specirum, from Arizong’s
ﬂrﬁe Symington to New jersey’s jim
oric.

I’y very simple, really. it adds an
mggze h;gd the ofganioz“?tign of
¢, groups, ering A
xiost federal income lax c:%dit
- pRrhians $28 per household v
for those who participate in 2
neighborhood crime-prevention
organization. The revenye lost
the federal government would
casily be made up by the préserva.
tion of iives and property.

Phoenix  Police Chief Dennis

Carrett endorses Pints’ idea, saying, -

“Citizers imvolved in  neighbor-
hood crime watch programs are
our best weapons in the fight
against rime””

Here's hoping someone will tack
on Cary ?itts?gidea 10 the presi.

dest's crime package and make -

that down payment in the fight
against crime even mare profound.
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A pat on the back, not a tax credit

z\e“g?z!*or\ don'tieed a tax break
for doing what they should be doing

undreds ut Portanders vob-
untaer o add thely ayas and
eups o thade of the palire
fighting ceime in nvi.,hbur

hoods, Huadveds imece should | jvin the
ﬁt‘?an bui not at e estimated $1.3 bil-
Lem cost of a proposed $28 tax eredlt
Laing advovatad by supportery of

woighbovhood Waich,

Texas lawyer Cacy 8. Pins is ivad.
uig # natlenwide campaiyn W) w g o
wragsbanal approval of the tax vrwllt,

[3 ennuid Be $5 or S0, Ussiead of (e §23,

eq aaily eonsedes, but B sy the
Casi U 8 aogeSaey a0t By the qae
Les feaders 1 leginmiza” citdzen
o cobvemnat o the pretection of thelr
omandisities and spuc participatiun,

Uhhe numbers now are pathatie
craenp ik to the problem” he insist
tid they are

fr Pariland, nearly 1,000 residents
are involved B seighborhousd erime.
plavention programs at z given tims,
Sney ara needed, curlainly, but not at

*

' @he Oregonian
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the expense of adding to & aatipnal
debt that contribiutes o smny of the 4
ecanomle problems in whivh eviie oft
ten s ronted. R

What is needed is more help. ¥olun. '
tary and paid, for nelghbuchoud
crime-prevention workers stratched
thin contacting and hinking block cap-
taing, recruitlng new anes and sup. 1
poﬂlug thelr effucty t‘imngh {ralnitm
saunseling sl wpprupciate rocngut
uon. Faw block-wiiches {332 mare
iy A year; gelling programs stavted
is tayler thar sustaining b,

Constant attention to tu voluntaey
pragram from Jocal electad oflicials,
petive and neighborbeusrd assaciations |
is tie Bust way 3 start and sustain oft- ;
iz Ccrime-prevention T s, A fuder
abtag oradil gestore would e an ime
persenal nod 1o their conumliman
sompared 1o the personal paton the
back that they all deyerve from the
mayor, the pullve chisf 6r, most i
portant, & neighlur,

e
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Tax incentives

might work.well

. T Yo BE . . '
ttorney Gary B Pitts iso't trying to
A change the whole country, just the
W& part that has the potential o makea
difference in the baltle against crime. I
Well, all vight then — he is trving ta ’
change the whole country. Becaase certainly
there is potentinl vverywhere to make 3
difference, especially when Amenicans are
provided with the incentives Gary Pitts has
in mind, o
Pitis's crusade begarn following the viglent
desth of his friend and paralegal, Patrick
Gannon,

In 1881, Gannon was robbed and heaten
1o death in his Houston apartment about
300 vards from Pitiss law firm, Pitis &
Collurd,

Gary Pitts and Patrick Gannon’s sister
were fnced with the fraumatic obligation of
cleaning up the aparbment and packing up
Gannon’s persona) belongings.

Pius gaid he spent sleepless nights
therealfter. agonizing over the search for an
apprapriate responge to the nation’s
escalating violence.

His response began with a letter to the
loeal newspaper in which Pitts and his law
partner said that, with regard to crisme,
“there is nowhere to run,” and that “the
time has come when we must fight for the
defense of cur society, or pur children will
wish that we had. We must be politicized or
wi will wish that we had been,”

THE TWO LAWYERS made several
recammendations in their published letter,
including labor-rehabilitation camps for
drug addicts, the cessation of early paroles
and the enforcement of jury sentences,
workfare instead of welfare, and, finally,
individual tax credits for those wha

participate in neighborhood security groupe.

3 00E D08 SERENUCTNo0N wWaten Lealtion
was born. taking root with the ides of tag
incentives — perhaps 825 per person per
yeaur - growing today to include the
endorsement of FOVEINGrE, MRYors, and
chiefs of police {rom 40 states aod the
District of Columbia.

“The idea of the neighborhood as the
center of this, made sense becavge it feeds on
the natural territorial of people wanting to
be proud of their neighborhoods.” saya Pitts,

“For more than a decade America gave
many fives and teng of billions of dollars to
help organize and train Vietnamese
communities to defend themselves from the
communists. If a little more than two
decades later, our government now chooses
4 false economy and says that it cannot
afford L0 organize and train communities in
ita own literal back yard'to defend
theraselves fram the worst crime rate in the
industrialized world, then we really have
gotten off the track.”

The raurderer of Patrick Gannon has
never been captured, though the police do
have a suspect - 2 man previous
tonvicted of burginry as well as mh{ery
during which he told his female victim that
he had 8 weapon.

In fact, he did not have s weapon, so
technically his crime was not aggravated,
and he was sentenced o infensive probation,
an expensive alternative to incarceration
thal sometimes provides an opportunity to
the untrustworthy for continued previ
upon the community. In short, the a
perpelrator never spent much time in jail,

Though there were no wilnesses to
Patrick Gannon's murder, an investigation
led police (o the robbery suspect on intensive
probation. Murder inmﬁ%a&m picked him
up for questioning and he failed 2 polygraph
test. Sall, police bad no evidence with which
o go to trisl, much less arrest the suspest,
However, he was behind in his ront
payments. so police accompanied the
tandlord — who was sarmed with s
landiord’z lien -~ into the suspect’s
apariment,

THEY DD NOT diseover sufficient
evidence regarding Gannon'’s murder, hut
police did Bnd proof that the suspecs
continued to desl cocaine, and based upon
that discovery they moved to revoke his
probation. But the suspect immediately
entered a drug rehebilitation progeans and
the effori to revoke his probation was
subsequently withdrawn, He then checked
kimnselfl out of the rehabilitation program ., .
and he has now disappeared.

"The nation,” says Pitts, “is suffering
from a crisis of the spirit, an alienation that
needs immediate attention. People want to
Jjoin something larger than themselves e
that's why they join gangs -~ 50 why can't
we organize the good guys for a change?”

Indeed, it is time to organize the good
guys, if not to take advantage of Pitis'
modest tax credit, then to recognize that
Patrick Gannon's murderer is living in
someone else’s neighborhood. | .
{Mark Genrich's colwmn appears -on this |

page every qunesc'{a .,

E
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WORK AND WELFARE

President Clinton has proposed establishing a time-limited welfare system. Persons could -
remain on AFDC for a period of two years, with subsidized jobs available for persons who
cannot find work when their stay has been exhausted. This paper explores issues welating to
what such a subsidized work component would look like. It includes sections on early public
aid in the U.S.; work programs during the Great Depression; public service employment in
the 1970s; the Carter Administration’s welfare reform demoostration; a San Diego welfare-
to-work demonsiration similar in many respects to current weifare reform proposals;
subsidizing private sector jobs; and issues relating to establishing a subsidized work
component in welfare reform.

I. EARLY PUBLIC AID IN THE U.S.

How to deal with widows, orphans, and the infirm has been a problem societies have dealt
with since ancient times. Poverty existed in America even in Colonial times, but it became
particularly salient when large cities formed during the Industrial Revolution in the 19th
Century.

It is interesting that the issues surrounding helping the poor during the Industrial Remhztwn

are basically the same as today--in-kind versus or cash welfare; the role of the private sec:ar
versus the public sector; the role of institutional care; the mle of local versus State | :
governments; the role of the’ federal government; residency requirements for local relief;
reqquiring work in exchange for public assistance; and designing work relief so as o ,
encourage recipients to move on to private sector jobs. The notion that welfare shouid oot ‘
make a person better off than the lowest paid laborer goes back at least to 1834 in England,
and the doctrine cven has 3 name--"less eligibility” (Trattner). There was even a forerunner
to the Earnexd Income Tax Credit operated in several districts in England in the late 18th and
early lmhmmmwhmkmmmtkanammmwemmmdww
allowances ('!‘ram}

Wy

Comrev gy

mﬁmsmmwmmwmmi%mw%amma
privaie charity and local govéritbent wrions.  Welfiré generally wad gives' inikind, because
it was feared cash assistance would subvert the ‘work' ethie:2‘Boti* workhoases -and: covaty -
almahwmazpoorhwm&imdm%lmmm) In 1860, for example, there were
219a1msumés“tﬁssm¢mmhumamn ‘Depressions occurred roughly-
every tweaty years begifining in 1837, and each depression caused relief rolls to swefl. In
mzssas.mw -abolished in several major citics because of its Bax hurdes and
supposedly negative efficts on the work ethic (Brown). Poor farms also existed in the U.S.
Mmlm"ﬁc%?ﬁm%mﬁeﬁwmﬁmmmm 6,000 of
thmchzkima

-

iatbuﬁxszmnefthnmm there was some progress mwudammm

policies. For example, States begin enacting maother’s aid and workman's compensation
laws. Still, inhumane and miserly policies towards the poor predominated. Bven in 1934,
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six States did sot have mother’s aid programs; and in the remaining 42 States, 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 States required settlement for a1 least
10 years before a person could be eligible for public aid (Brown).

A reading of the history of aid to the poor in 19th and carly 20ch Century America suggests
two Jessons:

I. Policies towards the poor were basically stingy, and this stinginess cansed 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 ethic.

0. WORK PROGRAMS DURING THE GREAT DEPRESSION

During the Great Depression, work relief projects were funded under 2 number of federal |
programs. The most notable programs were the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC), the
Works Progress Administratica (WPA), the Pubilic Works Adm:mmm (PWA), and they'
National Youth Administration (NYA). ‘ ,L

The CCC was a residential program aimed at young men from families receiving weifare,
and was one of the first programs started under.the New, Deal.  The Army was: responsible
for food, shelter, and discipline at the work camps, while agencies such as-the Forest
Service, Interior Department, and Soi! and Counservation Service were responsible for the -
work projects.  Experienced woodsmen and carpenters were hired as foremen. Work
projects included reforestation, building national and State parks, and-scil conservation.~ The.
CCC had a peak enrollment of 500,000, andcmmsamummwmthepmgmm

over its 10-year life (Kesselman).

The WPA was the New Deal’s principal work relied. program.:--It provided federal funds for
work projects operated by, State s local governments.. Bhgih@y»fazmemmw
“based oo fanily need, but.pemsons did.not bave to be on direct relief to
Hewcm,atmpemnthuv@ﬁsdeputymwM%WGQMMW
from relief rolls. &n&m‘mhmm:dwmmwmﬁmﬂy The program peak
mﬁmmsammgmmm@wmwsmmnmmmm
wwmnw.i,édemmmMMmmm
mphwdmm&hwm‘é&mwﬁm Eighty-eight percent-of WPA fands were spest on__
wages (Briscoe).” Over. its existence, the WPA built or reconstructed 617,000 miles of now
roads, 124,000 bridges and viaducts, and 35,000 buildings. Projecis included the
‘construction of New York's Central Park Zoo, mmmmmmmn

Guardia Airpont (Briscoe)..
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The PWA funded federal, Stats, and local construction projects conducted through private
contractors. Due to the use of private contractors, funds were not directed at the poor but
rather more generaily at increasing employment, The PWA preceded the WPA, and once
the WPA was established a division of responsibility was established whereby the WPA
would concentrate on light construction and service projecis and the PWA would conduct
heavy construction through private contractors. The PWA's peak enrollment was 540,000,
and aver its lifetime $4.5 billion in federa! 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 enrollnent was 808,000, and $534 million
was spent on the program over ifs seven-year existence {Kesselman).

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

-

President Roosevelt and Congress understood that disect income support was
cheaper than work retief. Estimates werp that work relief was 30 percent
more expeasive than direct relief (Kesselman)., Monetheless, the President and
Congress decided to go with work relief because of a general loathing for
simply paying out cash welfare to persons. There were people at the time w!m
argued that direct relief could scrve more people.

)

Even then, there was a recognized trade-off between the geals of income
support and producing useful work, The conflict between these goals was
evident in decizions on how selective 10 be in hiring workers, what projects w0
conduct, whether to use private contractors, how. much funds.would be spent
on supervision, and how miuch mmmawspemmeqwm materials,
and supplics. Within the Administration, there were advocates of both the
income support and the useful work goals. The different work relief programs
varied in the emphiasis placed towards cach goal. The WPA was aimed mainly
atimmppon,andahighpmpoﬁioacfits&mdswwmmgw{orm
participamts. By costrast, the PWA and CCC 'spent 2 much greater proportion
dmmwmmammwmm

o owrie whEE WAE A w

,,,,,

mem4maywmaammm@mm

:mmwmmmmmlmafmmsmmu

W”ﬁw@mﬁemp!om The WPA's $1.36 billion anmal budget
M'Rpwwmoﬂhcfwgomms&mxndwl
percent of the country’s GNP. An equivalent expenditure today would amount

wmm@m & year public works program.

IN. PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT IN THE 1570
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The fedemi governument operated public service employment programs through most of the
1970s. Over time these programs became increasingly targeted on the economically
disadvantaged. However, AFDC recipients never constituted a large percentage of persons
served under these programs. This summary of PSE programs is based primarily on an
Upichn Institute report (Cook ¢2.al.) as well as various Employment and Training Reports of
the President.

The Public Employment Program (PEP) was signed into law in 1971, and was funded at $1
billion in FY 1972 and $1.25 billion in FY 1972, At its peak, it provided employment for
about 185,000 persons. Most jobs were created in local and State government agencies,
Eligibility was open to anyone unemployed for a week or more, was working less than full-
time involuntarily, or working full-time at wages that provided less than 3 poverty-level
income. Sixty-four percent of participants were white, 72 percent were male, only 26
percent werg high school dropouts, 31 percent had some post-secondary training or
education, and only 12 percent were welfare recipients. The avcmgc wage was $2.87 an

" hour, when the minimum was $1.60 an hour.

In [973, the Comprehensive Bmp!oymenz amd Training Act (CE‘I‘A) was passed, and PEP
was replaced by a public service employment (PSE) program aimed at structural 3
unemployment under CETA Title II. Funds were to be disbursed to areas of unemployment
of 6.5 percent or more. In late 1974, Congress added to CETA a Title IV countercyclical §

PSE program. The iagmM@Mﬁim programs specified that at leagt 90 percentof

funds be used only for wages and employee benefits of participants. In June of 1974,
enrollments stood at 155,000 for Title I and 125,000 for Title IV. " The jobs in these PSE
programs were mainly in"State and*local government agencies; and participants were mainly
white, male, and high school graduates. Ownly 36 ;:crcm were eeonom:caﬁy disadvantaged;
roughly 3 percent were AFDC recipients. :

Amendments to these PSE programs in 1976 were aimed at reducing the fiscal substitution of

locally paid workers with federally subsidized workers. These amendments restricted
eligibility to persons who had been unemployed 15 of theprevious 20 weeks, and required
that all newly hired Tithe VI workers beyond-the number noeded to sustain State and ' local
governments at their existing PSE Wvel be assigned tospecial projocts that would last no---
more than one year. The amendments also lowered the requitement of funds going to wages
aod employes benefits & 85 ‘pércent; During the spring of President Carter’s first year in
office, Congress suthorized another $4 biilion for PSE programs. Earollment in these
pmgmmeamdﬁmﬁ%mmy 1977 16 755,000 in April 1978, Also during this
mmmd@mmwmmmommmy

to 25 percent ‘of - the program. 2
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*susteinment” skots and those hired for the one year special pmojects in local governments and
CBOs. Enroflees in special projects were more likely to be minority, mgh:chooiémpwu
and welfare recipients.
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Job slots in the sustainment component of PSE tended to be in the areas of property
maintenance, public works, street repair, aides in police and fire departments, and park
maintenance. Special project slots also included work in park and street maintenance, but
more generally were in social service positions such as teacher’s aide, health aide, child care,
social work, drug counseling, recreation aide, schoo! lunchroom aides, library assistants,
hospital attendants, and clerks in social welfare agencies.  In 1977, the average wage paid in
sustairiment positions was $4.50 and the average wage in project jobs was $4.32. The
minimum wage at that time was $2.30. In 1978, sliphtly less than 10 percent of PSE
participants were AFDC recipients.

In 1978, amendments to CETA further tightened eligibility requirements, lowered the limits
on what PSE workers could be paid, and required job training to be provided to participants.

Of interest 10 the corrent Administration’s ideas for reforming AFDC, the Carter
Administration considered converting PSE into a2 work component for its welfare reform
watiative. The idea was to provide heads of AFDC housebolds with minimum-wage PSE
jobs. This PSE program would be operated by local CETA-prime sponsors. As it tumed
out, the Carter Administration did not reform welfare, but did implement the large
Employment Opportuanities Pilot Project described below., - }
Funding for PSE declined sharply in 1979 and 1980, and in 1981 the Reagan Admisistration”
terminated the program. In FY 1980, 85 percent of PSE participans had incomes below the
poverty line at intake, and 17 percent were AFDC recipients. - As more disadvantaged -
persons were served by PSE, the wages paid in real tevms declined. While in 1977 jobs in
the sustainment componeat of PSE paid almost double the minimum wage; the average PSE
wage in 1980 was only 26 percent higher than the minimum wage of $3.10 an hour,

It is difficult to derive a cost per skt figure for PSE programs under CETA--the programs
fluctuated so much from year to year that'a steady state was pever achieved. Based on
restrictions on how much could be used for purposes other than wages and employee
benefits, a rough estimate i that the cost per slot was around: $10,000 in 1980 Corrected
by the CPI, this would smount to about $17,.250 today. However; pegged instead to.changes
in the mininum wage-whiCh has not kept up wich the CPI; this: would amount to sbout. - .
$13,200 per_slot. memmmmmmmmm;wmﬂmm
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.period of time, and potential PSE slots do exist:in State and local governments
and community based organizations. The $4 billico PSB program operated in
. 1977 with gver 700,000 sarollees is on tuger scale that we aro now -
 contemplating.
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- The CETA PSE program differed fundamentally from the depression-era CCC
in that CETA simply incrementally added workers to existing programs.
CETA was a public service employmeat program, not a public works
program. CETA did not build new parks or roads as the CCC did. This
explains why the CETA PSE programs were 50 relatively cheap. They
involved minimal extra supervision, equipment, and materials. Racreating the
CCC today, with some of the light and medivm construction that it did in
building State parks, would probably cost about $30,000 per sit. CETA PSE
programs were much cheaper. However, legacies to the CCC still exist today
in State and national parks, Such legacies 10 CETA PSE do not exist.

IV. THE EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY PILOT PROJECT

The Employment Opportunity Pilot Project {EQPP) was developed as a field st of the jobs
component of President Carter’s welfare reform proposal. President Carter's welfare reform
ideas were similar to President Clinton’s in being based on the notions that 1) employable
welfare recipients ought to work, and 2) if primary earners in welfare families cannot find 2
jobthcysanaMbepiacedwasubszdmd public service job or training position. The EOPP
demonstration operated in 10 sites during a 27-month period from mid-1979 to mid-1981, |
Between January 1980 through February 1981 the demonstration earolled an average of . §
1,600 clients per month, and al} told, over 24,000 persods were enrvlied in the :
demonstration. The results presentad mmemwmofmpwmm
by Mathematica (Brown «.al.) ot

As originally conceived, EOPPwaswwstthciéeacfmenuﬁam;obspmgrmavaﬂabk
to all of the eligible population within the demonstration sites, In practice, funding
limitations and the change in administrations in the 1980 clections somewhat aliered the
scope of the demonstration.  Stitl, E()??;mwdumuchmfommmwmm
Clinton's proposed welfare reform. -+ - AT e

Persons cligible for BOPP incladed:both AFDC recipients and the principat-carners: of low-
incomse familiss. Over time, there was an-increasing: esmphasis-on targeting the program oa.
AFDC recipicats. Because of this emphasis o AFDC recipients; the bulk of enrollees in
mmmmmm‘mmmwmm, 16,000 were usmarried females,
mwmmmmm.msmwmmm AFDC recipicnis eligiblo for the
pmmmwmmmmmmm However, only primary earoers
mchgi‘biv{wwbudimj@amiﬂng &wwﬂmwmmck%mehm
oﬂyfwﬂbmme)

!)um:gEOPP &Woﬂlmm“(wm)pmmmwummm which af that time

required participation in a job training program depending on the age of children in the-
AFDC household. Persons eligible for BOPP included persons who were both WIN-
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mandatory and WIN-voluntary. Only persons in the WIN-mandatory group were at risk of
having their AFDC payments reduced or canceled for non-participation in EOPP.

- Program services provided under EOPP included an intensive job search component of up to
8 weeks, and then a subsidized employment or training (SET) component that Could At op
to ofie year. Roughly two-thirds of SET participants were placed in a PSE job, 25 percent in
classroom training, 14 percent in work experience, and 7 percent in OJT. Child care and
transportation assistance were the main support services offered, although some sites also
offered counseling. Participants who could oot find a private sector job during their one-year
period in SET, were returned for re-eligibility determinatios for BOPP services and then re-
assigned 1o the JSA and then the SET component,

Overall, there were 56,000 primary carners in AFDXC families ¢ligible for EOPP services in
the 10 demonstration sites. Of these, 30,000 were WIN-mandatory. Also, there were
70,000 primary eamers in non-AFDC families 2ligible for EOPP in the demonstration sites.
Finally, there were 70,000 other adults in AFDC families in the 10 sites who were eligible
only for JSA. Roughly 33 percent of WIN-mandatory 9rimary earpers cligible for EOPP
enrolied in the program; 31 percent of WIN-voluntary prisoary earners; 8 percent of non- ;
AFDC primary camers; and less than 3 percent of other adults in AFDC families. Ztappws
that the main reason eligible persons did not enrcll in EOPP is simply that they did not kzww
about the program. Bighty percent of eligible non-enrollees repom that they did ot kmw
about EOPP.

The 33 percent average enroliment for Wmammies macks “diVefgent enrollment ratés
between new WIN registrants and WIN registrants who had already been on caseloads when
EOPP stanted. New registrants Bad a higher enrollment rate in EOPP than did persons on
existing caseloads. Still, the majority of EOPP participants were persoas who had already
been on AFDC caseloads, Eighteen percent of WIN-mandatories enrclied in EOPP were
new registrants, lﬁpmmkadbmmmmmmmmmm and the
mmgww&zﬁahﬁhmmmrcrmaixm R cEh
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Bmm@m%pmpwwcmwmm&mw&“wmwmA and
m&ﬁmdmmmw&iqummmsmm AN tarned Gt 65 percent
of enrollees received JSA, and’only 17 percent of enrollees Teccived SET services. Of
mmwwmﬁmaszmmm 24 percent entered
SET, lﬁpmwmmmfwmmm&m&mmm?mdw
m&forhsakhor&mﬁym,&pﬂmamdmmﬂmmm T;amem
were 1o longer eligibie'for thie program, and 2 percent left béciizm necessiry suppont
services were not available, Overll, z?mdwmwmma
period in SET or having ket ISA previously,

Of those who received SET services, 33 percent eventuslly found an unsubsidized job, 7
percent left for non-EOPP training or school, 11 peroeot weee terminatad 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 either left the program because they were no longer eligible or were still in SET at
the time the demonstration ended.

The average length-of-time varied for the various services offered under SET. For those
assigned to PSE, the average stay was 5.2 months; for those in those classroom training, 4.6
months; for those m; and for those in OJT, 3 months. The b
PSE and job training provided under BOPP was funded out of CETA dollars. 5“”&,‘{3
‘”fi
‘v

The average participant stayed in JSA for four weeks, at a cost of roughly $1,154, The o w
average participant stayed in SET for 5 months, at a cost of approximately §5,400. Since
current welfare reform ideas see some persons staying in subsidized jobs indefinitely, the

annual cost per slot in SET iy perhaps more relevant than the ¢ost per participant. A person
staying a full year in SET would have cost roughly $13,000. The cost for the PSE
component in SET was slightly higher thas this, Within the PSE component of SBT, wages
and fringe benefits amounted to $8,270 for a person staying a full year. Thus, wages and:
fringe benefits amounted o less than 80 percent of PSE costs in BOPP. ‘i
mcvamaﬁmafmp?m&basedOﬁaMmemmmim Rather, it was
based prigarily on comparing changes over time in employment, eamiogs, and rates of
welfare dependency in the EOPP demonstration sites with a matched set of similar gitey.
Sw&amhdaignémm'mzznvaﬁdhy&m assignment. Por what they are
worth, the results indicatad positive, though modest employment and eamings impacts on
unmarried women; highly positive earnings impacts on males; and highly negative earnings
impacts on married women, No difference in welfare dependency rates between
demonstration and comparison sites were found. A positive benefit/cost ratio was found for
the program. '

IETELc s B+ 31 IS T . sy w

V. THE SATURATION Woﬁx m'muv% X?" ““‘”’j_ AR e
mmmwmmmmwumbywmmdmm
fremlﬂyi%to%im‘m%mpm;mmwﬁam
w&&mmmmamwmmm@mdmmm
job training nnd "iwﬁymﬂ tivities, Participation in SWIM was required for the 40
percent of the m‘knd wwwzx-mm This inchuded two groups—uanmarried
female heads.of households with children six years-old or older and male heads of
households in AFDC-U families. SWIM operated in two of seven of San Diego’s welfare

,mmmmmmmmwwdmmsm

SWWMWWWWmWniMMﬂm
activity; 2) three months of unpaid work experience for 20 to 30 hours per week, including a
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job club; and 3} education and job training. The community work component included
positions as teacher’s aides, clerks within the Depanment of Social Service, aides in hedlth
clinics, and park maintesance. The initial goal of the program was to have 75 percent of the
WIN-mandatory cascload participating in one of these throe components 4t any given time.
The program was desigoed 1o serve both new and existing welfare recipients.  Approximately
40 percent of AFDC enrollees in SWIM were new registrants, while 60 percent of AFDC-U
enroflees in SWIM were new registrants,

While SWIM aever reached the 75 percent participation goal, it did succeed in getting &
large proportion of the WIN-mandatory caseload involved in employment and training
activities, In a given month during the program’s second year of operation, 19 percent of
SWiIM enroliees fulfilled their work requirement by being employed at least 15 hours a2 week
in an unsubsidized job; 11 percent enrolled in education and training programs outside of
SWIM; and 22 percent were earoiled in SWIM-sponsored work or training activities. Most
of the remaining 48 percent of the caseload had temporary deferrals, were scheduled to begin
the work component he next month, or were pending deregistration from SWIM. Qver the
course of the demonstration, 54 percent of AFDC recipients and 58 percent of AFDC-U
recipients participated in the job search component of SWIM, amxi 21 percent of both AFDC
and AFDC-U recipients participaied in SWIM community work projects. Roughly 11 i
percent of AFDC envoilees and § percent of AFDC-U enrolices assigned o SWIM were ;
sanctioned during the demonstration for nca—wmpbm with the work requirements.

SWIM was evaluated usisg & randomly assigoed control gmup " The results ewre quite
encouraging at two and a half years after program entry, with positive results for both
women and men in eamisgs’ ediployment, and d&:mm welfare dependence (Hamilton and
Friediapder). However, by the ﬁvc-ym follow-up point, controls had caught up o
experimentals in almost every outcome (Friedlander and Hamilton).'

/
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For example, at two years post-program, wammmdnemnﬁaﬂgmupmd&aﬁpem
employment rate as compared to 28 percent for controls; eamed $2,900 ay compared to .
$2,250 for controls; and bhad’a 43 percent welfure dependency rate as compared to 55 percent
for controls. Daring:hasmymrpvamam “womes in the experimental group had & 33
percent employment mte as compared (o 32 percent for controls; carned 54,100 as compared
m%@hrmh,mwaazpuuamwcm de mascompamdw:‘az
pﬁmfmm mmmwmam@mwm
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auMammmmammewmmk
in carmings, mbymaﬁwdfzmdepmdem It iz not that the position of .. .//
experimentals. desericiated Gver time, but rather that controls gradually canglt up, SWIM

énly operated for & two-year period, and then the State-sdministered GAIN program begzn

serving SWIM experimentals and controls alike. It is possible that if the experimental

distinctiots batween participants and controls had been continued for all five years, the carly

gaing of panticipants would have been sustained over time. Thus, a permanent program, as
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envisioned under welfare reform, could be axpecwd to have kmgcr term impacts than those
found under SWIM,

The SWIM evaluation is also useful in distinguishing between program impacts on new
registrants versus persons atready on AFDC caseloads. In the female AFDC sample, the
programs had very large earnings impacts on firsi-time applicants and moderate earnings
impacts on less disadvantaged persons already on welfare rolls. Recipients who were more:
disadvantaged were helped less by the program, and refurning applicants were not helped at
all. Decreases in welfare payments were roughly equal for these four groups. Amaong
males, conversely, it appears that the more disadvantaged recipients and the returning
applicants were affected most by the program, both in terms of increased earnings and
redaced AfDC payments,

—

<~ The costs. of SWIM SWIM were $1,545 for AFDC enrollees and $1,292 for AFDC-U enrollees™

This includes of operating costs, support services, snpenés and education and training services.
It does not include the AKDC payments made to pamcmam in the community work
projects. These costs would need 10 be taken into account in comparing the SWIM model 1o
the existing AFDC program or aliemative proposed welfare systems. Currently, the average
AFDC family in California receives over $7,500 a year in AFDC payments, which woiild}
bring the total cost of 2 SWIM program today 0 over $9,000 per enrolles: : }2

m:;ommswm wmkqxlaw by ha gwmmnmwpm@wmw forthe %_

would not need to_be provided. T‘ﬁebcnefitfmsta:zalymofmmmépom%mw

society for the program. . . . . Th e
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V1. SUBSIDIZING PRI?A’I’K SﬁCTGR JOBS
anmmmpammhemagedwhacwdfammnpmmmghmmmpb
training (OJT) payments or tax crecits, Mmomumﬁm@mﬂycﬁﬁmw:m
that OJT is premised on thie eibployer providing training to the Hew Worker in exchange for
the subzidy received, while tax credits are simply 3 way of buying 4 job for a workes, Byns
mMmmp&uMahwamsﬁnMWwRMmmwm “
Mgmm&dﬁ?mxcmditsmmamﬁingmym&wm

Wﬂmxhaedatm-wagcemploymm B
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‘vmmammmmmmmMymmmm&mmwm :

thcmmiheisbdngmiaﬁ. The subsidy is limited to S0 percent of the crvolless wage and
to six months diration; - For & full time worker paid'at the minimum wage, this amousts to &
$2;125 subsidy over a six-mouths peciod. It is possibls, of course, to legisiate 2 mors

: |
gonerous subsidy, but that is moving away from the concept of simply compensating - ;

employers for training costs,
§
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Results of the 13-month follow-up in the National JTPA Study show OFT {0 increase the
eamnings of adult women by about 8 percent, and increase the percentage employed during
the sixth quarter after entry from 67 percent for controls to 69 percent for the experimental
group (Bloom et.al). Twenty-five percent of the women in the OFT sample were AFDC
recipients. Results for adult men (oaly 6 percent of whom were AFDC recipients) were
roughly the same as for women. OJFT results for youth were not positive, Preliminary -
results from the 30-month follow-up indicate that OJT's positive effects on adult males
persist, but the effects on adult females wane. The benefits of OJT, however, most likely
will still outweigh the costs even for aduit women.

H

Two States have emphasized OJT in WIN demoustrations that were evaluated using a
randomly assigned control group (see Gueron and Fauly), In both Maine and New Jersey,

_participation in the OJT program was voluntary. Efforts were made to place all volunteers in

QJT slots, but only 31 percent of enroliees in Maing and 40 percent in New Jersey were
actually placed in OJT positions. The remaining enrollees were provided pre-employment
fraining, work experience, and JSA in Maine, and primarily JSE in New Jersey. The New
Jerscy program offered OJT placements of to six months. In Maine, there was a sequence of
servicas, consisting of 2 to § weeks of pre-employment training, up to 12 weeks of unpaid
work experience, mdmmpiacemcatmznmmfompmzéwm

g

MNw}myymmmulzoémmgsmmwthcsacondgmrofidpemom
controls. The Maine program resulted in increased earnings the third year of 34 percent
over controls, Both the Maine and New Jersey progmms boosted carmings by increasing
wage rates or hours worked. Neither program had much of an impact on increasing the
number of enrollees with jobs. New Jersey had a slight positive effect on reducing welfare
dependency--48 percent of controls versus 465 percent of experimentals were still receiving
AFDC at the end of the second year of follow-up. In Maine, however, more experimentals
than controls {56 percent versus 50 percent) were still on AFDC s the exd of the third-year
follow-op. It appears that the impact of OFT i Maine may have been to increase the level
ofjobobmaedbype:wnsmwm&hwkﬁwsﬁ:mmay(&mmdm@)

Nmmathem&mim?md!ﬁﬁ’mymdﬁm&m&amingwm
training at all. Rather, the studies examine the margical ppact of having an OJT program.

mm&mpmmwemlmwmmmmmamm

mmmmmmmmmmmwwmwmm
Wmaaﬂrl‘?&mie&“‘mm 90'percent of experimentals participated in soms -
mm&u‘wmmmam In New Jersey, 84 percent of -
cxpermeum!smw some job training activity, as compared to 73 percent of.
controls Most costiols i New Jersey, bowevez, pﬁwﬂymmm&mthuama
dﬁfmiamauqmym:mmydmmm?

The results of the JTPA, Maine, aad New Jersey evaluations suggest that, whils OJT may be
cost-beneficial in terms of eamings gains, it does not have a large impact on increasing the
longer-term employment cates of participants. Gueron and Pauly suggest that couaseiors may
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pre-select the best candidates for OFT, and thus end up serving persons who would have
done well even in the absence of the program. It may make sense, then, in a new welfare
program 1o concenitrate on JSA or additional schooling for more educatzd enrcillees, and to
reserve OJT for more disadvantaged recipients. Efforts could also be made to operate a
higher quality OFT program than existed ia JTPA, Maine, or New Jersey.

Employment tax credits can be aimed at expanding the number of jobs in the country
general or at boosting employment levels of specific target groups, industries, or regions.

An example of & general employment incentive is the New Jobs Tax Credit (NITC) that was
in effect in 1977 and 1978 (see Bishop). The NITC provided a tax credit amounting to S0
percent of the increase in each employer’s wage base above 102 percent of that wage base in
the previous year. The credit was restricted to the first $4,200 of wages paid to each
employee. Because of this restriction, employers of low-wage workers benefitted 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 the cost of labor, giving
employers an incentive to hire more employers and also to substitute labor for capital, The
long-term impact of the NITC is unclear because it is not known how much such 2 tax credit
increases wage inflation,

As in any employment incentive, the NJTL in part msadﬁacwmhcrnfpbsmd mpatt
paid employers for new hires they were going to make in any case. How nuchoftketxx
credit goes towards a windfall to employers determines the net cost of job creation. A way
to measure this would be (o randomly assign finns to'moeive or oot to meceive such a credit.
Such a random assignment study has not been done,  Non-experimental sstimates by the
Treasury Departiment suggestéd that the cost of the NITC for each job created was quite
high, Without an experiment, the correct answer canndl be known.

An example of a specific empioyment incentive is the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (T7TC) that
has been in existenceé except for one year since 1979 (so¢ Berry and Feldman). Under the
TITC, employers can get tax credits of 40 percent of the first $8,000 in wages paid to a
certified worker over the course of a year. -Centificationts for the TITC sre limited to the
following targeted’ groups: economically disidvantaged youth ages 18-22, Vietmam-er™
veterans, ex-offenders; suminer youth employees ages 16+17, pedsoas with physical
* disabilities, AFDC recifients;’ 81 recipients, and’ Genefal *Assistace recipismia” " As in the
NJTC, %Tmsﬁ,mmmmaﬁ‘m famanphyusofiow-wagewem
e S .u”*-rr : s e
mmwwmimcumwwwwmwmmamm
MM&M}&M*H&&M 2 second procedure has developed which now |
predominates;” Cofsultifig firms have been started specifically to sssist firms in screening
applicants who will be TITC eligible, and to obtin vouchers for them before they are hired.

Since 1979 over 4 million TITC certifications have been issued. In 1989, 450,000
certifications were Issued. Bven so, only 1 percent of private cenployess mako use of the

..
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TITC each year, Retail trade is the industry that makes the most use of the TITC. The
major users ia this industry include restaurants, grocery stores, department stores, and retail
apparel siores. Other major users include lodging and health services and security guands.
In 1989, youth represented 55 percent of all certifications, and AFDC recipients 22 percent.
Thus, roughly 100,000 TITC certifications were issued to AFDC recipients that year,
representing roughly 6 percent of all AFDC recipients hired in the overall economy that
year,

It ig also useful to ook at the distinction between TITC vouchers and TITC cartifications.
TITC vouchers let an employer know an individual is cligible for the tax credit. A
certification occurs once the hire takes place. For youth during 1989, centifications
amounted to almost three-fourths of vouchers. For AFDC, S81, and General Assistaace
recipients, however, centifications amounted 1o less than a third of cenifications. This
difference reflects the relative difficuity of welfare recipients obiaining employment (Berry
and Feldman).

There was also a predecessor to the TITC known a5 the WIN/AFDC tax credit. Berween
1971 and 1975, the WIN/AFDC credit was available only 10 WIN registrants. Starting in
1975, AFDC recipients who had been on welfare for 90 days became cligible even if they 1
were not enrolled in WIN, In 1982, tbeWiAFmexcmwazfoléeﬂmmtmm'C?

wwv

One can imagine several possible impacts of the TITC. It could increase the level of
employment by making the cost of Iabor cheaper; it could be:x windfall o employers for
hiring the exact same prople they were going 1o hire anyway; it could simpiy result in the
displacement of equally disadvantaged persons who would have been bired; it could allow
some persons a foothold in the labor market while only temporarily displacing other persons
who will soon find a different job on their owa; it could also be, as suggested by Daniel
Hamermesh, that we stigmatize people by giving them TITC vouchers and hurt their long-
term employment prospects,

A set of random assignmeant studies—-some randomly assigning firms and other randomly
assigning individvals—-would be necesaary to discotangle these cffects. There was a random
assignment experiment condacted by the Department of Labor as part of the BOPP
Demonstration iz Dayton, Obio in 1980-81 which tested the impact of the TITC (see
Burtless). A total of 916 paniicipants were enrolled in the study, 46 percent of whom were
mmm&mmmm G third of the sampie
wummmwmmmvmmmmmmmWMm
empioyers. m%ggmmmwmmmwmm
couldt offer to potential emiple mmmewamm Al
mmmmmmnmmmmhmm

T!wmdyfmnd&ataﬁcrtﬁx«wa&jobmmmd, 13 percent of the TTTC group bad
found jobs; 12.7 percent of the cash voucher group; and 20.6 percent of the control group.

.
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Thus, mther than help people find jobs, it appears that the TTTC stigmatized them as being
welfare recipients (Burtless),

There was also a study in three small cities in Wisconsin i which persons eligible for TITC
vouchers were randomiy assigned to receive coaching on how to use the voucher (Bedeau
et.al.}. The study did not have follow-up data on overall employment fevels of the two
groups, but fouud that the group encouraged to use the TITC in locking for work had lower
rates of receiving TYTC-centified jobs than the control group. Thus, it appears that even
among firms who use the TITC, there i a bias against persons wbﬁ present themselves as
TITC-cligible.

Probably the main justification for the TITC is that we are letting some persons obtain
employment, while only temporarily displacing more job-ready persons. Given that only |
percent of firms curvenily participate in the TITC, there is room for expanding the program
in 2 new welfare reform initiative. However, given the program’s cbvious potential for
simpiy dispia.cing other disadvantaged workers as well as the negative results in the Daytoa
experiment, it is highly questionable whether the TITC should be made a key part of any
weifare reform effort. Cousideration could be givea to usmg mmd a general employme:a
tax credit such as the &J’IC ‘ §
o T PO - R L. - %
&

ISSUES IN THE DESIGN Oit‘mmlfmﬁmmm&mm
L. Proportion of Recipients Who Will Participate. Myﬁmﬁrﬁm&ma@swb&

Ww;%wmmmmkamwm O paper, it appears thai a large
proportion of AFDC recipieats woukd need to caroll in an employment snd training
component. Over half of AFDC recipieats stay in the program for & period of several years,
and almost all of these’ persons' shoald Conceptially be the focus of employment and training
assistance. In practice, however, kmpmmfﬁcuhmgahmwmofwd{m

recipients into employment and mm VTS G e el

L2 P TR TR T oaf 4

mmmpmm,memmnzmmmmslmuf
mmmmwmmmmmmm&mmmmm
ROPP. mmgismmmm,mmeMmm
Sﬁ'rcmpbymmland f Tias, only 3,000 (or 6 percent) of the 50,000

chgﬂz%em&pﬁmmmaanmPPmphymmmwm

& ’_d‘.‘:uum‘i\tﬁs*k e . il R TN
’H -;?;*mgmy”‘*

m&emmmm also designed ax 3 saturation moded, 28 percent of
ARDC mothers withi childien"ags 6 and above and 24 pescent of AFDC-U fithers received

_ some education or training programs duriog the follow-up period, and oaly 21 percent of
both the AFDC and AFDC-U groups participated in SWIM’s community work projects. (It is
unclear from the SWIM data the extent to which the job training and community work

. experience groups overlap). ‘
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From the EOPP and SWIM demonstrations, then, it appears that a welfare reform effort need
only plan for providing education and training to roughly 25 percent of recipients and
subsidized jobs to roughly 20 percent of participants. The results of the HHS teen parent
demonstration in Camden and Chicago may have shown larger participation mtes. The
results are not available to DOL yet. This demonstration emphasized high expectations and
mandated education and training activities for leen parents entering AFDC for the first time,

2, Serving Males. Another issue that must be decided in developing an employment and
training component ia a new welfare system is how much emphasis to place on serving
males. 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 population.
But a further guestion is whether non-custodial fathers shoukd be eligible--or even given top
priority--for employment and training services, Budget constraints will push towards leaving
out non-custodial fathers from the employment and training component. However, notions of
fundamentally changing the welfare system and restoring. the black family. argue strongly in
favor of making absent fathers the focus of job training and employment efforts,

- The SWIM evaluation suggests that serving AFDC-U fathers results in positive short-term §

impacts on employment rates, earnings, and weifare recuction, although these zmpaatsaze!
not a5 strong as those for women on AFDC and appear to fade over the long term. Resui::
fmaw&am&woﬂpmgmmmSm%gamrmmmw&mmﬂy
significant improvement in eamings for males (Gueron and Pauly). The National JTPA
Study suggests that eamings gains from job training for economically disadvantaged adult
males may actually be stronger and more persistent than gains for adult women. However,
ouly 6 percent of the adult maies in.the JTPA Studywere AFDC recipients at intake,

3. PSE versus Community Work Experience, Both PSE and Community Work Bxperience
Programs (CWEP) would put welfare recipients to work in socially useful projects. The
main difference between thems is that under PSE, pacticipants would be paid a wage and
fringe benefits, while inder CWEP participants would still be paid their AFDC gram and
essentially be working for free to pay off their grant. The advamtage of PSE is that it would
eliminate the stigma attached to being on welfare, as recipients would actually be receiving &
Wage. mmamamxmmmmmmmﬂ»&m
smﬂgmﬁmmiﬁmSmMMwawaﬁiﬁMmﬁmmwmw
pays.- ﬁmwmmmmm winchmtihlywmbcthcm,a:s

mwmmm&

L g
Further; mym“mmmﬁpmmMmmamamws
perspective.  From. society’s point of view, if the work produced is the same, the benefits are

‘the same. Puying recipients less in CWEP only amounts to & transfer payment from .

recipients t0 taxpayers.
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Regardless of their relative merits, CWEP would be politically easier to implement on a
large scale because of the budget process. PSE would require an appropristion by Congress,
with the largest costs for wages paid to enrollees. CWEP, even if conducted the same work
projects and cost the same money, would not require a new appropriation for wages paid to
enroliees because AFDC benefits are an entitlement. CWEP would only require an expanded
appropriation for costs of administration, supervision, and matevials and supplies.

Tt is possible that an agreement could be reached with Congress to allow for a simple work
suppiementation formula in which a person’s AFDC grant cauld be used 1o pay wages for the

person. This would permit taking advantage of the less stigma atached to PSE with the & ¥
easier budget path of CWEP,

4. Quality of Work Projects. Budget pressures will push towards making PSE or CWEP
projects as cheap as possible, and for tight constraints on costs going towards

administration, supervision, and materials and supplies. Typically, aftempts are made to

require that at least 70 percent of expenses go to wages, thus sharply limiting all other costs.
However, a lesson from PSE programs is that effective projects require planning, quality
supervision, and materials and supplies. In the Civilian Conservation Corps, widely £ wes
perceived to be the most successful work program ever, wages amounted to less than 40 ﬂz‘ %
percent of 1tal expenses, g

One way to achieve quality work projects while [imiting costs is to emphasize work projects
that are socially useful but do not require constant supervision, heavy equipment, and many
materials and supplies. For example, quality teacher aide projects could be developed fairly
cheaply, However, construction and forestry projects, whick would be ideal for serving
males, would be expensive to do right. This leaves & set of questions as to what types of |
wmﬂefmm How much emphasis do we want to place on the social
utility of the jobis wé provide? Do we care ahout whether the: jobs lead to private sector
positions? Can quality projects can be developed that would promote the loag-term
employability of males yet still be inexpensive? Are willing to spead up 1o $20,000 a st l\i{}
for construction and forestry jobs that would have much social value and could lead to
pﬁmmpm;z?
v g W

msmmmmmlm Most persons agree that the generad public
wmﬁ%mm%&p&ngwemmmmmmmm
public sector jobs.: Hmu,zmmw&famcimwiﬁheﬁiawwpﬁmmm
Ihinimwmmwbemmmbympmmmmﬂmm best by
sequencing sczvices appropriately. As was done in the BOPP and SWIM demonstrations, the
first service provided should be job search assistance to allow persoas who can get private f{'

" sector jobs t0-do 20, This can be followed by classroom training and on-the-job training,

again, 1o encourage private sector placement, and then by PSE or CWEP. As was dooe in
SWIM, pbclmmmpmmpmmm&Mww
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in PSE and CWEP. Use of wagé subsidies ars a2 way of promoting private sector
placements, bt the negative results for the TITC in the Dayton BOPP experiment casts
serious doubt on the effectiveness of targeted wage subsidies.

6. New AFDC Registrants Versus Existing Enroilees. One option for phasing in time-
limited welfare would be to concentrate on new applicants, However, as is clear from both
studies of welfare recipients and the control group in the SWIM evaluation, existing AFDC
enrollees are 2 much more disadvantaged group than new registrants.  Further, the SWIM
results indicate that earmings impacts and welfare reductions from job training programs are
strongest among existing earollees. In any case, time-limitiog welfare only for new
applicants would create a perverse incentive for existing eamllees to stay on welfare 5o that
they would not be subject to new requirements if they had to reture to the rolls.

7. Need for a Work Support Agency. Single mothers often leave welfare to accept
eroployment, only to have some family or personal crisis cause them to quit work and refurn
to AFDC. A time-limited welfare system will need to recoguize the obstacles AFDC women
will face in handling a job perhaps for the first tise. As described by Demetra Nightingale,
neighborhood work suppon offices could fill the role of providing APDC women with the§
various social services they need (o bold a job. These offices would operate independently, of
the welfare system, and provide counselling, job search adsistance, help with college
application forms, assistance with tax forms, workshops on balancing work and family"
responsibilities, and referrals to child support enforceent, crisis intervention, family
counseiling, and bealth screening, Work support offices could also operate the CWEP

projects,

il AR RNT R

8. Emphssis on High-Poverty Inner-City and Rurgl Areas, One way {0 ration Himited
funds available for employment and training would be to target this component to high-
paverty inner-city and rural areas. Long-term poverty and the breakdown of the family is
most severe in these areas.  Funds for employment and training services, incinding PSR
slots, could be concentrated on persons residing in 30 percent or bigher poverty aress. This
“would target funds shmost exclusively on blacks and Hispanics and other minoritics.
"M@"&M
Pohtmliy,zi?mklg w%mmmmi&WWMMm‘
other areas: mmumamMm;nm&mmmﬁmm
mmeWm%mmkbmmmﬂmmm
in poverty aréan; Ma&mmwmmmMﬁnbamd
mammmwmmmm«m

9. Rationing Limited Employment and Training Punds, m&wﬁnmmm
even with generous assumptions 46 percent of the current AFDC caseload, or about 2 million

"
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people, would be celigible for a CWEP or PSE placement once their two-year lifetime limit
on AFDC ran out. Her estimate includes an assumption that ISA and training programs
during the initial two years on AFDC have been available for winnowing the aumber of
clients requiring subsidized jobs.

Currently, the minimum wage is $4.23 an hour, amounting to $8,500 a year for a full-time
year-round job. Half-time PSE jobs with only 3 minimal amount of supervision and
materials could probably be developed at a cost of about $6,000 per participant. For §1
billion, 167,000 PSE jobs could be funded each year. If CWEP were used instead of PSE,
the costs o society would be the same, but compensation to enroflees would be picked up by
the AFIXC grant and thus would not require 3 new appropriation.  Assuming $1,750 per
participant as the cost of supervision and materials, a $1 billion new appropriation woukd pay
for about 570,000 CWEP half-time jobs.

These numbers suggest that with $1 billion we could serve roughly 2 percent of Sawhill’s
estimated eligible population with PSE, or roughly 28 percent with CWEP. Given the
participation rates in EOPP and SWIM, we may not need further rationing, as more than 28
percent of eligibles may not participate in CWEP. However, we would also need an

additional $1 billion or so for job training that Sawhill assumes will occur during a i
recipient’s initial two-year period on AFDC. It also ignores any ﬁﬁphmmnmﬁadxaiﬁ
fathers, :

H

If $2 billion is pot available 1o cover both a training component and a work compoaent, ‘or if ot
a more intensive intervention is desired, then a rationing of available funds is required, it ]
Possible rationing mechanismy include targeting on new mgzsmms targeting oo high-poverty .
areas, or pmvxdmg demonstration funds to States, .
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CENTER FOR LAW AND SOCIAL POLICY Q'ti)okar C'”'J""'"

MEMORANDUM fa Il:f M/Lv £mﬂ

- 7
To: intergsted Parsons ” f‘,
From: Mark Greenberyg '
pate: July 6, 1993 “‘)’“{‘ ( l
Re: Public Employment vz, CWEP twe VI

A major component of the President’s vision of welfare refornm
involves a work expectation for families that have received welfare
for two years. In developing this component, a crucisal guestion is
whether families will be provided public service employment, or
sinply 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 garnsd income for purposes of
A¥PDC and food stamps. .

In contrast, in a CWEP model, the individual wonld not receive
wages, but would be reguired to work some number of hours each
nonth, based on a formula that divides the AFDC grant by the
pinimum wage to determine the reguired hours of obligation.

In many respects, from the standpeint of the individuals and
society, public sectoyr ninimum wage ‘jobs would be substantially

preferable to CWEP. The major problem with public sector jobs is

their greater cest. However, there is reason toc believe that the

marginal cost of such jobs over CWEP, for one million slots, would

be in the range of $2 billilion or less -~ a figure that is low

enough to justify serious policy consideration.

This memo summarizes the advantages of ninimum wage jobs over CWEP,
and then discusseg 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
econony because:

) - In a CWEP structare, an
individuzl who is wark&ng off her AFDC grant is no better off than
an individual who is not. fThere is no return for work. AaAnd, in
high bhenefit states, individuals would be working full time or
close to full time in order to receive a welfarse check; this is
fundamentally inconaistent with the President's principle that a
family where the parent works full«time shouldn't be poor,.

In contrast, if individuals are in Jjobs payving wages, then
their family will have wmore income, and will both be and feel
bettar off from working. The amount of gain from work will depend
on the number of hours or work, how the systen's rules traat
earnings from employment, and whether the earnings qualify for a

e B



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 ghould be treated like workers. Historically, one
rationale for CWEP is that individuals with little or no work
axperience would benefit from an unpaid wWork expesrience. This
might be true for some poople for gome period of time, but not on
an ongoing basis for everyone who has received AFDC for two years.
If individuals arae willing to work, and neither they nor the state
can £find a private sector job, they should he coffered 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 *“welfare
stigma, than government (or other non-profit} empiayment is surely
preferable to *welfare unpaid placement.®

20 Houy a wee | would foste anﬁ re eat the rina‘ e thag

34! e X XY Or..83 wrents One
pro&lam with CWEP is that the hours of oblzgatlan wonld. bies
different in every state. In high benefit states, ¢.94., fanilies
would, in essence, be working full time Jjust to work off their
AFDC. Yn low benefit states, one of two things will happen: aither
the work ohligation will be quite low, i.e., about 11 hours a week
te 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
srall 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 ewmployers are essentially offered free full-time
workers. Third, as the reguired compliance level goes up, the
number ©f non-compliers is likely to increage, 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
nothers do not work full~-time outside the home. Only 34% of wives
work yeap~round, full~time, and only 27% of wives with childrsn
under age 6 work year-yround, full-time. As originally framed by
bavid Ellwood in Pger Support, in two parent families, one parent
typlcally either Qoesn't work outside the home or works part-time.
In & one-parent family, where the mother must be trying to balance
her work and caretaking roles, 1t may not be good family policy to
mandate an expectation of full-time work.

In the current debate, while there wmay be strong public
suppert 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 -
lgave thes unattended for 45 or 50 hours a week, Nor is there
likely to be broad agyeement that the best soclial policy for
families ¢f middle-schoolers and teens is for their parent o be
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leaving them unsupervised for a number of hours befcre and after
schonl sach day.

In short, a 20 hour expectation balances & serious work
expectation with a concern for what is reasonable for parents and
best for ohildren.

20 Hour a Week Jot ignificantly Basier to Administer
than CWEP, CWEP is complzgatad to administer in part hecause the
individual's reguired houxs of participation vary with her AFDC
grant. 8o, for example, an individual getting an AFDRC grant of
$372 would have an 87 hour obligation that month. However, if she
receivaed a $100 contribution from a relative the next month, and
her grant dropped to $272, her CWEP hours would drop to 4. Few
employers have any interest in readijusting work hours each moenth,
or in, for instance, having Mg, Samith wark 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
reguired hours of work, 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.

families reseiv1nq
: ' dd If families were paid the minimum
wage fax 20 haurs a week and the earnings wers treated as income
for AFDC purposes, some numbar of families would Ceage to raceive
AFDC checks. For a family of three with no gther income, the
sarnings would result in no AFDC check in one state inmediately,
and in six more after four wmonths. For a family of two with no
agther income, there would ke no AFDC check immediately in five
states, and none after four months in five more states. For
families with other non-A¥DC income, the numbers would be greater,
While this is obvicusly not a huge caseload reduction, it is
substantially better than what would be offered by CWEP. {(Note
that there would need fo bhe a means to "desm” Medicaid and child
care eligibility for families ineligible for an AFDC grant.)

Jobse paving the minimum wage would be better for the sconomy than
work paying no wages, A basic concern about large-scale CWEP is
that it may depress wages and jok growth: individuals in CWEP slots
would be part of a large poonl prepared to accept any mininmum wage
job, even under the most adverse working conditions. It may not he
in the best interest of children, for example, for their mother to
pbe working for minimum wage on the late night shift at the loeal
convenlience store. If the government were offering part-time
minimum wage jobs during the school day for simgle parents, then
private employers would need to offer something more attractive to
attract them, e.g., higher wages, better working conditions, more
hours, opportunity for advancement, If the governmment offers
minimun wage jobs to AFDC families, it is a way of putting pressurs

on the private ssctor te do betier;: 1f the government only mandates
CWEP, then the worst minimum wage 5D wzif TCoK DELLer %han AFLC,
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and it will seem irrational for many private employers Lo ever pay
more than minimum wage. 1In short, either approach is going to have
an impact on the private economy, but minimum wage jobs encourage
orivate sasaployers to do hetter, and C(WEP 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 poocl of free
workers, 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, foxr instang he worksite waere regulired to put in
some amount of wmatch. match requirenend would also increase the
likelihood that the worksité TOOK ThHe 1obs more seriously, and it

would alse be a means of bringing down overall program costs,. (For
instance, a 25% required employer match would essentially offset

the cost of a 23% EIC for workers in public service minimum wage
jobs).

he ¢g minimum wage “iobs are within a range that merits their

snsideration. Much of the previously-expressed concern about
public enmployment ¢oncerns its potential cost, However, given the
commitment to a work program, the relevant guestion is its marginal
cost above the cost of CWEP. Por example, there appears Lo be no
reason to believe that the cost of job creatlion, 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 invelve the payment of wages for minimum wage jobs. However,
there would be a partial offset in reduced AFDC and food stamp
expenditures.

‘ ‘ | 3 Zacz;/gfb{—'
On an annual bagls, the marginal cost to government (over CWEP) for EVF V4
cne million slots would appear to be less than 32 killion without
"the EIC, approaching $3 billion with the BIC. For example, the 20 dwﬁf?
hours a week times $4.25 is %385.50 a month., Wages of $365.50 a 1¥&LAUL
month translate to a §164 reduction in AFDC for the flrst four da
menths, and a 5246 reducition in AFDC after the first four months, it Dl
when the 173 disregard expires. There is also a food stamp Covs
reduction. The amount of the food stamp reduction depends on one's
assumption about shelter costs. On the attached pages, there are
syamples for the median benefit state, a high benefit state, and a
low benefit state. The basic picture appears to be that for the
nedian state benefit level, a 20 hour a week minimum wage job would
involve a net cozt over CWEP of approximately $171 per parson for
the first four months, and $1l26 per person after the first four
menths without the EIC; if a 28% EIC were provided, the cost would
increagse to $263 and $219 respactively. On an annualized basis,
rhis translates to $1.7 billion to 2.8 billlon. If there were a
required ‘employer match, costs would go down {depending on the
ampunt of the matehl.,



Costs may be somewhat (though not substantially) higher bacause:

*

not all AFDC families receive food stamps, and when ths
family doss 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 AFDC savings will not -
occur;

cost estimates for food stamp savings are sensitive to
one's assunptions about housing costs, in the conmplicated
way in which excess shalter deductions interact with
incone,

Nevertheless, even if costs are slightly higher, they nevertheless
suggest that this approach is within the range of reasonable

options, and ought to ba given serious consideration in the coming
discussions.



CREP and Public Employment: Comparing Costs

Example A: AFPDC Grant of 5372 {(Median state, fanily of threa)l
Asgume 5300 for rent and utilities

1. Status: No Barnings or Other Non-APDC incomea:

AFDC 8372
Food Stanps $272
Total Inconme 2644

2. BStatus: Working 20 hours a week at $4.25, for gross earnings of

$365.50/month. Puring £irst four months, AFDC's 1/3 disregard
available:

Earnings $365.50
AFDC B208
Food Stamps $214
Total Income $787.50,

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

Earnings $365.50
: AFDC $1286

Foeod Stamps $251

Total Income $742.50

4. gost Lo Government:

First four months: $787.50 - $644 = $143.30 in net costs; if
goverment paying social security of 7.65%, add $27.96 to get
S171.46.

After first four months, $742.50 - $644 = $98.5¢ in net costs, plus
$27.96 social security, equals $128.46,

First year cost to government is $1657.52:
{4 * $171.46 = 5$685.84, 8 * 126.46 = 31011.68)



Example B: AFDC Grant of $200 (Low Benefit S8tate)
Assume 5200 for rent and utilities

1. 8&tatus: No Barnings or Other Non~AFDC income:

AFDC 5200
Food Stamps $292
Total Income 5492

2. Status: Working 20 hours a week at $4.2%, for gross earnings of
£365.50/month., bDuring first four wmonths, AFDU'y 1/3 disregard
available: ’

Earnings $365.50
AFDC $ 36
Food Stamps $2862
Total Incone §663.50.

3. Stabusns Working 20 hours a week at $4.28, but 1/3 disregard
expires after four months:

Barnings 5365.50
AFDC % 0
Food Stamps 8277
Total Income $642.50

4. Cost Lo Government:

First four months: $663.50 - $492 = $171.850 in net costs; with
soclal security of 7.65%, add $27.96 to get $188.48.

After first four months, $642.50 - $4982 = $150.80 in net costs,
plus $§27.96 social security, eguals $178.48.

First year cost to government is $2225.52:
[4 * 8199.46 = $797.84, 8 * 178.46 = $1427.68).



Example C: AFDC Grant of $500 {High Benefit State)
Assume $400 for rent and utilities

i1, Status: No Barnings or Other Non-AFDC income:

AFDC $500
Food Btamps $iss
Total Income 5759

2. Status: Working 20 hours a week at $4.25, for gross sarnings of
$365.50/nonth. puring first four months, AFDC'a 31/3 disragard
available:

Barnings $385.5¢0
AFDC 3436
Food Stamps $141
Total Incoms $542.58.

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

Earnings $365.5¢0
AFDC $384
Food Stamps 5178
Total Income £§887.50

4. Cost to Government:

In first four months, $%42.90 - $7%9 = $143.50 in net cosbs; 1If
government paying social security of 7.685%, add $§27.96 to get
$171.46.

After first four months, $897.850 - $799 = §98.50 in net costs, plus
$27.96 social security, equals $126.46.

First vear cost to government is $§16%7.52:
(4 * $171.46 = $685.84, B * 126.46 = $1011.68)



IS8UES

Program

What 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-pffs 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 Sgarch

Should participation in CWEP be c¢ombined with some period in ijob
search? Should there be a period of 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 participants be given additional time to raceive education
and training or pursue other agtivities to increase smployvabili-
ty? what are minimal job skills and work habits that partici~
pants need to have? Are they likely to have alrsady acguired
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 remsin in
CWEP? Indefinitely until they find a private dob? Two years?
One year? 26 weeks? Should it vary depending on loccal unemploy-
mant rates? what happens after this period is over.

Assiuned HOULSs

Should each person’s assignment be based on thelr individual
grant levels divided by the minimum wage? Or should there be a
set number of hours regardless of formey welfare grant levels,
@¢.g. 20 hours a week for everyone? o 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 individusls refuse to
participate in the work program? What happens if slots are not
avallable? 1s the population ¢off of welfare or still on welfare,
but working?

¢



Level of Income

What ig a minimally adeguate incoms 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?

Treatment of EBarnihgs

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

Universality

Should community work programs and incentives be available te zll
poor familles with children or targeted to former AFDC recipiw
ents? Should these programs bs available to non-custodial
farhers who need jobs to pay child support? Should these
programs be available to welfare recipients who have not yet
grhausted their time-~limits? Are they asvallable to former
welfare recipients who found a private Jjob and then were fired or
gquit.

Sanctionsg, Firing

Should there be a system of sanctions, or should participants who
don't perform simply not get paid? Should participants be paid
feor the hours they work or should they not get paid at all if
they don’t work for their assigned time, €.g. 20 hours a week?
What would be “good cause" criteria for not participating.

Should thoese who drop out of the program be allowed to be
reinstated immediately by participating? Should participants be
able to be "fired?"

Pogt Work
If the work program is of limited duration and the family still
hasa’t found a private ijob, what happens? What happens to those

who are firved from the work program or move on to a private job
and are fired?

Financing

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

Emplovment Rights

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



Implensntation Issues

How long will it take to implement such programs8? What could we
expect to have in place after 1 yeay, 3 years, & ysars, sto.

Further Research

What are the major areas where research and demonstrations are
nesded?
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Subject: Comments on Draft Discusston Paper by Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family
Support and Independence.

Here arc some comments on each main section of the paper. Sce also my paper on "Reforming
Welfare Through Half-Time Work”

Promote Parcnlal Responsibility and Prevent Teen Pregnancy

Note that "more than 100 hours a month” on p. 8 should read "more than 99 hours a month.”
The 1dea of ending the 100-hour rule and the 6-month limit on AFDC-UP is good. However, the
labor force uttachment rules for UP ought 10 be kept. That is, & welfare father should have 1o have a
work history.

Alternatively, one could substitute a work requirement for the father. Al present, he merely has
to look for work. The Family Support Act (FSA) mandated that high shares of UP futhers have to
enter workfare jobs, but this 1s only now being implemented. [t would be better fo obligate the father
to work in the private sector along the same lines as the mother, but he should have o work sooner
{(that is, not be cligible For an extension) and nearer 1o full-time.,

Meuntoring by older welfare mothers strikes me as hard (o scll. Are mothers who have lived on
welfare good role models for younger women who we hope 1o steer away from wellare? This could
look like legitimizing welfare us an altemative lifestyle.

The community-oriented measures (p. 93 look soft and send u mixed message. They suggest
that society assumes responsibility for umved parcnthood, when we want individuals 1o do that

Raising the fumily planning issue is risky. as the abortion controversy might flair up and sink
reform. Betier 10 shift the issue to the bealth arca and let that reform proposal deal with ik,

Make Work Pay

I was surprised how litile you proposed here. The reason must be that a lot has already been
done . EITC and the minimum wage have already been raised, and health reform is on another track,
Transitional child and heath care is wleeady avatlable under FSA.

The argument for further steps is weak, Although ancedoles say the Medicaid notch is serious,
research says itisn'l except for fumilics with serious health problems, in swhich the adults would
probably not be expecied o work anyway. There is hittle evidence of a child care shortage at present
work levels. A lack might develop it JOBS were expanded, but higher funding uader JOBS and the
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IVA entitlement should take care of that, Why eliminate the state match just {or child care when it is
all of a piece with the rest of JOBS?

I don't sec a reason to make the Dependent Care credit refundable or do other things do improve
child care, at least not as part of welfare reform. That would eat up moncy you need to {fund an
expanded JOBS. I really serves the agenda of advocates for "quality” child care and Head Start.
Whilc they may huve a case, it should be dealt with separately and not hold welfare reform hostage.

Work fails to pay more than welfare mainly when one does not work full-time. The
expectations you set about work levels scem o me a bitlow. You suggest that familics with one full -
time worker should not be poor. That is fine for a single parent. Butin the case of an intact family it
would be reasonable to expect the other spouse o work at least half-time, singe that is whut maost
people not on welfare do 1oday. Y ou also suggest that a single mother working half- or three-quarter-
time shauld be able to get off wellare and out of poverty {p. 14). I'd accept that, but to justify i
politically, the bulk of employable wellare mothers would have to work this hard, not justa few.

I agree that the working mother should do better than a nonworking recipient, buf one can
assure that simply by denving support to the nonworking mother. I'd also give the working mother a
bonus on welfare. There 1s no need 10 construct a new set of income supports {or her.

The most important proposal in this section s (0 make EITC regularly payable in more cases.
That means tackling the whole work supplementation problem, which is tough. It will probably be
difficult 1 get many emplovers  serve as conduits for government aid. 10s probably best simply o
pay EITC through welfare in the case of working poor who remain on AFDC or Food Stamps.

Y ou also suggest demonstrations in the arca of income support for working {amilies. [ don't see
a need {or special "work suppon offices.” sinee the programs in question already serve many working
poor families, nor for front-end cmergency assistance, which might revive the welfare fraud problems
of twenty years ago.

Bot1 do see an argument for liberalizing the work history rules in Ul 80 that more people with
short Job histories can get Ul This is also the best nonwelfare way to help the working poor, Unlike
some other proposais--children's allowances, assured child support--it doesn't require creating new
entitienients, only expanding an old one.

Provide Access o Education and Trining, Impose Time Limits, and Expect Work

For a more detailed response 1o the JOBS aspects of the plan, see my separate paper on
"Reforming Welfare Through Half-Time Work.” My approach, like yours, is 1o keep as many
recipicnts as possible from hitting the two-year limit on cash assistance that the President has
proposed. However, 1 think that to do that one must mandate work search at the outset, condition
cligibiity on hatf-time work, and permit extensions only to two years, not beyond it The current
plan is vague about how and when work would actuaily be expected.

Y our most important recommendation in the whole paper is 1o move JOBS to full participation,
I strongly support that. To implement that policy, you need to define new participation oors for
years beyond FY 95, You weuld also need a sot of ceilings to bring down the share of clienis alfowed
exiongions over tme.

In acidition, the emphasis within JOBS has o be shifted away from remediation and towards job
search, The document 1s vaguc about this . Job search 1s specified only at the end of the two-year
period, Uip-front job search should be mandated, not left to state opuion,

The two-year transition periad should not universally be allowed. P'd limit it to people who had
tried to get a job at the cutset and failed. To aliow it generally contradicts the message that welfare
cligibility is to be based on work, Rather, 'd make all the employable ook for work at the outset and
then Himil extensions to two years.
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Excmption eriteria are 100 vaguc. You probably need 10 take a stand on the age of youngest
child question. 1'd lower the age of exemption 1o two. Even better, define mothers with children of
any age as employable, but give those with children under two an exiension of up io two years.

Work is tor long postponed. It shouldn't take 90 days just to get into JOBS (p. 18) You allow
everyone two years 10 go 1o work and then allow further extensions for some percentage of the
caseload, I'd require up-front job search, give a two-year extension to a fixed pereentage of the
cascload, and allow no extensions beyond that--unless ong was working hall-time.

Rather than allow people o "earn™ months of futuse welfare by working {p. 21}, I'd let them
carn eligibility for Ul by working, like other peeple.

More federal funding for JOBS is nceded, but I would not raisc the federal matching rate above
73 percent. Withoul an important state share, localities won't "own" their JOBS programs, and they
will wither. In WIN, the predecessor of JOBS, FFP was 90 percent, and the programs were ignored at
the state level. Rather than cut the state share, I'd promote awareness of how much well-run work
programs save government at all levels, according o the evaluations. This connects to the question of
accounting for welfare savings (sce below).

Public jobs us a way of guarantecing work stike me asa morass.  WORK jobs were promised
as an entitioment, they would only be given to a small share of the cascioad, other cases would goon
a wailing list, and any tdea of & time limit on aid without work would go by the board. WORK
should be provided only as a non-entitiement, as CETA was, Alternatively clients should have w
meet tough work-search requirements to demand a WORK slot on pain of rematning on aid without
working. If private jobs are scarce, it would be betier to allow more extensions, during which poople
would have to Jook for work,

Public jobs, if provided, should not be described as work for wages, as conservatives regard this
as setling up a scparale job empire within government; nor as work for welfare, because liberals
regard that as punitive. Rather, call them "work experience,” a ferm that 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 o scak up
funds that you necd o expand JOBS, which is the really critical reform.

Child Support Enforcement

While the proposed burcaucratic tmprovements arc usclul, they don't get to the heart of the child
support problem, which is failure to cstablish patermity. The $50 incentive now given the mother to
cooperaic obviously isn't enough. 1'd require her to name the {ather 10 get any aid a1 all, with no
"good cause” excraptions. 1 the father hassies her, prosecute him. She could name more than one
rrlum i ensure. 1 the name, or names, did not result in a ¢hild support judgment, the case would be
closed.

Child support assurance is presently impolitic, as suggested at the mecting, although
experiments with it should go forward. The main limitation | see is that it docsa't cause very muny
wellare mothers to go to work.

The idea of "mandatory work programs” for noncustodial {athers {p. 28} is worlh exploring. |
think you'd see more support for using government jobs {or this purpose than within JOBS, This
discussion again brings up the question of work tesis for fathers. I'd combine this discussion with the
carhier treatment of AFDC-UP into a separaie seetion on work arrangements lor the lathers, This
wold puralie] the scotion on JOBS and time limits aimed mostly at mothers.

The message would be that the fathers of welfare families face three choices, in order of
preference: 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 work and go 1o work within 90 days. If you don't do that, you
will face tougher treatment from the child support system, including mandatory work.

I share the skepticism about this section voiced by others at the meeting. | agree that welfare
administration typically ignores the work mission now. But 1 don't sec this a8 a reason o try to
change the {ocus of the cligithility/claims paymont operation.  That burcaucracy has been built up over
decades around the mission of avoiding payment errors, in part because of federal incentives and
sanctions. {t would be difficult and impolitic 1o change that direction now.

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

While there is no general need 1o reorient claims payment, it does huve to be reconciled with g
higher incidence of work by people on welfare. According to anccdotal accounts, the current system
doesn't take kindly 1o adjusting grants to reflect work by people who remain on the rolis. One
approach, which I got from Mike Wiseman, would be 0 give out grants at the end of the month, ot
the beginning. Recipients would appear in person, present pay stubs o evidence carmings in the [ast
month (also hours if work levels were enforced), get incentives like EITC, and then receive a check
of the appropriate amount. Sort of like Ul claimants queuing up to get their checks.

' alse skeptical of the need 1 streamline ¢ligibility processes and combine rules for different
programs. | think the programs appear more separate in Washington than they really operate at the
iocal fevel, where the same agency usually rans AFDC, Food Stamps, Medicaid, ¢te. The main
prabiem in welfure isn't that needy people can't figure out where to apply for aid, 1t's that many stay
on it too long without working.

The question of perforsnance measures {p. 31) is crucial but subordinate o the goals of the
program. The desire to measure "resulls” amd not "inputs” or "processes”™ is orthodox. But some of
the results reform should seek are matters of process, such as lugher participation rates in JOBS and
higher rates of employment from people on welfare. Above all, the performance measures cannat be
as clicnt-oniented as those used in evaluations tend to be, aimed mainly at camings and employment
gains for the recipients. The goals of a mandatory work policy arc to satisfy society first, then serve
the clicnts. Welfare savings and, above all, work fevels have to be paramount, or the reform widl not
be scen as "ending wellare as we know it”

Four other administeative problems raised by reform are not discussed and should ber

o How 10 develop the ¢ase managemens systems that seem necessary (o make high-intensity welfare
work programs effeciive. Close (ollow.up of clients is what keeps them in programs,

o How to reconcife welfare payment systems with a higher level of part-time work (see above).

o How 1o monitor the working hours of clients as well as camings, as would be required by any work
test couched in terms of hours. As with carnings, this might be dong through an end-of -the-month
reckonmg,

o How 1o give JOBS appropriate credit for the welfre suvings it generales. Requites cstimating the
share of gramt reductions attribulable to the program, using evaluation findings as o guide. Without
such ¢redit, JOBS appears to Jocalilies not as 3 worthwhile investment but as a cost levied on them
by Washingion. That is one reason, | think, why states have underfunded it



REFORMING WEL FARE THROUGH HALFE-TIME WORK Lawrence M. Mead
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The following paper develops an approach o wellare reform based on half-time employment.!
In part, the plan s 2 reaction 1o the initial reform ideas produced by the Clinton Administration's
Working Group on Wellase Rci-'orm.? Below [ discuss the general approach and 16 rationale, a
number of the delails—such as exemptions, extensions, and the role of government jobs--and

implementation. | have not adempted o estimate caseloads or costs.

General Approach

Reform should primarily require that AFDC recipients, if employable, work serious hours as a
condition of ;ti;l. Welfare adults would have to get a job within 90 days of going on the rolls and
would have 10 keep 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
working. A minonty of the cascload would be atfowed ald without work beyond 90 days, but
* limited 1o two years,

These expectations are chosen to be simple and straightforward, and 1o match those faced by
women ol an welfare. The bope is to make the rules broadly communicable and legitimate, so thal
the work test becomes known and established in poor 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-time is that this is already the participation standard in JOBS. A reason to limit extensions o
fwo years is this this is the imit President Clinton has publicized for aid without work (although the
current Administration plan would permit some extensions heyond this), and experts often use two
years 1o demarcate short-torm welfare cases from long,

This sirategy differs lrom standard liberal and conservative a;:;;iroachcs to reform in that the

immediale goal is not to get the mothers off wellare or et the rolls. It is simply to put the mothers

! The author is Professor of Politics at New York University and, currently, Visiting Professor
of Public Policy at the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard Umiversity.

2 Working Group on Welfare Refcrm Family Support and Independence, "Draft I}lscussu}n
Pager," November 1993,
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o work while or welfare. A significant proportion of the recipients probably would leave welifare
once required to work at all, and grant meney would certainly be saved, but this is noi the immediate
objective. My plan agrees with the President’s notion in part. 1 judge that it is not possible currently
to cut welfare cligibility or benefiis much, as some conservatives want, without causing isnacccpmbié
hardship. Nor could onc sct an absolute time limit to benefits. One can set a two-yoar Hmit (0
benefits withaout work, However, © do that one must demand work much sooner, of more of he
¢mployable, than suggested in the current Working Group plan.

One might finally be able to cut welfare or set sirict time limits o i, but only after a much
higher pereentage of 1he caseload was routinely employed than now. Uil then, to ake such steps
would not be humane or eredible, as they would simply throw a Jot of necdy familics on the strect,

The core of reform is 10 raise work levels on AFDC, but some clients should also shift to other
programs that arc less controversial, Some mothers now on AFDC would be exempted from work as
disabled and go on 881, Those who left AFDC for work and then lost jobs would be supported on
Unemployment Insurance (Ul) and Food Stamps by preference rather than returning to AFDC. Ttis
more politic to "mainstream® welfare familics on these exisiing benefits than on new ones that huve

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

Ratiznle

I cannot give a dewiled rationale for this approach here? i:mt my reading of the rescarch and
policy experience related 1o welfare supponts these conclusions: The roatn reason the working-age
poor and their families go on welfare is that the adulis do not work regulacly; family breakup is
sccondary, The main reason {or nonwork is rot that the poor do naol want to work, or that barriers
such as lack of jobs or tow wages Keep them from working, although those factors contribute.
Rather, it 15 that wellare and other institutions do not enforee work, Public authority motivates the

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

3 For supporting argumenis and documentation, scc Lawrence M. Mead, The New Politics of
Poverty: The Nonworking Poor in America {New York: Basic Books, 18923, chs. 3-8; *The Potential
for Work Enforcement: A Stady of WIN,” Joumal of Policy Analysis and Management 7, n0. 2
(Winter 1988): 264-88; and "Should Workfare Be Mandatory? What Research Says.” journal of
Policy Analysis and Management 9, no. 3 (Summer 1990); 400-4,
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Wellare reform is an administrative problem, not a problem in social reform. While meastres
to "make work pay” such as a higher EITC or minimum wage would help people already working,
they would not cause many more ronworking poor & go 1o work., Thus, such steps may be desirable
in their own terms, but they do not constitute a reform of welfare. Nor would radical cuts in welfare
benefits or cligibility have much effect, other than to make needy people worse-off. In contrast,
requirements 1o enter work programs Jdo show some power to shift the welfare cascload toward
constructive activity. While welfare employment programs have not cut dependency or raised
carnings much to date, they have expanded by two or three times the share of the employable clients
doing something 1o help themselves, i only to join training activities or look or work,

Wellarc work programs need money for support services such as child care, but the key (o their
impact is their authority, The share of the employable caseload that goes to work is proportional to
the share that is obligated (o participate in a work program. [t also reflects the share of the
participants who go into actual work or job search as against education or training. Participation and
Job entries are high in programs that communicate strong work expectations and foflow .tzp on clients
closely to prevent them dropping oul. Remediation should play some mole, but it seems to do more
good after reeipicnts are working than before.

But if many recipionts can work, it is hard 1o get a great many entirely off welfare, at least in
the short mun. That is partly because they typically carn low wages, compared to what they can
“carn" on welfare, and partly because they have trouble working full-time, due o personal
difficulties and the burdens of childrearing, While the magority could get off welfare with full-time
work, govermnment cannot feasibly require that. What it can and should do 1s to get the mothers
organized for employment and working part-time, That should enable a fair number to get off the
rofls over time. More important, it would transform welfare for those staying on the rolls.

A half-timc work standard also fits the politics of reform. At a policymaking level, both
ltberals and conservatives would HKe to raise work levels 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 bocomes unbridgeable if one insists on getting people entirely off

welfare, To do that, liberals have to recommend expensive steps (o "make work pay,” such a8
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government jobs, while conservatives have to demand large cuts in eligibility and benefits that
reduce welfare's ability o support the needy. Each side then prefers to leave the mothers idie rather
than promote work on the other's terms, and reform is defeated. Howgever, both sides can agree on
part-time work, because 1t is relatively cheap and does not put the principle of aid in question.

Al 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 nopwork, that are finked to wellare. While Amencans
would like (o get people off welfare, their main demand is that the adult recipients work alongside
the Waxpaycrs o help support their familics. I work were sefiously required and sustained, even
half-time, public concern would be allayed, and the climatefor a more generous antipoverly policy

would improve.

The Work Test

Eltgiblity for AFDC should normally require working at least half-time. To keep aid, an
employable secipient woukl have o be ina job m;uiriné half time or more within 90 days of going
on the rolls, and would have 10 keep working at this mte as long as he or she stayed on AFDC.
"Employable® here would normally include all adults aged at least 16 covered by a case unless they
were clderly, disabled, or teermagers in school. Mothers with children under two would be classed as
employabie but not required (0 work immedias. 7 {see below). Those meeting the work test would
face no time limits on benefits, although they woutd still have to satisfy other eligibility rules for
AFDC, such as being ncedy and having a child under 18,

In the Clinton plan, cveryone has two years o go to work, and sore recipients are aflowed
extensions beyvond thal. This dogs not make the work test immediate enough to be compelling 1o
many recipients, for whom work would remain a disiant prospect at the time they applisd foraid. In
this plan, recipicats have 90 days to go 1o work, and the extensions are limited 10 two years (see
below). Virtually no nomworking recipients would be kept o the rolls bevond this. While
dependency would not be strictly time-limited, # would be conditioned on half-time work,

The test generlly would be 20 hours work regardless of the wage carned. 'The point of the
work test is Lo satisfy a social expectation and not to "work ¢ff” the benefit in a literal way.

Recipients working at low wages would not have to work more hours, nor would those tn high-wage

-
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Jjobs have w0 work fewer, unless their eamings would wke them entirely off welfare {see below).
Hours might vary per week but would have 1o average 80 per month.  The work test would not
demand more than halfvtime work, to give the mother time for childreanng and also to train for a
better job, provided she kept working half-time (sce below),

Of course, welfare has the power to require work only if recipients stay on the rolls. They
usually would stay on while working half-time {n states with high benelits, typically in the Noh.
They would not stay on in states with low benefits, typically in the South. Thus, work could be
enforced in these states only at a lower level. The requirement might be to work enough 1o 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-benelit states, the half-time standard would apply.

Mew recipients, if employable, would enroll in JOBS and would remain in it as long as they
staycd on welfare. They could be given child care and job search assisiance, and could look for
work for as long as 80 days. For the less job-ready recipients, the first week or two would be spent
in job clubs learning job search skills. The employable swvould have to look for work at least h:aif .
time until they got a job. Adults would enter job search as soon as they had applicd for wellare, in
hopes of forestalling a need for aid. JOBS would have 1o certify that they had begun job search
before their applications could be approved, if support services were available., The 90-day clock
would start running after they were on the rolls

Two groups would be treated specially. Welfare fathers, in AFDC-UP cases, would fuce a
work test of the same kind as the mothers's, but somewhat more stringent. A lather would have 50
days 10 get a job, and would have to be working a1 least half-time af that point. He could then huve a
two-year extension o get up to full-ime work (defined as 35 hours a week). Fathers would be
incligibie for nonworking cxtensions.

For teen mothers still of school age, the obligation would be 1o stay in school. These mothers ‘
would have to maintain normal progress and Hve with their parents. On graduation, they could
establish their own houscholds but would become subject to the regular work test. Those who failed
to maintain normal progress or dropped out would also face the regular work test. "School™ here

means ordinary school pursued full-time.  Aliernative programs such as GED or training would not
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be allowed except for mothers already working half-time (sce below). Mothers who cannot handle

regular school do not seem to leam much in the classroon, at least not before going (o work.

. Excmptions

Cutn ght exemptions from the work test within AFDC should be avoided. The Family Support
Act normally exempts mothers with children under 3. 1 would reduce that age to two. And rather
than exemipt these mothers otally, I would define them as employable but include them in the clients
10 be given extensions of up to two years. During that time, they would enter the JOBS progeam and
lace some service or work-readiness obligation, but for less than half-ime. Their children would
then be at least two when the cxiensions ended and they faced the regular work requirement.

Disability has traditionally been a grounds for f:xémpzian and should remain one, but nol
within AFDC. Much of the controversy over AFDC resulis from mothers who are not narrowly
disabled yet are treated as unable o work. AFDC intake workers should refer clients who might be
disabled to S8, where they would félce S8I's eligibiity tests. Some expansion of SSI would result
All other applicants should be referred to JOBS and face the regular work test,

Muost often, recipients now referred to SSI are ofder mothers, long out of the labor force, who
are 10 old o adjust to employment when their youngest child wens 18, [t is important that the
aumber ~F younger mathers, and the number with mental as againsi physical impairments, + .9 go
on SS1 be limited, The lact that a motber is disorganized should be grounds for an exiension, not
total exemption. Otherwise, work controversies will continue in AFDC, or will anse in 881, The

battlc over Disability Insurance reviews in the Reagan Administration is a precedent,

Work Incentives

In this coneeption, the work obligation is mostly separate from how much money a family gets,
The former is an cbligation owed by any employable recipient, while the latier depends on the necd
standard set by the state. Traditionally, welfure reformers have tried 10 assure that 2 working mother
gaincd a higher income by working by allowing ﬁer‘ to keep some of her carnings net of any

reduction in her grant. However, research and experience show that work incentives cause few
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welfare recipients to go to work.  Administmative stipulations have more effect. Henee, the work
requirement would be prescnted to clients a8 a moml obligation and enforced as an eligibility rule,
However, work incentives might well be used to recognize and reward work once st oceurs, |
would raise the present $30 carnings disregard to perhaps 360 and describe it as a work bonus. |
would keep the 33% work incentive and make it open-ended rather than limited to four months, but
would apply it only o carnings {rom hours above 20. Given the large savings welfare would realize
from clients going 1o work at all, sizable bonuses and incentives may be affordable. However, such
benefits should be limiled to what could be paid out of the savings produced by JOBS (see below).
In addition, BITC could be paid to working recipients on a routine basis through the welfare
system provided they stayed on the rolls (see below), The same could be done for working families

off AFDC but still on Food Stamps.

Sapvort Services

Could a mother, as now, demand child care, tasporiation, etc.,-as a condition of participating
in JOBS? 1'd leave trunsportation as an entidernent, as it is not a crucial problem in the big cities.
One can reasonably expect that recipients take public rangporiation to jobs provided that commuting
HMES are NOL excessive.

The big issue is chitd care, One wants 1o be sure children are taken care of, but at the same
tme make child care less of an "out” than it sometimes is now. ['d continue to provide child care as
an crtitlement, but I'd also atiow work bonuses or incentives only to mothers who arranged their own
carc--as mothers outside wellare have o do--and finunced it out of theic $175 child care disregard.
Such care would typically be cheaper than care JOBS paid for in child care centers, and awarding the

bonuses or incentives recognizes this.

Extensions
Not all nondisabled mothers can get ready 10 work within 90 days. Some proportion of those
who did not got jobs in that time would be given extensions, but limited to a minority of the

maniatory caseload. This Jimit is essentinl to be sure that both clients and welfare departments take

7
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the initial job search seriously. Whom to extend would be up (o the locality, but the choice would
presumably favor the more disadvantaged clients. |

Those given exiensions would still bave to participate in JOBS at feast half-tiime. Within
JOBS, most of the extended clients would cﬁz‘zﬁma in job search, and would remain there until they
got a job fullilling the wark fest. The more disadvantaged would combine some communily service
obligation analogous to a job, such as volunteer work of an approved kind, with work-readiness
activilies decided on by staff, the total o equal half timé or better. Work-readiness activities would
be timited to the remediation needid to hold the most enskilled jobs, such as drug rehabilitation or
English-linguuge instruction. Except for teen mothers making normal progress in school, other
cducation of even the most basic sort--GED, adult basic education--would be postponed until the
work test was satisfied (sec below).

Except for the teen mothers still in school, no one could stay on AFDC past two years without
meeting the work est. The nonworkers could get no further ald exeept by qualifying for S8, relying
solely on Food Stamps, or giving up their children to {oster care and sceking general assistance.,

Farthermore, an extension would 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

cxtension. The third time, she would to satisly the test even to apply for aid.

Sanctions

Al any stage, clients could be sanctioned for noncooperation. A sanction ¢onld oceur within
the first 50 days if a mother did not look seriously for work. It could also be applied to former
recipionts who left work without good cause and returned to AFDC.

The sanction should end the entire grant and not, as now, only the noncooperator's share of i,
Whole grants ar¢ closed for other rule infringements. Failure to comply with the work test should be
s diffcrent. Unless their families are af nisk, soune recipients will decline (o take employment
sericusly,

However, sanczi‘ons are administratively cumbersome and vapopular with clients and st

alike. They would play a lesser rule in enforcing work under this scheme than up-{ront job scarch,

the limit set on the share of caseload given extensions, and the two-year time limit on extensions.

1
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Many stales now assess clién ts and draw up employability plans or "social contracts” when
people first enter welfare. But the inilial Job search cannot be ailor-made sf it is to apply
immediately and widely enough to change the face of wellure. Early assessment is also often a
waste, beeause many clients do not know their interests or potential at the outset, and 3t 3 is dif hicult
to predict what they can do. Requiring work or at teast job scarch provides a tot more information.

Bevond adjudicating cluime to disability, the initial assessment should be confined to what is
necessary For job search-recording the client's work history, if any, and referring him orf her to
appropriate job openings. Clients should be appraised in more depth and employability plans drawn
up only after they are working half-time or have failed 0 gel jobs and been given extensions,
Subsequent training or work-readiness ;iz:zivizieé, if funded by JORBS, would have 10 be approved by

staff as consistent with the plan,

Training

Training prior 1o work would be confined o the school obligation of the 1een mothers and the
fimited job-readiness preparation given 1o the extended clients. Other education and training would
be funded, but would be limited (o clients already fulfilling the work requirement and would have to
be approved by stafl as consistent with employability plans. That is, training would be conditioned
on work and not, as it often is now, 4 substituie [or work, The Family Support Act’s preferences for
education in advance of work for much of the caseload would have to be altered.

Many mothers now underiake postsecondary education programs on their own while they are
exempt from JOBS due to young children. Then they seek to mzziéﬁzzc their studics rather than work
once they become mandatory. That has proven io be a big “out” from the work lest in New York. [t
is an abuse, since AFDC is not supposed 1o be z college scholarship program. JOBS needs these
more motivated clients available for job placement in order to generate case closures and [und
services for the more disadvantaged clients,

When the new rules jook cffect, | would include mothers already in self-inittated programs
among those given extensions. But from that point, newly mandatory reciptents could not normally

pursue training without working half-time. They could if they wished undertahe training or
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education prior 10 becoming mandatory and could continue these programs after entering JOBS, but
only if they also went 1o work half-time. Work-study assignments in support of postsccondary

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

Job Availability

The greatest question facing this plaa is whether there would be cnough jobs to absorb all the
employable mothers. When implementation began, job availability would probably be safficient,
Many mothers already have jobs, but do not report them. The new policies--as well as the incentive
to get EITC--would act to force these jobs onlo the books, or the recipients off welfare. Also, if
work levels rose in poverty arcas, so would incomes, and enough additional jobs might be created so |
that there was litile displacement.

However, as the numbers of mothers seeking work rose, job availability could prove
inadequate, or it might be reduced due 1o a recession, | would prefer to deal with that problem
without abandening the work test or allowing indefinite aid without work. Instead, extend the period
of job search permiticd at the outsct of welfare, or allow a higher proportion of recipicnts 1o get
extenstons. Those extended, however, would have 1o keep looking for work, as the regular jobless
have 1w do. To be s meaninglul work lest, job search would have to be more closely monitored than
it is tn Ul (see below). 1 would not extend the two-year length of extensions.

If working recipients ost jobs, they would be referred first to UL then Food Stamps #f
nceessary, Ul benefits are normally limited to six months, but Congress usually extends them dunng
recessions, making them more welfarc-like. Ul following a part-time job might well pay too littie o
support u family, but famities i stil needy would apply to Food Stamps. Only as a Tast resort would
they retum to AFDC, where they would face the same work test as before.

One of the great atiractions of an up-front, half-time work test is that recidivism on wellare 1s
no longer problematic. The fact that some recipients 1ose jobs and return to the rolls does not defeat
reform, since the ipitial goal is not 1o get people ol welfare, It is simply te be sure that the
employable work whenever they are on welfare,

Suppont from U and Food Stamps i to be preferred since these programs are more adequate

and/or less stigmatizing thua AFDC. UI's work connection rules might be slightly cased 1o raise the
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share of the unemployed receiving benefits, which is currently only half. But the change could nist
be great without seeming 1o turn Ul into a welfare program and damaging its respectability.

The three programs would present a hicmarchy where the more sensitive a benefiy, the tougher
the work test.. Ul is the least sensitive, as these benefits are earned and time-limited; accordingly,
Ul’s requirement that claimants ook for work is not generally enforeed, Food Stamps is
noncontributory and open-cnded, but the benefits are in-Kind, and the cascload includes many inlact
and working fumilics; accordingly, it has a job-scarch requirement.only somewhat more serious than
Ul's. AFDC is the most sensitive, as it is open-ended and in cash, and goes to the most troubled
families. So its work test shoutd be the most stringently enforced. That is one thing that should

malivate recipients lo live on Ul and Food Stamps if they can and getout of AFDC.

Government Jabs

I would minimize guaranteed jobs as & backep to work-conditioned AFDC, If offered as an
entitlement. huge ntmbers of slots would be required. To provide them would be prohibitively
costly as well as a nightmare to administer. | would allow localities to ereate some backup jobs with
2t federal maich for part of the cost. Bt recipients could not demand such jobs as a right, so that
those who did not receive them stayed on welfare without working, Jobless recipients whe did not
get a stot would still go of f the rolls at the end of two years.

Alternutively, one could provide the jobs as an eniit%cmém but set demanding precornditions,
No one could pot such a job without first undergoing the up-front job search, failing 1o got 4 job,
qualifying for an extension, and then fulfiliing his or assignment during the extension with no
trouble. For the maore job-ready, that assignment wouid be to look for work steadily; for the less job-
ready, it would be 10 complete community service and remediation assignments. Presumably, the
number that would fulfill these conditions and still not get a regular job would be small.

The jobs, if provided, would be designed to satisfy the regular work test and nothing more.
They would be hall-time and pay the minimum wage, They would offer no raises and no promotion
ladder. 1 would not describe them as either work for wages or work for welfare. To conservatives

the first formulation suggests an attempt o crente o haven {rom the private seetor, while liberals

L
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reject the latier as punitive. Rather, call the jobs work expenence, designed to fulfill the work test

uniit the cecipients got regular work.

Implementation |

implementation wosld primarily iavolve expanding JOBS and shifting its focus from
remediation o job scarch, The cxpansion would have to occur over several years to avoid swamping
the program and, perhaps, Whe fabor market.

The new legislation should sct an ascending series of floors for participation in JOBS, rising
from the 20% in FY 95 in current law (o something well over 30%. Simultaneously, it would sct 2
descending series of ceilings for the proportion of new cases given exiensions. The more new

" applicants that were given child care and job search by a growing JOBS, the fewer would have to
wait 1o work.

For existng nonworking cases, the two-year limit would be phased in gradually, with
appropriale warnings given to the clients. The longest cases would go 1o work or be terminated first,
then shorter ones, until ne one remained on AFDRC longer than two yoars without working.. Again,
those custed {Tom AFDC would not necessanily be denied all aid, but they would have to get it from
SS1, UL, Food Stamps, or other prograns,

The proposed version of wellare reform is cheaper than some others, because it does not
inveive large spending on training or government Jobs. However, the new administration required
would sull involve substantial costs, As JOBS is expanded, it is ¢rucial that stzable numbers of job
ertries and case closures be achieved earty on. To gencrate those is one of the reasons for up-front
job search. Although the goal is more to trans{orm welfare than cut the rolls, tmplemeniers have to
realize some savings from their iabors (o sustain the will 1o reform welfare. Reform cannot seem ©
be simply the uddition of 2 sew program o the old, as FSA has appeared 1o be. To be sure that
reform saved moncy overall, any new benefits such as work incentives would be fimited to what
could be financed out of the savings.

Bestdes building up the scale of JOBS, five key problems would have (o be solved:

1. Case management. Work enforeement is paternalist. 1t requires providing needy familics

support, but also enlorcing norms, in this case work. The current welfure burcaucracy is arionted to
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eligibility determination, grant poyment, and--within JOBS--the provision of job search and suppont
seeviees, To those operations must be added a corps of case managers who would moniter the
mandatory adults and keep them involved in their assigned activitics. Stch administrators have been
essentitl to'the success of the best wellare employment programs to dale.

2. Integrating grant payment and pari-time work. Currently, payment svstems are good al
recording large eamings goins that close cases, typically due to full-time work. They are less good at
adjusting grants for earnings that leave a case ope, typically dug to part-time or intermittent work,
Some ¢lients have been discouraged from working part-time because of the paperwork involved.
Part-time work would vasily increase under this reform, so the adjustment of grants for eamings
must become more routine. The best solution ts probably to combine the reporting of eamings with
grant payment. At the end of the month, recipients would visit the welfare agency and present pay‘
stubs and other evidence of earnings. With this information, computers could make adjustments {or
work incentives, add in EFTC, end print out a weifare check for the amount necessary to mest the
need standard.* To combine earnings with aid through the welfare system is probably casicr than
through grant diversion or work supplementation schemes involving the emplover,

3. Monitoring work effort. Work enforcement requires tracking employment status as well as
carnings. To do this through the Ul reporting system, as evaluators do, 15 inadequate, as that sysiem
records only earnings and guarters of emplovment, not working hours, and i tolerates constderable
fag time. Again, the solution is probably to have recipients deliver evidence of employment to
wellare and then roceive their grants. They would have 10 show employment to stay on welfare, and
this would give them an incentive to report carnings, as well as hours, honestly.

4. Accounting for welfure saving. Evaluations demonstrate that a work program of the
proposed kind would save lurge sums for government overall. But the savings would show upin
fower grant payments and, over time, smatler svelfare rolls. JOBS itscll will still appcz’ir costly
unless it is credited with some of these suvings. One cannot aitribute any specific case closure of
grant reduction 1o the program, the way onc can child support payments 10 chiid support

enforcement, because many clicats leave wellare for work voluntarily. Rather, some fair share of the

4§ amn indebted for this suggestion o Michael L. Wiseman,
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savings must be imputed to JOBS, on the basis of evaluations, and then used 10 fund it. One
approach would be 1o estimate JOBS's impact on welfare reductions in each fiscal year, then use that
money o fund the progrmm in the next gycle. |

5. Performance measures. JOBS will nced performance eriteria to drive it through the
implomentation of the new work rules and then o guide it on an ongoing basis. Designing such
measures should be gasier for the proposed reform than for some athers, since the main purpose is
simply 16 got clients working half-ume. Monitoning that goal should be possible with & modification
of the current system {or measuring JOBS participation rates. However, it would be desirable to
track ag well the quality of jobs clients get--their wages and duration, JOBS programs should
primarily put people to work in available positions, but they should get some credit for obtaining
"good” jobs.

An additional jssuc that could well arise during implementation ts immigration, Quwe of the
reasons Lo think that jobs would txe available to welfare recipients i required to work is that there is
little ¢vidence to date that immigrants, either legal or illegal, are displacing jobless Americans from
employment. But immigration conlinues at high levels while job creation in the current recovery 18
below recent experience. There is thus reason to fear that competition for jobs could develop amang
wellare jobscekers and immigrants, particularly the illegal migranis who pow do many unskilled
jobs incines. One part of a work-oriented welfare reform package, therefore, should be new

proposals (o restrict illegal immigration,
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As work on the development of a comprehensive plan of welfare
reform progresses, there is need for attentlion to the issues of
the administration of work sites for Iindividuals who complete two
years on AFDC and must accept avallable post-~transition work
program assignments,

The Employment 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 reguirements,
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 duraticn 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) experlenced by
the early public employment programs.

ERnother 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 jobs
in limited-duration projecis, rather than in regular State and:
local government operations, would cost approximately $15,000
gach. This cost included a $7,200 annual salary, fringe
benefits, participant training and services, and administrative
overhead. A 300,000-slot program nationwide would cost at least
$4.5 billion.

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

Adminigtration - 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 sites, the follow-up to
ensure that individuals so assigned report and work as schedoled
“and the dealing with issues, including grievances, are all
functions that must be performed by agencies at the State and
local levels,

There are at least three options that could be pursued since both
the welfare and the employment and traising agencies have bad
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 lccal
welfare agencies 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 agencies 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 aveoiding 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 matching 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



administrative addiudication system? IXIf 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 wesk, the annual salary would be $6630. In the PEP program
in the early 1370s, salaries could not exceed $7200 based on
working full time at the minimum wage. However, non-Federal
funds could be used to supplement this amount up to a maximum of
$12,000 per vear per job.

Employer - One guestion 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

- enployment {I~%}, workers gompensation 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 dinterest in ensuring that
their members don’t lose thelr 3jobs to participants in this
program. This igsue wag recently addressed in the National and
Community Service Act which provides very strong safeguards to
prevent displacement. Among other things, the Act reguires the
“written concurrence of any local labor organization representing
employees of the service sponsor who are engaged in the same oy
substantially similar work as that proposed teo 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 plansg, health plans, and cother benefits?
DOL is still dealing with problems that arose out of non-coverage
of PSE participants under CETA, particularly related o
ratirement 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 behavicor and other matters
arise that c¢an be subiject to administrative appeals. In this
regard, 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 Qffice of Administrative Law Judges

3



(ALJ) in disputes inveolving 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 pecople rapidly
participating in the program. Under CETA, work experience was a
useful means of avoiding cumbersome c¢ivil service systems. the
emphasis was on simplified job descriptions that supplemented
regular jobs and were not part of the regqular 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.
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To: Mary Jo Bane
David Ellwood
Bruce Reed
Wendell Primus
Kathi Way

From: Jeremy Ben-Ami

Attached are two memos which I received while I was away
concarning the WORK program from CDF and from CLASPF. 1 wanted
you to have these to consider while you are deliberating the
future of the WORK program.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Jeramy Ben-aml

From: CLiEf Johneon and David Kass
Date: February 10, 1994

Subject: The WORK program

We understand that you are now in the wmidst of further
drafting and refinsment of che WORK proaram. We also understand
that the range of optiocns under consideracioc in this drafting
process may be constrained. HNonetheless, we want Lo yelterate how
concerned we are about the equity and sffectivensss of the
structure of the WORK program as outlined in sariier drafts and
conversations with HHS officials, and again urgse the Working Group
to take steps to substantially improve and strengthsn these kay
provisions.

we believe that job oreation and financial rewards for work
effort are central to the success of any welfare refoym effore,
While earlier drafts of the WORX program purport (o embrace hhe
concept of "work for wages,” in actuality the program design more
strongly ressmbles the current Community Work Experience Program
{CWEP} than a serious job creation and work reward initiative. 7The
proposed WORK gtructure le inadequate in a number of Rey areas:

o Lack of financlal rewards for work: Thryoughout the past year,
the Administration has held the moral and polivical high
ground by insisting on steps to "make work pay.* Th
Administravion now is opening ltself up to attack on these
same grounds by proposing a welfare reform plan thay would
leave AFDC parents whe work no better off Einancially than
they wers oo AFDC, The proposed wage/benefit structure in the
WORK pregram must bs ohanged to snsure at  lesst modest
financial gains for parents who accept public sector jobs,
both by guaranteeing & winimum number of hours of work and by
using earnings disrvegards or orhey mecharisme Lo allow parents
e sombine earmings and benefits when appropriate.

This revised approsch alee avolds the adumilnistrative
cowplexities of any effort to match earnings frowm public sops
with prior AFDC benefit levels. To ensure that gome parencs
do not end up with legs income when they work, the proposed
WORK program would have to return to the presise caloulation
and gonstant recaleulation of required nours of work thar has
contributed to CWEP's proklems, costlinesg, and limited use.
Such a design undercuts any notion that thase public sector
Jjobe offer "work for wages® and the digoity of genuine
employment.
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Penial of EIC eligibility: Ar least partial EYC eligibilivy
also should be & part of the Administration’'s effort to rewavd
work. 'The cowplete denial of EIC eligibility would raise very
creoubling eguity issues. For example, parents in publigs
gector jobs should not be required to pay FICA Laxes and at
the same time ke ineligible to receive EIC payments that are
intended in part to offset thepe taxes, In addition, the
likelihood thal WORK participants will work alcongside Qthex
workers with similar or even identical reapeongibilities who
aze eligible for the EIC underscores the ineguicies inhsrent
in this atrusture,

We understand the desire to retain financial incerntives for
parents to move from the WORK program into regulay public oz
private sector jobs. However, the opportunity to sscure fulls
time work aven at the minimum wage alone provides an inceantive
in thig directicn that will be much more powserful than any
limice on EBIC eligibility (particularly given the limited
awarenegs of EIC benefitg among low-wage worxers;. At the
veary least, partial BIC eligibility woeld further reinforce
those ingentives while offsetting PICA liabkilities and
treating parents ir public sectocr jobs mera eguitably.

Excespive reliaoce on CWEP: There is nc policy justificavion
for allowing startes to use CWEP on & large scale. 2As you
know, the MDRC ressarch shows that CWEP isg ineffective: MDRC
found that unpaid work experience had no lmgacg en employment
or earnings of participente; the only instance of a
grtatistically significant impact was for one subgroup of

applicants in & single site. We know that conservative
estimaten of CWEP coscs are $3,000 psr racipient -- with nc
income cgain. Particularly given the limited resources

available for weifare reform efforts, w2 strongly believe that
resources must be focussd onn iniviatives that will help
families move toward self.sufficiency and out of poverty.
There is no usefu. or legltimate role £or large-scale CWEP
activivies in this regard, and it is unacceptable for the
Adminianration Lo rely upon {WEDR simply a9 a2 means of avoiding
the higher cogts asscciazed with real job placement and job
Cragtion,

Ag alvernarives ro CWEP, there are enormous opsortunities to
link public job creation under the WORK program and other
Administration investment priorities related to poor children
and their families. Appropriate yoles €or ARDC parents in
Head Start centers, immunizabion outreach asctivities, and
youth development and vioclence prevention 21l deserve careful
examinaticn a8 ways to get the nosl out of limired welfare
reform and iob creation funds.

Fotential holes in the safety net: We <ontinue to ba
concerned about The potenvial for complete and unwazrranted
iose of benefing Lo poor children in the event of disruptions
in the work schedules ¢f parents who accept public sector jobs



under the WORK program. We muert ensure that parents are
fairly treated and that poor c¢hildren receive the income
support they need tc prevent extreme deprivation,
homelessneas, and increased foster care placements. In
addition, we certainly hope that parents already working part-
time will be considersd employed and not subject to the
regquirements ¢f the WORK program.

e) Targeting resources vs. volunteer "jobs": The creation of
large numbers of volunteer *"jobs" would contribute little to
ending welfare as we know it or helping recipients move f£rom
welfare To work, and nothing to making work pay. We are very
concerned about using very large numbers of volunteer
positions as a default wmechanism ro fulfilll quotas when weal
jobs are not available because of insuffic¢ienc investments in
the employment side of the program. We are alsc concerned
abcut the enormous practical problems and potential costs.
For example, providing child care would be extremely difficult
because volunteer “jobs* would have few hours and often would
be cifferent times each wesk. 8Sound policy and poliitice mean
using limited available resources to provide significant
services in & more targeted fashion, focusing energy and
resources on real jobs and income gains for families in those
jobs.

We hope that you will ke able to share additicnal information about
the srructure of the WORK program as soon as possikle. Wz look
forward to continuing to work with you -- please let us know if we
can be helpful.

TOTAL P.B4
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MEMORANDBUM
T0: Joremy Ben-Ami
Michae] Wald

FROM: Muark Greenberg
DATE: Fehmuary 7, 1994
RE: Recipiont Safoguards in the WORK Program

This memo offcrs some preliminary thoughts on points where rocipient
safeguards and due process protections need (o be incorporated into the WORK
Program. As you know, [ have grave concoms about the basic design of the
WORK Program, and do not think that the procedural protections | outline in
this memo are adequatc to address my concsrns. Nevertheless, 1 hope this
merao can be helplil to you in devcloping safeguards for the program.

As you'll see, there are 8 nugmber of places where T identify the need for o
dispute resolution process and 8 hearing process. A dispute resolution process
could be something Jar shorl of a formal hearing - it might simply be the
opporbanity for review for & neutral individual whe was not a part of the tnitial
decision. The hearing process could, but need not, be the same a3 the AFDC
fair hearing process, However, the hearing must contain a set of basic
rcquircments to satisfy due process - 8.g., vight to be heard, right 1o prosont
cvidence and witnesses, right io cross-examine, right (o have counsel present,
right to an impartisl decision-raaker who bages the desiston on the rules and
evidence.

I understand that some of those involved in the planning process may be
goncerned that two much cmphasis on hesring rights could undercut program
goals by making WORK scem more like AFDC than employment. 1 appreciaw
the concern; however, # hasic difference between the private sector and the
government is that a private sector employer is free to act arbitrarily, amid
government is not.  Much of what I describe is likely %0 bo constinmionally
mandated; ¢vert where that is not the case, those safeguards are essentisl o
cnsure that the program operates in canformity with the expectations actablishod
for it
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THE WORK Program

It briefly begin by oulining my current understanding of WORK Program
design:

* An individugl reaching the AFDC time limit would be subjest
to WORK Program requirements. There would be & limited
number of slots, and she would not have a right to participae in
the WORK Program, However, if the state chose to seloct ber,
she would e subject 0 WORK requirements, snd could not opt
to simply receive AFDC instead.

. I the individual were not selected for the WORK Program, she
would contlnue & veceive AFDC, subject w a requirement to
participate in compsunity volunteer work.

. The number of hours of WORK obligation, ez}m;mte& at the
minizn wage, would i many states provide gross income
equal to or geeater than the family’s prior AFDC grant. In those
states where it was nol sufficient to do so, the family would
receive a supplemental chieck safficient 10 reach the prior AFDC
gramt level, Thus, in at least some stiies, a WORK Program
participant would no langer receive AFDC. [n others, where a
suppiemertal check was provided, the individual might or might
noi still be copsidered an A¥DC rocipient,

. The WORK Program would operate on a "pay for performance”
squcture, in which an individusl would be paid for hours
worked.

’ It is not yei resolved whether the individual's smployer would
be the worksite, or the WORK Program.

. WORK Program funds conld be used to provide wege subsidies
for private (or, I assume, public) sector employment, io provide
fumling for job plecement contracts, or for publicly funded
smployment slots,

Rased on this initial outline, 1 want to identify potential issues in the following
ureas:

. Lssucs around WORK Program entry.
» lesues aroung the WORK Program assigranent;

* Issues around hours of work, and payment for hours worked;
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¢ issugs around discharge from ¢ WORK slot,
Disputes around WORK Pregram Eatry

Two sensrios seem possible around WORK Program entry, dependiog on how
aitractive the WORK Program seems in comparison with AFDC/volunteer
work; in some cases, individuals mipht want to participate in WORK and be
dismayed they were not selected; in other instances, individuals might want to
resist WORK. enrollment and continue receiving AFDC. I ig, of course,
possible that a st will always or often have some people in each group.

For the first scopario - individualy wanting to be in the WORK Program - the
key would seem to be aveiding cither the appesrance or reality of erbitrariness.
I WORK ix attractive, it would be troubling if, c.g., Ms. Smith clainied she
had beon denied 8 WORK slot beesuse of her race or religion, or because her
caseworker huted her, or because ber caseworker lost her file, ete. One way to
avoid this scenario would be for the statute to cxplicitly spesify the order of
WORK programs eniry, or to provide that state plans must explicitly specify an
objectively determined onder of entry, There might still be disputes (and the
need for a dispute resolution mechanism and hearing pracedure to resolve
disputes) about whether the state followed its policy, but that would be far

preferable to allegations of recism playing favorites, etc.

There also needs to be a dispute settiement mechaniom, and ultimately a right
1o a bearing, sbout invances where individoals do sl want 10 participate in the
WORK Program. For cxample, s individual would not be subjest o WORK
requirements until she reachod the two year limit; there are bound to be
digputes about how o count two years. The specifics will depend on how the
counting rules woTk, but supposs, €5, that only months when onc is non-
exempt, or months when one is receiving services, count against the Hmit,
There could potentially be disputes aboul whether Ms. Smith had been exemgpt,
or about whether she ever recsived services, or whether the services met the
promise of her employsbility plan, Similarly, if there s an
exemnption/exiension procedure, there will be disputes sbout whether individuals
qualify for it. As a result, 1 think it follows that you necessarily need a hearing
procodure for disputes about whetber sn individoal must participate in the
WORK Program,

Dizputes abont WORK sssignments

Once an individual snters the WORK program, there will be disputes about the

npprogpja_tegmufparﬁwlmamign_nﬁgt} 1 do not know what, if any, criteria
you are considefing [or the appropristentss of assignments. B, for example,
under current law, 8 work sassignment cannet be an unreasonable distance from
the participant’s bome, cammot viclate health and safety standards or civil rights

laws, and must be reasonably related to the individual's ability (o perform the

Y
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job. 1 you retain such standards (and I would hope you would), then there
may he disputes about whether perticolar nssignments meet {or continne
meet) the applicable criteria

Dispuics about hours of WORK sssignments

T am not clear on how hours of WORK assignmaonts will be determined. Will
the munber of authorized howrs vigy with family size {reflecting the variation
in grent amounts}? Wil an individual be required to tske the number of /?
uuthorized bours, or could, e.g., the fndividual request 15 hours instead of 207
If there is any potential for dispute about the number of suthorized hours, there
neads to be o dispute resolution/hearing process available for resolving the

issues.
Disputes sbont WORK compenxatinn

| generally understand that the intent of WORK is to operate oo a pay-for-
performance basis, in which an individual is paid minimum wage for the
oumber of hours actually worked. 1 am not clear on how gick

acationsfetc. will be handled. 1f the WORK Program is the empioyez
#5e policies Still be based on the practices of the individual work site, or
will there be uniform rules for all WORK participants? 1 am also not clear on
whethet you envision any “good cae” reasons, or whether you would expect
those 10 be mbsumed within sick feave/vacation nules,

At mipimum, there may be disputss about how many howrs were actually
worked? For example, the ime-sheet may say Ms, Smith wag absent, and she
may claim that it is ineccurate.

[ belicve it is sasential that theve be some “good canse” reasons thal would

allow for payment cven when an sbsence is not covered by sick/vacation
policy. For example:

. Suppose Ms. Smith begins her WORK assigoment, hass only
sccumitaied one day of sick leave, angd gets the flu for a week.
Would her family just be out of luck? Dv‘i
>
. Suppose Ma, Smith’s young child gets the flu. Some employers (ﬁ’ A
would not consider the sickness of a family member a 7
permissible reason for nsing sick icave. L']

* Suppose there is a show emergency, {mé the employer does not
provide any work Tor some humber of days, or sends all
employees bome early. Or supposc that due to the sew
emargency, school is canceled and Ms. Smith has ao place o
provide child care for her six year old child.
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* Suppose Ms. Smitl’s child care arrangements break down duc
to the fajhure of the state to meet its obligations, i.e., the worker
fails to timely lusue payment, and the provider informs Ms.
Smith that she no longer has = slot.

As these examples suggest, there roay be a mumber of enarios in which an
individual will not fall within the coverage of an employer’s personne! policies,
but for which “good cause” plainly exists. Accordingly, I think some form of
goosi canse provision for puyment of WORK amounts is needed, and if there
i5 a "goud cause” standard”, there will inevitably be dispuies and the need for
& disputs resolution/hearing process,

Disputcs Around Termination of WORK Slots

Perindicelly, individuals will be let go or fired from their WORK slots. An
individual may or may not have heen fired for good cause. She may have boen
discharged because her work was simply not of good guality, or because the
employer concludes that her work i3 no longey needed. In any cese, you mey
need o draw a distinction here between public employers, who may not act
arbiteanily, and privaie employers, who arc gencrally free to do so. A legal
question | have po} mscached is whether if, &g, 8 private job were 100%
subsidized with governmenial funds, there would be mmy due process
obligations for the private employer. In any cass. whorever {here is a
rejuiternent that termingtion can only be for cause, there willbe a pced fora
dispute resolution/beanng process.

For purposes of this memo, 1 assume that private employers, even if deeply
suhridized, would be free to termmate an individual for no causs. However,
this poscs g difficulty in a pay-for-performance structure.  Suppase Ms. Smith
15 plaved, through the WORK Program, with the XYZ Corepany. On February
2, she is wenminated.  What happens to Ms, Smith? Will she roceive only two
days of income for Februy? Will ghe b redirectad 1o another WORK slot
on February 3, or reinststed on AFDC? Does the answer trn on whether she
was torminated for misconduct?

Unless there is some mechanism o ensure that Ms. Smith gets another WORK
opportunity on the day afler terminution, there are bound o be issuss
eoncorning whether Ms. Smith should recsive less than a full month’s pay in
the month she is terminated from a WORK slot. If the answer 10 the guestion
turns on whether she i af fanlt, there needs 0 be s dispute resolutiontheariog
structure on issues of fault for termination from WORK siots.,

Conclusion

-AS you can see, there ate points throughout the process where there could be
dispates aboul whether individuals are being treated fairly and in conformance
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with program requiroments.  Bach of these require the provigion of & dispute
resolutionhearing process.  As a practical nfter, it is quite possible that
utilization of the process could be infrequent, though we have no way of
knowing for sure at this point. In any case, whether utilization is froquent or
infrequent, the process needs 10 be recognized as an essential part of the
WORK Program design,

Please let me know if there 1a somathing uselul T might do to follow up on this
memaoe.
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Background

This report focuses on two impaortant components expected to be included
in President Clinton’s anticipated revamping of Aid to Families with
Dependent Children {(AFDC): ‘

1. Using public service employment (PSE) and/or
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 services for non-custodial parents
{(NCPs)—generally 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 about implementing the above noted services as part of a nation-
al overhanl of the welfare system. Of special concern were their insights
into the feasibility of enlarging PSE/CWEP, formerly small-scile pilot or
demonstration programs, into large scale public service employment efforts.

This report 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 Independence as it finalizes its recommenda-
tions to President Clindon.

Key Findings and Analysis of Responses

Listed below are the highlights of the stakeholders’ responses. These

responses deserve special 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 favered a transitional, time-limited weifare
‘ i
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system; more than 75 percent could embrace the President’s
proposed two-year limit on AFDC receipt. However, many

respondents envisioned from 20 o 40 percent of the AFDC

caseload being exempt from the two-year limit,

Receptivity to PSE/CWEP

Most state and local officials would attempt PSE/CWEP as
the principal post-transitional service or activity for AFDC
recipients unable to find private-sector jobs.

Most respondents believed that, coupled with other reforms to
make work attractive,such as an expanded EITC and univer-

sal health insurance, it wouid be worth trymg a two-year fimit
and PSE/CWEP.

Preference for Public Service Employment or Comn’mmty
Work Experience Programs,

Respondents favering 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 demcamng wori: available
through PSE.

Many respondents saw PSE as easier to administer; yet some
respondents mintmized the CWEP's administrative obstacles.

A significant number of stakeholders had no preference and
maintained that states and localities should be able 1o choose
between the two programs or even implement both.

Scale and Availability of Appropriate PSE/CWEP Jobs.
Respondents believe that sufficient and meaningful public
sector work exists to engage 300,000 to 500,000 PSE/CWEP
participanis.

Nevertheless, most respondents lacked confidence in their

ability to link work and workers easily, especially in large

urban centers. Yet, respondents believed that, with adequate

#



support and resources, a WORK program of 300,000 to
500,000 worksite slots was possibie in most cities,

Expanding the program to 1 million slots was viewed as high-
ly problematic.

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

Most respondents felt that WORK shouid stress private, non-
profit agencies as PSE/CWEP sites, because states with the
largest AFDC caseloads are experiencing the greatest reduc-
tions-in-force within the public sector, thus precluding plac-
ing PSE/CWEP participants in stale agencies.

State and local efficials 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.

(oals and Reles of WORK Placements

All respondents said that the jobs had to have sotial value: a
function or service of some value to the community, and
agreed-that the stots should not be “make work™ situations.

Respondents differed on the goals of these programs, Some
said the programs should enforce society’s expectation of
wortk, such as conventional “workfare.” Somg 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 PSE/CWEP
waorksites will tend to have personal characteristics, circurn-
stances or attitudes that will present major challenges. But
some respondents who manage CWEP programs downplayed

# 4 3
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the differences between participants and the “typical” AFDC

recipient or typical person entering jobs comparable to those
under WORK.

Aliernatives to PSE/CWEP 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, tor-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 valoue in JOBS than in WORK, ~ =~ '

Almost without exception, respondents expected PSE or
CWEP 1o be the primary components of WORK.

Availability and Quality of Private Sector Jobs.

Stakeholders drew a distinction between “minimum wage,
high tumover” jobs which generally seemed plentiful, and
“so00d” or “self-sufficient” opportunities which Were far more
difficult for their clients to secure. (A “good” job was usuaily
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 expanded EITC, universal health

. insurance, and better access to subsidized ehild care would

close the gap between “good” jobs and mintmum wage jobs.

Wages, Benefits and Supportive Services

. Almost all respondents agreed that the federal minimum

wage—or state minimuom, when higher—would be an appro-
priate level of compensation. Also, everyone agreed that con-
tinued Medicaid coverage (or universal health insurance) was
essential for WORK participants, as was child care compara-
ble to that under JOBS.

i
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5 Roughly two-thirds of all respondents ended up favoring

making PSE wages ineligible 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 participants'should be expected to work, and
whether—under PSE-—participants should be given supple-
mental benefits if their PSE eamnings 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 sigaificance
even if they did not fully grasp its details.

Duration of Placements and Time Limits

Almost everyone believed that placements should be time-
limited, not open-ended, Most respondents recommended
that PSE/CWEP placements be followed by an intensive peri-

od of renewed job search before another placement was start-
ed.

Sanciions and Enfercement

There was united seatiment for prompt, meaningful, enforce-
able sanctions. On the other hand, respondents recognized
that many WORK participants 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 respondents were concerned that the federal gov-
ernment would not adequately reimburse for service and
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administrative costs,
15.  Concerns of Organized Labor

Although seen as a serious problem, no one suggested that
PSE/CWEP be avoided on the basis of Iabor union opposi-
tion; most respondents offered 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 PSE/CWEP as not fitting neady in the
labor system nor within the welfare/JOBS system.

Everyone stressed the importance of giving states plenty of
jead time 1o make decisions and to plan and phase-in the pro-
gram,

Both local and state stakeholders stressed the need to plan at
the Iocal level, affording urban mayors the opportunity for
getting involved in the early planning of WORK.

Services for Non-Custoedial Parents

Structured programs for non-custodial parents are still quite rarg—
perhaps one to two dozen pilot or demonstration projects national-
ly—and few have existed for more than two vears. Consequently,
about 75 percent of respondents had limited expertise or familiarity
with NCP programs: 20 percent declined to commment at all. In all,
about two-thirds of respondents engaged in some substantial discus-
sion of NCP issues.

Respuondents were far more tentative in discussing NCP services and
many admitted to uncertainty on specific questions or gualified their
answers. Their responses might be 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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T
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 vounger fathers in
urban centers.

While recognizing that something must be done, stakeholders
were unsure of what could be 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 had reservations about using the impending Clinton
welfare reform package as the venue for funding NCP ser-
vices, -

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 between younger,
never-married, NCPs and older, divorced, non-custodial
fathers, and between inner-city, unemployed, absent fathers
and middle-income men who were simply avoiding thewr
child support obligations. They recognized the need for dif-
ferent strategies 1o deal with each population.

Expectations About Potential Payback from NCP Services

No one expected tremendous monetary paybacks, at leagt in
the near term, from investments in NCPs. Rather they talked
in terms of values, social norms, social stability, and justice.

(Goals and Intent of NCP Services

There was little consensus among respondents about what the
primary goals and intent of an NCP initiative should be.
Some spoke of enabling the NCPs to meet their child support
obligation, They viewed NCPs as a new approach to child
support enforcement for those unable to be reached through
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conventional sirategies.

Others talked about enabling NCPs 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 programs nation-
wide, most of which arg part of either MDRC’s Parents Fair
Share Program or Public/Private Venture’s Young Unwed
Fathers Program.,

All findings to date are cither in the form of 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 2
few respondents urged incorporating services for non-custodi-
al parents as a core part of JOBS. But many respondents sup-
ported allowing states the option to allocate some modest pos-
tion of JOBS funding to NCP services. Virtuall§ everyone
urged a major expansion of the current research demonstra-
tions of NCP services.

Resource Allacations Given a8 “Zero-Sum’™ Budget

Resporndents were asked to assume budget neutrality for the
President’s welfare reform program, and were told that they
had a fixed pooi 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 firm
recommendation, Two stakeholders said they would devote
no welfare reform resources, using instead existing funding
streams such as ITPA. Several suggested 20 to 33 percent
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and one suggested S0 percent. Most suggested 5 to 10 per-
cent, either for state-clective programs or for greatly expand-
ed demonstrations.

Appropriate Services and Strategies for NCPs

All respondents noted that the services required to assist fow-
income males would probably vary from those for fernales,
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 1o live on while in
training,

Peer counseling, legal services, parenting skill training, rec-
onciliation services and substance abuse counseling were also
perceived to be vital services.

Treatment of Arrearages

Larpe arrearages are daunting for young men whose camings
prospect--¢ven after successfully completing a NCP pro-
gram—are quite modest. Some policy makers have 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 1o young men that they can escape debt, Others favored
flexibility, with certain caveats. Still others suggested forgiv-
ing arrearages over time,

Overall, almost all respondents recognized the perversities
and disincenatives of the current child support system when it
comes 10 NCPs making back payments.

9. Use of Non-Welfare Delivery Systems Services
There was universal consensus that existing service deltvery

systems badly underserve the low-income NCP population, in
particular JTPA,



Respondents recognized that little seems o be effective with
marginalized young males, but suggestions included models
based on Job Corps, Youth Corps and boot camips.

10. Degree of “Smoke-Out” Effect

Mandatory full-time participation in a NCP program forces
some young men to confess that they will soon be starting a
job (a job they already hold with payment “under the table™)
and that they wili be able to make support payments, This
“smoke-out effect’” seems to occur in ten to 30 percent of
cases.

Respondents believed that the smoke-out effect would be sig-
nificant. Several respondents speculated-that smoke-out sav-

ings alone could finance 2 moderate sized program of services
for non-custodial parents.




In 1994, President Clinton will articulate his vision for a2 funda-
mental overhaul of the nation's welfare system for Congress and the
American people. This analysis focuses on two important compo-
nents expected o be included in the President's multi-faceted
revamping of Aid 1o Families with Dependent Children {AFDC):

+ using public service employment (PSE) and/or community
work experience programs (CWEP) as principzal “post-transi-
tonal” service activities for AFDC recipients who have
reached the proposed two-year limit on AFDC receipt with-
out securing employment in the private segtor; and

+ including special services for non-custodial parents
{NCPs)—generally fathers—of AFDC children 1 enhance

their child support payments and strengthen their role as
parents,

This report provides federai policy makers in the President's
Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and
Independence with information and insights on these twe 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 1o PSE/CWEP as post-transitional activities and/or 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-
grammnatic and operational implications of implementing
these services as part of a nationat overhaul of the welfare
system.

Of special concern to this report are the various considerations



entaited 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 smali-scale pilot
or demonstration programs, Not since the CETA program of the mid
and late 1970s has the United States undertaken a large scale public
service employment effort. Similarly, CWEP has generally been
implemented only on a modest scale as part of tighdy-controlled
research-demonstrations, utilized as a minor component of the
national JOBS program {approximately 3 percent of JOBS spending is
devoted to CWEP), or reserved for male-dominated, “General
Assistance” or "Home Relief” state welfare programs. Ard, services
for non-custodial parents have only recently been started in 2 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, instrucfion about the
myriad of obstacles and challenges in developing and managing full-
scale PSE/CWEP 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 commirment 10 going-to-
scale,

This report is not a comprehensive analysis of either PSE/CWEP or
NCP services. Rather, it attempts to distil the views and insights of a2
range of knowledgeable and experienced state and local 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 the federal agency staff's more rigorous
research and analysis, and the findings of independent sources such
as MDRC, MPR and the Urban Institute. [t does s¢ by articulating the
operational and policy concerns and suggestions gathered in the
course of the field interviews. Similarly, it can supplement the more
formal input and advice of key interest groups such as NGA, NCSL,
APWA, CBPP CLASP, and the AFL-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 16 President
Clinton. As of December 22,1993, the Working Group had pro-
gressed in its endeavors t¢ a point where it had specified 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 delincated in the author’s
October work plan have been settled, with tentative decisions made
by the time this report is finalized. In particular, the broad oudines of
the proposed post-transitionit] program-—{entatively named
“WORK™—have been completed. Nevertheless, it is hoped that this
report can 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 Secrefary for Planning and Evaluation in the US
Department of Health and Human Services, as part of the author's
autumn ficld placement in ASPE under the Annie E. Casey Children
and Families Fellowship. Sponsored by the Annie E. Casey
Foundation of Greenwich, Connecticut, the Fellowship aftords ten
mid-career professionals dedicated (o the reform of systems serving’
children and families the opporunity © pursue a year-long program
in feadership and professional development. The Fellowship
includes a series of group learning experiences and two threg-month
individualized field placements for each Fellow, In his placement at
ASPE/DHHS, the author served in the capacity of consultant (uncom-
pensated) for the months of October, November and December. This
analysis-— together with the set of several shorter interim analyses
contained in the appendices—constitutes the principal deéliverable of
the field placement. The findings and conclusions contiined in this
document are solely those of the author and do not necessarily
reflect the views of either ASPE/DHHS or the Annie E. Casey
Foundation.

In preparing this report, the author reviewed the limited literature
available on public service employment, community work experi-
ence, and services for non-custodial parents. Then, consulting with
ASPE siaff, the author drafted and refined a series of interview ques-

-tions that responded to the various 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 operational issues entailed in going-to-scile
with national initiatives. The author presented a set of 23 survey
guestions in a work plan memorandum (Appendix A) approved in
mid-October. Subsequently, these questions were refined and others
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I
added during the course of the field interviews.

~ Concurrently, the author developed a list of two dozen key
respondents — primarily state and local officials — to interview
using the survey questions. These key respondenis were selected
upon the advice of ASPE staff and outside welfare policy experts,
including sources at APWA, MDRC, MPR, and the Urban Insticute, as
well as the author's own {zxpencnce The respondents fell into one
of two categories:

» Highly-regarded state or local program managers directly
responsible for developing or managing PSE/CWEP services
or services for NCPs, usually as demonstration programs or
part of JOBS. These individuals could offer insights gained
through actual experience with the prograims, and could be
especially valuable in exploring the issues entailed in
going-to-scale.

« Astute mid and senior-level public officials in state and
local government who, although ngt involved in either
PSE/CWEP or NCP services, would be key decision-makers
if these programs were introduced in their jurisdictions.
These respondents could be particularly heipf‘ui in gauging
the probable receptivity of stakeholders 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 part, the two

‘dozen key respondents invited several colleagues (0 participate in
the interviews, thus expanding the number of individuals 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, Chio, Pennsylvania, Washington,
and Wisconsin, The cites and counties surveyed included New York
- City, Indianapolis, Milwaukee, Trenton (NJ), San Diego, Cleveland,
Seattle, and Cumberland County (NJ).

Supplementing these stakeholder interviews, the author also sur-
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veyed officials a1t APWA, NGA, and CLASP, as well as academics or

researchers at Rutgers, SUNY, 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 repuration. Consequently, the key findings and pat-
terns of responses in Section I 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 smcdy representa-
tive gr{mp of respondents.

Encapsulated below are, in ihfi author's ;zzdgment 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 consequental of the respondents’ perceptions. The reactions,
suggestions, and concerns noted below are deserving of special
attention by federai policy-makers as they finalize the proposed wel-
fare reform package for Presidential and Congressional consideration.

A. Public Service Employment and Community Work
Experience Programs

" As noted above, this report addresses the topic of PSE/CWEP in
greater depth and deuil than it does NCP services. Part of this imbal-
ance is because the respondents were mose familiar 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.

| 1. 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), over three-quaners
of the stakeholders surveved 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 20 percent ..

to 40 percent of the caseload, with many clustering
around one-third.

A second qualification cited by a majodty of the stake-
holders was the need to greatly improve JOBS if there
was 1o be any realistic expectation of getting recipients
off AFDC prior 1o 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 sector jobs in their labor market so that
JOBS participants could find “real” or “good” jobs.
Perceptions on this questioned varded 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
focal officials were prepared to atempt PSE/CWEP as
the principal post-transitional service or activity for
AFDC recipients unable w find private-sector jobs. Of
note, none of the respondents dismissed PSE/CWEP 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 (converselyy an unrealistic expeciation
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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 sustainability of federal commitment.

Sull, notwithstanding all their concerns, a great majority
of the respondents believed that, coupled with other
reforms 1o make work attractive — particularly an
expanded EI'TC and universal health insurance — it
would be worth trying a two-year limit and PSE/CWEP,

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

Only about one-half of those interviewed initially under-
stood the ditferences 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 © have the choice of
both; and less than a quarter opted for CWEP.
Consequently, while a majority supported PSE, a signifi-
cant number of respondents found CWEP a viable
option.

Among those who preferred PSE, almost all mentioned
the philosophical value of “being paid for work rather
than working for welfare.” They emphasized the impor-
rance of having WORK participants receive paychecks
instead of welfare checks, and nded that PSE more
closely resembled “real” work, being “less punitive and
demeaning.” In some cases, respondents were vehement
on this count. Many als0 believed that PSE would be sig-
nificanty easier 1o administer. Among the administrators
who will make WORK work, CWEP was often portrayed
as a “huge hassle, with ridiculously variable houss of
work per month, burdensome reporting requirements,
and greater difftculty in enforcing work expectations.”

As noted below, the possible availability of the Eamed
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{ncome Tax Credit, Unemployment Tax Credit,
Unemployment Insurance and Social Security aiso 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 CWEP. 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 Iabor unions, Several respondents even
turned the argument about principles on its 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 more than PSE.”

A significant number of stakeholders remained unsure as
to their preference and some asserted that states and
localities should be able 1o choose between the two Or
even implement both. A couple of sate officials
observed that in some areas of their states PSE would
“sell” better and in others CWEP would be easier to have
accepted.

4. Scale and Availability of Appropriate
PSE/CWEPR Jobs.

A special concern of the Working Group on Welfare
Reform, Family Support and Independence has been
“Where will the states find sufficient PSE/CWEP slots for
the number of WORK participants likely to need them?”
Closely related to this question are two others: “How
will 2 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



program on the scale of 300,000 to 500,000 slots, all
respondents were asked how difficult it would be o
develop their proportionate share of worksites.

None of the respondents indicated any doubt regarding
the existence of sufficient and meaningful public sector
work. Several pointed out that a PSE/CWEP program of
300,000 1o 500,000 slots would be daunting, but would
constitute an effort of only about haif the size of CETA at
its peak. And, if anything, the nation’s aggregate need
for iow-cost, low-skilled labor o perform work in the
public sector is greater than ever... In that sense, they
argued, there is clearly plenty of work, more than
enough 1o engage 300,000 to 500,000 PSE/CWEP partici-
pants. .

For example, New Jersey’s fargest city, Newark, which
includes roughly 18% of the state’s caseload, would have
to find meaningful public sector work for 1,415 e 2,359
participants, There seemed 10 be little doubt among the
respondents in New Jersey that Newark would have
enough work for 1,415 1o 2,359 PSE/CWEP positions.

Even in New York City, where WORK would entail
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 effort of 7,500 partici-
pants under former Mavor Koch. They 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 wark © be done
is different than saying that a WORK program of this
scale could be efficienty implemented and administered.
No one interviewed expressed confidence of their ability
to easily match, link-up and supervise all the work and



the warkers, at least not in the larger urban centers,
where maost AFDC recipients reside. Several factors
were repeatedly clted as making the prospect of a
PSE/CWEP effort daunting:

. The “downsizing” of many state and local govern-
ments during the recent recession has made the
issue of displacement of public emplovees more
problematic than ever:

. Because the role assigned wo PSE/CWEP will be
1o serve WORK participants who have been
unable 1o find private sector jobs after two years
of employment.directed activities, the individuals
placed in PSE/CWEP will tend 1& have personal
characteristics, circumstances, or attitudes that
present the greatest barriers 10 employment.

- There is a perceived mismatch berween the
nature of much of the most pressing public work
and the rradidonal gender roles and expectations
held by many AFDC recipients. 1t is one thing o
encourage women o voluntarily embrace non-
rraditional 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
sanguing about being able to deyelop sufficient
PSE/CWEP slots in “regular” governmenial settings due
1o displacement concerns, there was more enthusiasm
about the potential of engaging participants in special
WORK “projects”, such as organizing teams o clean up
vacant urban lots. Everyone agreed that expecting gov-
ernment 1o absorb large numbers of WORK participants
through simple linear expansion of routine office jobs
was not realistic. Simply replicating libradan aide posi-
tions, for example, was viewed as offering only a partial
contribution 1o the challenge of finding 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 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, and will not constitute the
bulk of PSE/CWEP slots envisioned 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
strongly to most respondents. Several mayors were
especially enthused about this opportunity; more than
one mentioned an “ w the model they'd like
to see. -

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 there. (They did acknowledge that transporta-
tion would be a problem in rural and suburban areas,
however.) Rather, the greatest challenge would be in
the 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 worms,” 4s
one respondent put it. The consensus was that the
increase from 500,000 worksites to one million is not
anly guantitatively 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 10 be developed. The
emphasis would have to shift 1o large work crews, with
less attention 1o educational or skill-buitding, 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 sericusly compromising any
value that WORK might have for many of the participants
(beyond thar of working itself). States that might want w
stress PSE/CWEP as “internships” rather than “workfare”
would find it difficult.

There was also a fear that quality control wotild 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 PSE/CWEP program on
the order of magnitude of one million slots, but that, ini-
tially, the program should start smaller.

5. Types of PSE/CWEP Worksites in the Voluntary
or Private Non-Profit Scctors,

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 1o the types of worksites that might
be developed in privaie, non-profit or voluntary agen-
cies. Respondents were asked o suggest promising
examples of worksites 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
PSE/CWEP 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 employess.
Many of the states with the largest AFDC caseloads are
also 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 state agencies. As several
state officials observed, they have plenty of holes in their
organizations that ¢could be filled via PSE/CWEP place-
ments if it weren't for the fact that the heles had just
been created through RIFs,

In response to a request for innovative suggestions as (o
just where in the non-profit secior, PSE/CWEP worksites
might be developed, the state and local offidials made a
number of promising recommendations:

. man chxzmhcg pacticularly African-American
churches, otfer an exceptional opporunity in this
regard. These churches are located precisely
where potential participants are concentrated,
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, 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 t© invest
available labor, African-American churches have
been at the forefront of recent efforts’to reclaim
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Y
and resurrect their neighborhoods; PSE/CWEP
might tie in very well with their grass root strate-
gies of empowerment and capacity building.
While many will require extra support with the

administrative aspects of WORK, several respon-
dents believed they would warrant the effort.

MM also offers a potentially
rich source of PSE/CWEP slots. One of the largely
unsung success stories of Head Suirt has heen the
way in which it has involved the mothers of Head
Start children, recruiting them as volunteers and
later training them as teacher aides. With
President Clinton’s expansian of Head Start, it
might be possible to extend the.model of volun-
teer/mother into a successful CWEP experience.
Moreover, many SSBG and CCDBG child care cen-
ters would like to incorporate more of Head Suart’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 ¢oncerns
about training welfare recipients to be family day
care providers. And, as with African-American
churches, it would expase pasticipants (6 power-
ful values, social norms, role models, and expecia-
tions. It would be wise to aggressively seize the
planned expansion of child. care and early child-
hood development.

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 sophisti-
cated or training-intensive, Escort and chore ser-
vices for the home-bound are two examples,
Comparable services are in demand in institutional
genings, as well. And, with the health sector
always recruiting, these WORK slots would be
excellent “internships” for subsequent employ-
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ment. Of course, as with child care, provisions o
prevent abuse and exploitation of patients by par-
ticipants would be essential.

. @tﬂemem ﬁéasa 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, PSE/CWEP slots would
be a natyral 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-intensive, 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 of WORK Placements

A fundamental policy question zbout the PSE/CWEP jobs
to be devetoped for WORK is the degree to which the
prime goal is simply w© enforce a work expegtation on
welfare recipients or, conversely, 1o provide participants
with opporwunities 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 1o establish a clear quid pro
quo in exchange for income, then the meaningfuiness of
the activity to the participant will be of secondary con-
cern. If, on the other hand, WORK is meant 1o assist
participants in developing skills, enhancing self-esteem,
and speeding a transition to unsubsidized employment,
the nature of the jobs 10 be developed-—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
constitite a functon or service of some value 1o 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 value also
cauld provide dignity 1o the pasticipant, even “menial
labor." Feor example, several respondents noted the like-
lihnod 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 (o the
charge, but most were almost eager o confront such
critics and 1o defend the dignity and value of this type of
work.

On the more fundamental queston of the 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, with some
positions being very valuable to participants while others
were merely meant to engage participants in procuctive
labor. One respondent proposed that the distribution of
PSE/CWEP 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 o be linked with
PSE/CWEP,

7. Characteristics of WORK Participants

The AFDC recipients who enroll in WORK are not likely
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10 be representative of the overall AFDC caseload, since
PSE/CWEP will be the “last resont” after rwo years on
welfare and participation in JOBS, They will have had
the opportunity to recgive education and training ser-
vices, but were unable to find a job. Cenainly, they will
tend 1o be more difficult to place and supervise in a
WORK slot than participants in previous PSE programs
such as CETA. It is important to determine the degree t©
which this is perceived as an obstacle by the people
who will make WORK work.

Mast of the respondents agreed that the panticipants
ending up in PSE/CWEP worksites will tend to have per-
sonal characteristics, circumstances or attitudes that will
present major challenges. However, 2 significant num-
ber of stakeholders saw these traits as of only 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 PSE/CWEP slots
would more or less resemble non-AFDC individuals who
might end up in such jobs. As one supervisor of 4 pub-
lic works department put it, “They'll be no different than
the people 1 hire off the streer... 'm used 10 working
with these folks.” '

8. Alternatives to PSE/CWEP for WORK

The Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support,
and Independence does not, in any way, envision Hmit-
ing post-transitional activities 10 just PSE/CWEPR. 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
secior jobs, not subsidized public service jobs. Among
the options specifically mentioned are: work supple-
mentation, grant diversion and on-the-job training; ax
credits to employers; private, for-profit placement firms;
micro enterprise effors; and intensive job search.
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Many respondents reacted favorably to one or more of
these strategies. For example, several mentioned
(almost ruefully) that they should be making better use
of OJT and work supplementation within JOBS.
Likewise, several respondents bragged about the efficacy
of their *job clubs.” The vse of 1ax credits and private
placement {irms drew a distinetly mixed reaction; many
respondents were dismissive while others very enthusi-
astic. Indeed, with regard (o America Waorks, passions
were evident, both pro and con. Micro-enterprise activi-
ties were usually seen as valuable, but only for a small
select set of participanis,

However, notwithstanding the respondents’ 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 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. As one local welfare offi-
cial put it, “Those are the stuff we'll be pushing on folks
in JORBS; the people who reach WORK will probably
have already failed at them.,”

Almost without exception, respondents expected PSE or
CWEP to be the primary components of WORK, with the
other services playing secondary roles.

9. Availability and Quality of Private Sector Jobs

The most powerful determinant of 2 need for PSE/CWEP
slots in any arex 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 “seli-sufficient”
opportunities which were far maore difficuit for their
clients 1o secure,

A “good” job was usually defined as one offering any-
where from $7 per hour 1o $12 per hour, with some fam-
ily heaith coverape. The respondents were divided —
even confused — about whether the current goal of
JOBS is simply to get participants emploved or to secure
them “good” jobs. In this regard, it is important to note
that almaost all respondents did concur that the advent of
a greatly expanded EITC, potential availability of univer-
sal health insurance, and enhanced-aceess 1o subsidized
child care would help to resolve this conundrum. To
them, these three suppors 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
PSE/CWEP participants, They were asked to discuss, in
particular, the federal policy concern about tradeoffs
between adeguately compensating participants for the
work performed while keeping unsubsidized private sec-
tor work (which often offers only minimum wage) more
attractive. Respondents were also asked what supportive
services were important for WORK participaots,

On the fundamental question of hourly wages, respon-
dents were asked to choose from a continuum:  sub-min-
imum, federal minimum, state minimum (f higher), pre-
vailing wages, or union scale, Remarkably, virtually

. . e o
everyone interviewed agreed on the federal minimum

L] g T e

"Wage — or sl minimum, when higher — a8 thé 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 1o that
under JOBS, There also was a general consensus that
participants should be eligible for Workman's

e AL

Unemployment Insurance and Social Security drew

mixed reactions, with many confessions of uncertainty.
Most respondents believed that Ul and FICA would not

apply to 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
magnitude of the recendly enhanced EITC, which will
eventually make 2 minimum wage job the equivalent of
one offering almost $4 per hour for many families.
Upon reflection, most respondents recognized that the
EITC would not apply to CWEP “wages” {indeed, several
indicated this as a consideration in their preference for
PSE over CWEP or vice versa),

Respondents were initially asked simply whether PSE
earnings should qualify for the EITC. Reactons were
divided, with slightly more stakeholders saying ves 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-generated jobs
and the desire to make private secior jobs more attrac-
tive 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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not all - changed their position as a result,
Consequently, roughly two-thirds of all respondents
ended up favoring making PSE wages ineligible for the
EI'TC, but caly afier being pressed on the issue of mak-
ing privale 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—parnticipants should
be given supplemental benefits if their PSE earnings

were insufficient 10 bring their income-up 10 their wel-
fare grant jevels.

Perhaps a quarter of all respondents had trouble grasp-
ing the question or declined 10 voice opinions. This
tended (o be more the case for individuals cutside the
AFDC system.

With regard to CWEP, most of the remaining respondents
were aware that the number of hours of expécied 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 weel 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. Essentiaily, post-transitional PSE would operate in
one of two ways, In the firs;, WQRK participants would
be offered jobs which would be their only source of
income. After two years on AFDC, no grant benefits
wauld be available w supplement PSE earnings, regard-
less of how they compared 10 the previous welfare grant:
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“What you'd earn is what you'd get.” Alternatively,
through some sort of earned-income distegard, PSE partici-
pants whose wages did not reach this 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 quaner,
favored some version of a tougher—“two years and out”
~—PSE program. They noted the clearer, more unequivocal
message it would send 10 AFDC recipients: “After two
years, you're on your own.” They also found its simplicity
and ease of administration appealing. However, most
stakeholders strongly preferred the more generous
approach of allowing supplemental benefits, Several
voiced their belief that many participants—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 passiorn; it was-perceived
not only as technically complex, but also as one of great
conseqguence for clients. Respondents recognized its poli-
¢y significance even if they did nor fully grasp its details.

12. 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 worksite... and if there is a limit, what hap-
pens when thae limit is reached: Ancther placement, else-
where? Renewal? Termination? Job Search? What is there
to discourage participants from setiling into semi-perma-
nent situations which are comfortable, familias, 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 fhese questions.

Almost everyone believed that placements should be time-
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limited, 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
pericdd of renewed job search before another placement
could be siarred. 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 total number of
PSE/CWEP placemenus for an individual participants.
The respondents seemed to feel that some individuals
might never be able (0 secure private secior jobs due o
circumstances beyond their control, and that such partici-
pants should not be terminated. No one proposed termi-
nation of participants who were acting in good faith but
were not successful at job search.

14%. Sanctions and Enforcement

Another area where consensus prevailed was on the
issue of what to do when participants failed o act in
good faith, performed unacceptably, or refused o coap-
erate. There was 4 strong, united sentiment for prompt
and meaningful sanctions, onc¢s that demonstrated a seri-
ousness of imtert and that were enforceable, All respon-
dents saw the need for consequences for non-compli-
ance as especially important given their belief that a rela-
tively large proportion of "difficult” or “problem” AFDC
recipients would be represented in the WORK popula-
tion,

On the other hand, there was also 2 recognition that a
relatively large proportion of WORK participants would
be of limited capacity and might faill at PSE/CWEP due 1o
no fault of their own. Such individuals should not be
terminated or sanctioned.
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Several respondents complained that the current sang-
tions under JONS were not sufficiently severe for certain
non-compliant recipients. Many more bemouned the
onerous processes entailed in sanctioning, and asked for
a greatly expedited process. Sanctioning and enforce-
ment was, a5 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.

14. Service and Administrative Cosis

No other question generated such doubt and suspicion
among the state and local officials. Almost all expressed
a concern that the federal government would “try to do
it on the cheap,” by not adequately reimbursing for ser-
vice and administrative costs.

although none of the respondents was able to cost-out
PSEZCNYEP in a rigorous way, they tended to have 4 rea-
sonably gocd appreciation of the various cost elements.
They all assumed that health and child care would be
provided to participants at significant costs, but not be
included in the costs of WORK per se. Many cited the
expense of recruiting, developing and maintaining work-
sites as considerable. Reporting, sanctioning and lizison
" activities were also noted as administrative costs.

Several stressed the importance of on-going case man-
-agement and “job coaching” as components of
PSE/CWEP 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 argued for reim-
bursing this expense.

A number of respondents recognized that PSE wouid be
more expensive than CWEP, especially if supplemental
AFDC benefits were allowed, burthis was (0o complex

for them 1o 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 betweeny$T,000 and 53,500 per year, ™

15. Concerns of Organized Labor

The potential opposition of labor unions 0 PSE/CWEP
loomed large in the minds of respondents, Even stake-
holders who were sanguine about their ability © resolve
this problem saw it as a serious one. As noted above,
one of the factors repeatedly <ited as a concern about
PSE/CWEP was the recent “downsizing” of many state
and local governments, which was perceived as possibly
exacerbating normal labor union concerns about the dis-
placement of public employees. -« =

Sull, it is noteworthy that no one suggested that
PSE/CWEP be avoided on the basis of labor union oppo-
sition. Rather, most respondents offered a variety of
ideas on how w 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 government
offices and more to private non-profit agencies.
Likewise, the ¢reation of special teams to tackle projecis
beyond the capacity of strapped local governments has
already been mentioned., But, one caveat often swessed
about these two strategies was the need © avoid placing
PSE/CWEP slots 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 o address them, would go a long way in diffusing
oppOSItLon.

A couple of respondents who expressed a preference for
CWEP over PSE cited their belief that labor unions
would not resist the former nearly as strongly as the lat-
ter. Apparently, the fact that the WORK participant is
not on any payroll in CWEP makes it less threatening
than PSE.

Other respondents mentioned that paying only the mini-
mum wage and strictly enforcing time limuts 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.

Finaily, a good number of stakeholders speculated that
labor union opgposition would not be as serious as it had
been in the past. They believed that unions were pan
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
wis going (o continue irrespective of PSE/CWEP, which
will be largely irrelevant in the larger struggle about gov-
crnment payrolls.

16. Administrative Responsibility and Authority

This wrned out to be a 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/CWEP was
viewed as “neither fish nor fowl,” not fitting neatly in the
labor system nor within the welfare/JOBS system.
Moreover, few was comfortable arguing that either state
system would be, a priori, the superior management
entity. Critics of the labor system cited CETA, ES, and
the perceived ant-AFDC, ant-female, anti-public
empioyment biases of the JTPA system. Critics of the
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welfare system noted a “hand-out-the-checks” menality

of welfare agencies and the slow pace of JOBS imple-
mentation.

Many respondents suggested that the federal government
delegate the decisions about manageriat responsibility 10
the states and perhaps even 10 local governments.
Others saw a danger of fragmented accountability and
“finger-pointing” in such flexibility.

Everyone stressed the importance, however, of giving the
states plenty of lead time 1o make decisions and to do
adequate planning and phase-in. The specier of another
“CETA fiasco” was never far from their minds, and they
saw the counter-cyclical rush to implerment it as a causal
factor. In this 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 issu-
ing a-Presidential challenge 1o UTbaR mavors, involving
them in the early planning of WORK. The mayors of
medium to large cites will make or break WORK, so get
them on board up front, they argued. Ask them 10 set
up local planning processes, bringing all the key stake-
holders to the iable: 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 1o find all the WORK slots;
instead; ST Up a process that makes the locaf leadership
eager (o find thern. In this regard, PICs were generally
seen as too oriented 1o the private sector 1o take the lead
on planning for PSE/CWEP; mayors were preferred.

B. Services for Non-Custodial Parents

Not all stakeholders were interviewed regarding the possible
inclusion of services for non-custodial parents within the
impending welfare reform proposal. 1 some cases, the
respondents declined to discuss NCP services in any detail
usuzlly because they felt unfamilizr with the topic. This was
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partially atteibutable to the fact most of the stakeholders had at
least some experience with PSE/CWEP; very few were involved
or exposure 1o NCP services. Structured programs for non-cus-
todial parents are still quite rare — perhaps one 10 two dozen
pilot or demonstration projects nationally — and few have
existed for more than two years. Although an emerging issue,
NCP services are still unfamiliar to many state and local offi-
cials. About three-quarters of all respondents noted their Hmit-
ed experuse or familiarity with NCP programs; roughly a fifth-
declined on this basis.

A second reason for a lower response rate was the constraing
imposed by time and stamina. Because somewhat greater
urgency was given to gathering information on PSE/CWEP, all
interviews started there. Generally, two hour$ were scheduled
for one-on-one interviews and three for focus groups. {t was
not at all uncommon for PSE/CWEP to consume virtually all
the time or energy available o the stakeholders. In some
cases, follow-up interviews were scheduled © complete the
discussion of NCP services. In all, about rwo-thirds of respon-
dents engaged in some substantial discussion of NCP issues,
with & toul of half completing the full interview,

1t should also be noted that the respondents were Mmore tenta-
tive in discussing NCP services. On numerous occasions, indi-
viduals admitted 1o 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 heltd as with PSE/CWEP. They, therefore, might rea-
sonably be more subject to revision as respondents gain further
information, experience, or reflection. |

1.Receptivity to Serving Non-Custodial Parents

Notwithstanding the respondents’ general lack of first-
hand experience in serving the generally male non-cus-
todial parents of AFDC children, virmually all expressed a
recognition of the situation’s increasing urgency. Many
expressed an acute awareness and concern about the
status of NCPs — especially younger fathers in urban
centers, Often they equated these younger urban NCPs
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with what they perceived 10 be “the growing pmb[em of
the underclass.”

Those respondents who admitted their limited direct
expertise and experience usually cited the general 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 not
everyone agreed that welfare reform was the appropriate
vehicle for addressing the problem. As noted below,
several had reservations about using the impending
Clinton welfare reform package as the venue for funding
NCP services because of their uncertainty as 10 what
strategies o 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 wére afraid it
would divert rescurces from women and their children,

Stll, the clear majority of respondents - over three
quarters — did favor incorperating some NCP services in
welfare reform. Gverall receptivity was quite high.

2. Characteristics of NCPs — I.ow Income and
Otherwise

Underlying the respondents’ general receptivity to
“doing something about fow-income non-custodial was a
fairly sophisticated appreciation of the heterogeneity of
the NCP population. Most of the stakeholders inter
viewed understood the diversity of the characteristics
and circumstances of NCPs.

Marny perceived important differences between younger,
never-married, NCPs and older, divorced, non-custadial
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fathers, and berween inner-city, unemployed, absent
fathers and middie-income men who were simply avoid-
ing their child support obligations. This translared intc a
somewhat vague, but nevertheless real, sense that strate-
gies appropriate for dealing with “dead-beat dads” ~—
tougher versions of conventional child support enforce-
ment — might not be applicable for “mrnips,” from
whom there was little blood 10 draw. '

For many of the respondents, there appeared to be an
implicit (sometimes explicit) assumption about the ethnic
and racial characreristics of this latter group of NCPs. -
The younger, never-married, undereducated, and unem-
ploved absent fathers were usually visualized as part of
the urban “underclass.” That is, largely-Alrican~
American, ‘

Several respondents expressed a view that these fathers
often maintained contact with the mother(s) of their
child(ren), 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 adbpting “an
overly romanticized view” of these men, pointing to high
tevels of criminality and irresponsibility. Finally, still oth-
. ers seemed prepared 10 accept both views, seeing the

divergent perspectves as not really inconsistent or in
conflict.

3. Expectations About Potential Payback from
NCP 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 2 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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I
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, social stability, and justice. This seemed signifi-
cant because public officials in the field of welfare poli-
cy are increasingly used to thinking about interventons
from the perspective of cost/benefit analysis and expect-
ed payback on investments. In the instance of NCPs,
many expressed such a sense of urgency that they

would suspend this criteria for deciding on a2 new initia-
tive,

4. Goals and Intent of NCP Services

If there was a strong consensus among-the respondents
on the need (o “do something” for non-custodial par-
ents, there was far less consensus about what the goals
and intent of 2 NCP initiative should be. One school of
stakeholders talked mostly of enabling the NCPs to meet
their child support obligation and to live up o their
responsibility for having fathered children. A second
school talked about enabling NCPs 1o 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 o 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 that both par-
ents are responsible for supporting their 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 families
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” perspeciive,
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 2 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. Qthers, however,
were more comfortable and did not see them as conflicting,

5. Lack of Guidance from Research on NCP Services

Any federal expansion of services non-custodial parents will
be building on an exceedingly small and very recent base.
While 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 MDRC's Parents Fair .
Share Program or Public/Private Venture's Young Unwed
Fathers Program. y

The Parents Fair Share initiative will shorty 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 ouome 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 10 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 o influence the views of most respon-
dents, However, it did not dissuade them of the urgency to
act. The lack of knowledge about what works with NCPs and
the checkered results of research demonstrations attempting (o
work with younger low-income males did seem 1o restrain
many respondents from supporting large-scale 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 o allocate
some modest portion of JORBS funding to NCP services.
And, virtually everyone urged a major expansion of the
current research demonstrations in order 1o develop a

better knowledge base upon which to build future
efforts.

4. Resource Allocations Given a “*Zero-Sum”
Budget )

After discussing the allocation of funds to NCP services
in a fairly general way, respondents were asked o
engage in a simple budget allocation simulation. They
were asked to assume budget neutality 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 wld that they
had a fixed pool of new resources available 10 spend on
all components of welfare reform (e.g., §2 billion),
including enhancements to JOBS, the new WOQORK pro-
gram, and improved child care. They wereasked what
percentage of their resources they would devote to NCP
services, recognizing that those dollars would be divern-
ed from other pressing priorities. This “zero-sum” bud-
get exercise forced them to explicate and quaniify the
importance they ascribe 1o NCP services.

About one quarter of all respondents declined to rake a
firm recommendation, usually pleading insufficient
information. A couple of stakeholders said they would
devole no welfare reform resources, using instead exist-
ing funding streams such as JTPA; they did not want 1o
divert funds from women and children, At the other
extreme, several suggested 20 percent or 33 percent and
one suggested 590 percent (“half of the parents of poor
children are males™).

The preponderance, howeves, clustered around 5 per-
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cent o ten percent of all new resources, either for state-

clective programs or for greatly expanded demonstrz-
HOnS.

7. Appropriate Services and Steategies for NCPs

Al respondents noted that the services required 1o assist
low-income males would probably vary in a variety of
ways from those for females. Most obviocusly, child care
would not 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
patticipants with some stipend income;-might be appeal-

ing 10 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 o be vital since many of the men have
other legal problems in additon to child support.
Substance abuse was seen by most stakeholders as z
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. 1t would provide them with immediate income
and valuable work experience, perhaps concrete skiils as
well. The idea of reserving some portion of WORK slots
for NCPs found favor among many stakeholders,
Howaever, others expressed a fear that men might tend 10
displace women if the demand for WORK placements
exceeded the supply.

Several suggestions included parenting skill training and
reconciliation services as valuable o improving the
mens' role as fathers.

The bottom {ine for most respondents, however, was an
admission that they weren't sure exactly what service
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interventions would work best.

8. Treatment of Arrearages

Typically, the entry-point for most men in to NCP ser-
vice programs is a court hearing because of arrearages
in child support payments, The men dre referred to the
NCP program because they explained their failure to
pay support by gleading unemployment.

In many cases, by the tme the NCP appears in ¢count
and then is referred for services, large arrearages have
accumulates, sometimes as much as $10,000. Debts of
that magnitude are daunting for young-men whose eamn-
ings prospect—even after successtuily completing a NCP
program-—are quite madest. Some policy makers have
proposed allowing NCP programs 1o negotiate reduc-
tions or forgiveness of the back debit in return for enroll-
ment, successful progress, and promises of future com-
pliance. ‘

Respondents had mixed feelings on this. Some opposed
forgiveness because it would send a bad message 1o
young men becoming fathers: “If you can avoid us long
enough o run up a big debt, we'll forgive it when we
finally catch you, as long as you promise to be good
from now an.” Others favored flexibility, but only with
certain caveats (e.g., only if the arrearages are owed (o
the state, rather than the mother) Sdll other suggesied
arrangements whereby arrearages could be forgiven
over time, with each daollar of current support paid also
reducing back debt.

Qverall, almost all respondents recognized the perversi-
ties and disincentives of the current child support sys-
tem when it comes 1o back payments of bona fide low
income NCPs. Where there was disagreement was in
“how much slack o cut these guys.”
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9. Use of Non-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 criticism, however, was the recognition that
litde seems to be effective with marginalized young
males. As one PIC director puts it, * There's an alarm
clock in these boys' heads, and until that alarm goes off,
there’s nothing you ¢an do for them. At some point—
who knows when—something in their heads tells them
their lives are all screwed up and they have 1o get their
act together. Before than, almost nothing works; after

the alarm goes off, anything seems to work. That's dif-
ferent from girds.”

Several stakeholders peinted 1o immersion programs
such 4as Job Corps and Youth Corps as successful
resources for NCPs, arguing that it was important to get
the young men away from.=the-influence of the streets.”
A couple proposegrboot camps” aad other models bor-
rowed from the juventsjustiz® system.

-~

10. Degree of “Smoke-Out” Effect

Administrators of Parent Fair Share pilot programs and
the PF$ evaluators at MDRC have documented a signifi-
cant smoke-out effect in mandatory NCP programs. It
appears that 3 significant portion of the men who plead
unemployment 45 an e¢xcuse 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 w0 participate on 2
regular basis in a NCP program, the men are faced with
something of a scheduling conflict, Since the court
referrats are enforceable by contempt proceedings com-
pliance is difficult 1o avoid. In some cases, these men
suddenly confess that “Come 1o think of it, 'm gonna be
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starting a job next week 50 [ can start making payments
then.” In such instances, calling the bluff of these NCPs
has produced a significant smoke-out effect: 10 percent
o 30 percent. '
L o

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 respondents tend to
closely parallel the recommendations—at least those as
of December 22, 1993-—of the Working Group with
regard to the WORK component of the impending
Clinton welfare reform proposal.

Likewise, with regard to the possible inclusion of
expanded services for non-custodial parents in the
President’s welfare reform package, the views and sug-
gestions of respondents generally support the policy and
program direction being pursued by the Working Group
and ASPE, as of December 22, 1993,

On PSE/CWEP, maost stakeholders supported the notion
of & two-year limit on AFDC, as long as adequate recipi-
ent exemptions and safeguards were included. The
respondents perceived PSE/CWEP as appropriale post-
transitional services, with a majority preferring PSE over
CWEP. A work program on the scale of 300,000 o
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500,000 siots struck most respondents as “daunting, 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 worksites 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
iocal officials were also the concerns expressed by the
Working Group and ASPE staff. Not surprisingly, the
stakeholders werg divided on the principal purpose and
goals of WORK~i.¢,, “workfare” or “participant devel-
opmental experience’-—reflecting an ambivalence appar-
ent in society at large and in the Working Group deliber-
atons.,

The tentative federal decisions 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 the
availability of supplemental financial benefits. The
Working Group’s uncertzinty about administrative
responsibility paralieled 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 utility of stressing private-sec-
tor placements in WORK. They saw PSE/CWEP as being
the more realistic tol, with private-sector strategies
being emphasized in JORS.

The respondents were quite receptive to including a sig-
nificant initiative for non-custodial parents in this round
of weltare reform, but were divided on its magnitude
and scope. Without exception, the stakeholders per-
ceived the sitnation of numerous young absent fathers
who are unable to pay ¢hild suppost due to chronic
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unemployment as requiring remedial action. Most—but
not all—approved of using the President’s fortheoming
welfare reform package as the vehicle 1o address the sie
uation.

Views on the nature of a NCP initlative and the amount
of resources 1o devote 10 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 allocarions (in excess or 25 percent.)

There was also differences of opinion about whether the
goals of a NCP service program should-be 1o enable
fathers to live up to their child support obligations—
even if their contributions are minimal-—or 10 be better
parents and role models, with economic contributions
secondary.

The respondents believed in a significant potential
smoke-oul effect, acknowledged the lack of guidance
from research and demonstrations and saw the need for
a variety of special services oriented rowards’young
men. Although arrearages were seen as & sericus prob-
lem, there was not 4 real consensus on how o handle
them.

In all of this, the respondents’ views seemed to be con-
sistent with those of the Working Group on Welfare
Reform, Family Support, and independence.

As noted elsewhere above, the one hundred stakehold-
ers interviewed for this analysis were not randomly
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 berween
their responses and the recommendations of the
Working Group.
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Tot Wandell Primus
Canta Plan
Ron Nincy
Rebecca Maynard

Froai Mike Laracy

Ras wWorkplan for Fleld Visits Regarding Postw
. Transitional Activities and Nom-Custodial Parents.

This is to outline my initial thoughts about how I might be of most

help in completing the first two projects you have suggested for my
field placement:

i. 7Through a series of field visits, sscure informsl input and
fosdback from state and local stakeholdexs on the programmatic and
oporstional implications of the two post-transitional acgtivities
currently under consideration, community work experience (CWEP)
and/or public service employment (PSE); and ‘

2. Through field visits, ohtain parspectives from state and local
stakeholdars on issues related to expanded employment and training
services for nom-custodial parents (NCP) as a means to enhance
child asupport payments. .

OQutlinaed below iz a workplan of how I think I might best develop a
set of background papers on these two isaues. It incorporates the
couments and suggestions each of you bave made in resgponse to the
dratt I shared two weeks ago. Thank you for your -helpful

suggestions. Based on your concurrence, I am proceeding along the
lines below.

Given the aimilarity of the nature of the two tasks (i.e., both
entsil digcussions with state and local stakeholders) and given tha

potential overlap in the nature of the two interventions (i.e.,
non~cugtodial parents might be good candidates foxr PSR} I proposs
integrating the two tasks. Specifically, as cutlined below, I plan
discussing both sets of issues with the various state snd local
players and them preparing integrated reports, devoting separate
geoctions to each topic.

As you know, my placement at ASPE runs through December 17 or so.
My initial imstincts had been to prepare a series of two background
papoxs: a proliminary paper with a target date of November 19 aad
a final xsport for December 17. . However, with the arrival of wy
new child and the interruptions of the holidays, I coacur that it
would be more vemlistic to compile one report, st the end of my



placemsat. It would include an Bxacutive Summaries and appendices,
As appropriats.

In total, 1 envision visiting somewhere batween four and six
states, and interviewing state officials and local stakeholders
from large and medium-sized rcities/counties in each. Im order to
take advantage of my 17 years of experience in New Jersey, my first
and most extensive set of discussions will be with colleagues back
home. New Jersey haz had considerable experisnce in operation
CHEP/PBE programs, as well as initiatives for pon-custodial parents
(most notably, the Trenton Parents Pair Share Preject, “Operation
Patherhood™). Moreover, New Jersey has historically been ane of
the more ambitious and proactive satatea in thinking about and
pursuing various welfare reaforms schemes. Congequantly, I
contenmplate detailad dJdiscussions with perbaps a dozea or more
individual from New Jersey, zllowing me to got the perspective of
a full range of stakeholders in at least one state:

- policy ntaff from the Governoxr’s Office; L
~ ponlor officials in state Labor and Human Sorxrvices
Dapartmants;

- genior and mid-level planning and operational staff in the
state welfaxe and employment bureaucracies;

- county officiala and operational staffy

- ity officials and local staff; and

-~ local providers and CBO directors.

I plan on visiting New Jersey first, probably on Rovember 3,4.and
5.

Becausa I have to be in Seatile on November 13, (to attaend a\ﬁiiayw
fundad public hearing on child support enforcement), I propose
including Seattle and Olympia as sites, Both are medium.sized
cities, and Washington State has had considerable experience with
welfars reform initiatives. '

An obvious site te visit is San Diego, where CWEP war a major
component of SWIM’s successful welfareo-tu-work demonstration, and
where HORC staff are currently evaluating GAIN. I have spoken to
MDRC staff, and asked them sbout their evaluation of the CWRP

component, and they told me it would be well worth a visit since

SWIM come close to “going to scale.”

Other possibilities include Hilwaukee and Indianapolis, where both
mayors are articulsate, well-informed, sad jaterestod in welfare
reform igsues, ilacluding PSB/CWEP and non~custodial parents. Ohia
might also be a good possibility, given its use of CWEP and its
well-regarded program for non-custodial fathexr in Cleveland.
Closer to home, New Yoxk City ran a laxrge CWER program (7,500
participants) under former Mayor Koch; I‘d iike to digcuss the
implications of "going-to-scale” in at least one muajor urban ares,
and New York City wight be ideal.
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I am still very much open to other suggestions for possible sites,

Pleass kesp in mind that I need to talk to stakeholders who would
be relatively new to PER/CWEP or non-custodial parents - in ordex
to gauge the receptivity and views of the more typical stakeholdexs
-- am well as to individuals who have extenaive exparience. If you
have any suggestions, please let me know as soon as possible.

I view my efforts as providing ancthaxr source of perspectivea and
input for your consideration as you wmove to closure on the
Administration’s proposal. Hopefully, the informal, local and
cpesrational-level feedback I will emphasite will complement the
more rigorous remsaxrch and "analysis prepared by DHES and DOL
experty, MDRC, HMPR, the Urban Institute and such. Similarly, it
will provide another chamnel for communication, supplementing thes
input of the NGA, APWA, NCSL and other interest groups.

My ovarall strategy in the interviews with stakeholders will
omphasize two general themes:

1. £ will %ry to ascerxtain their overasll Iinterest in and
roceptivity to the inclusion of PSE/CWEP and/or NCP initiativea as
part of a welfare reform proposal;

2, T will delve into the opnmrational and implementation issues
they foresse, should either PSBE/CHEP aand/or NCP services bhecowme
significant components of a natiopal overbhaul of welfare.
Farticularly with PSR/CWEP, I will stress their views of the
implications of "going-to-scale” on the order of magnitude being
contemplated. OQutlised on the following pages are some of the
types of questions I propose to discuss with each ntakehald?}- and
o report on in my two papers. -

If you have any further questions that you wold suggest pursuing,
or if you want to recommend any change in the approach I've
outlined below, I‘d greatly appreciate receiving your suggestions,
orally or in writing. With your concurrence, I am proceeding along
the lines detalled here.

Many thinks for this opportunity to costribute, and fox any furthar
suggestions you might have.

cct  Jim Bysan
Cheryl Casciani



A. RSE/CHEPR

1. Hhat are yonr views about making AFDC an explicitly temporary,
time-limited transitional program? What about your colleagues?

2. What should bhe offexred to APDC recipients at the end of the

time.limit? wWhat are your general views about "post-transitionsl®
sexvices?

3. Specifically, what do you think of PSE/CWEP as appropriate
post-transitional sexvices { I wonld describe both PSE and CWEPR

using Bllwood’s formulation? Do you prefer one over the other? BRo
you see roles for sach?

4. What experience, if any, have you or your colleagued had with
FSE and CWEP, in CETA, WIN, EOFP, or JOBS/¥SA? Have you tracked

the laboxr market experience of these participants? wWhat type of
placements and work projects were utilized?

5. What about the quality of possible work projects locally? Do
you see social value to the work likely to bhe performed though PSE
or CWEP? Will it be wmake-work or meaningful? Will it be &
moaningful or valuable experience for participants?

6. At any giver time, c¢ould you provide work for the number of
participants possible if the PEE/CWEP compopents “went to sgale"?
Bow wany slots at aay given time? Could you and your colleagues

handle as much ag 20% to 35% of the AFDC recipients now on your
caseload?

7. Hould you anticipate or recommend putting more slots in

governmental agencies or in non«profits? Where would you envision
placing participants?

8. One determinant of the need for PSE/CHEP will be the
availability of the appropriate entry-leval jobs in the private..

sector. To what exteat to you believe that such jobs are
available? Are they accessible to AFDC placements?

9, Glyen the consensus that private sector ijobas are t6 be

stresged over PSE, how would you ensure that participants are
encouraged toward the former?

1¢. what type ¢f wages 40 you see under either PSE or CWEP! sub~

minimuam, federal minimum, state wminimum (if applicable),
prevailing, union?
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1l. What benefits asd/or support should be offered: child care,

Medicaid or health insurance, transportation stipends, workman's
compensation unemployment, ote,?

12. +hat about labor unions? How would organized labor respond
and under what circumgtances? How could you avoid "displacoment”

espocially given the on-going dowmn-sizing at all levels of
goyornment ?

13. Should we target now AFDC applicants only or recipients also?
Tounger or older? UP sogment, as well as single parents? Non-

custodial parents? Given a limited number of slots, what are your
priorities?

14. Should the slots be time-limited or open-ended? For some

participants, PSE/CWEP might bocome s semi-permanent arrangement;
what are your views on thig?

153. Given the generally poor public perception of CET& do you
think you could operate a full-scale PSE/CWEP program that could

withstand the clese scrutiny of the press, the public and cther
skeptics?

16. Should PSE/CWEPF be administered through the state’'s welfare

system or their labor and job training agencies (or sgome
combination of both)?

1.

providing services to HCPs (generally dads) as a means to improve
the well-being of children on AFDC?

What arxe your thoughts about incorporating a strateqy of

2. Do you believe that a significant number of KCPs who don’t pay
support, or who pay very little fail te d¢o so because their cwn
incomes are inadequate? UOoc you think programs for non-custodial

parents would enbance child support benefits? Do you ses other
banefits?

3. Most ressarch demonstrations bave shown that welfare-to-work
programs can achieve “"modest-but-positive” impacts for women on
AFDC. Given the dearth of research on impacts on NCPs, do you

think we know enocugh abont the merits of such programs to move
forward on o national scale?

4. Given a limited pot of momey available for a new welfare

reform effort, what proportion (i€ any) do you think should &e
allotted to services for NCPs?



5. Given that HCPs Bave not 8 monolithic or Lomogensous
population, can you suggest different intexventions for different
sub~groups? Any special target groups?

6. What types of interventions or strategies would you suggest
fox NCPs, and under what circumstances? Should the intervention

coms about &8s a regult of a court order, or do you prefer a
voluntary program?

T, 1f wa were to mount some soxt of work program for NCPa, would
you recommend including or emphasizing any particular employment-
oriented set of services: classroom training, GERD, OJT, job search,
remedianl education, bigher education, PSE, etc.?

8. In termg of support services for NCPs, bow important do you
ses: stipends (since they bave no grant to live on), Medicaid or
health iansurance, drug/substance abuse trestment, parenting or
life-gkills, case-monagement, counselling, mediation .{with the

custodial parents), eatc.? Aside from child care, how do the
sarvice neesds of NCPs differ from CPa?

9. Many low-income NCPs have accumulated large arrsarages.
Current policy does not encourage relaxing these obligations. What
are your thoughts about foregoing the collections of A portion or

all of thesae back debts as a means to escourage future desired
beahaviors?

13. JQOver ths last seaveral years, national policles bave stressed
targeting training and employment service vesocurces (eg, JTPA) to
AFDC recipients -- mostly Moms. What do you think about fukther
targeting existing resources to NCPs?

11. To what sxtent do you hqxiava that a work-requirement might
"smoke-gut” NCP’s who actually are employed "under the table™ and

who way or may not be providing the custedial parent with informal
support?

12. Do you have any resction to including NCPa ia PSE if it turns
out to bhe the only post-tramsitional service for CPs who have conm
to the sad of their time-limited AFDC? ’

13. Assuming wo wers to mount a full-scale program for NCPR -« aot
junt demos: one consuming more than say 30% or 40% of resources --
what issues do you foresee in "going-to scale™?

—
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TG Wendell Primus
Froms Mike Laracy
pate: December 7, 1993

Re: “Where Will We find 300,000 to 500,000 PSE/CWEP Jobs for
WORK?” Thoughts from the Field

This is to provide some initial thoughts about the gquestions 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 oy community work experience programs
(PSE/CWEP) ?

The comments and suggestions outlined below are based primarily
on my review of the PSE/CWEP literature and on the two dozen
interviews YI've conducted with state and local officials across
the nation. Please appreciate that my thoughts are still

somewhat preliminary, and ¢onstitute only a partial answer to
your question.

A PSE/CWED program of 300,000 to 500,000 slots would be daunting,
but would vonstitute an effort of only about half the

gize of CETA at its peak. And, if anything,the nation’s
aggregate need for lowegost, low-skillied labor to perform worxk in
the public sector is greater than ever... In that sense¢, there
is elearly plenty of work, more than snough to engage 300,000 to
500,000 PSE/CWEP participants. None of my respondents indicdted
any doubt regardiang 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 the
number of PSE/CWEP slots that would ke allocated to several
representative states and cities, assuming that they are
distributed in proportion to the overall AFDC caseload. ¥For
example, New Jergey, which acecounts for 2.6 € of the nation’s
welfare roles, would receive between 7,914 and 13,180 slots. HNew
Jersey’s largest city, Newark, which includes roughly 18 % of the
state‘s caseload, would have to find meaningful public sector
wark for 1,415 to 2,359 participants. There seemed to be little
doubt .among the respondents I‘ve talked to that Newark, for

example, would have encugh wark for 1,41% to 2,359 PSE/CWEP
positions.

Even in New York City, where WORK would entail developing between
15,600 and 25,000 slots, my respondents were confident that that
they could develop sufficient worksites, given adegquate time and
funding, The managers of the City‘s current CWEP program of
13,000 slots, which is targeted to General Assistance {aka, "Home



Relief*) participants, also operated an AFDC-oriented CWEP effort
of 7,500 participants under formexr 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 could “easily” double
or triple their current program, provided they were given

- sufficient support.

Howevexr, 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 match and
link-~up all the work and the workers, at least not in the larger
urban centers, where most AFDC recipients reside. Several

factors were repeatedly cited as waking the prospect of a massive
PSE/CWEP éffort daunting:

The “downsizing” of many state and locel governments duriﬁg
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 bheen unable to find private sector
jobs after two years of employment~directed activities, the
individuals placed in PSE/CQWEP 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
previocus PSE programs, such as CETA.

There is a fundamental mis-match between the nature of fuch
of the most pressing public work and the traditional gender
roles and expectations held by many AFDC recipients. This
is especially true in urban axeas, where much of the work
would entail manual labor. It is one thing to encourage
women to voluntarily embrace non~traditional dobs; it is
ancther thing to mandate it.

CWEP 13 notoriously difficult to administer, especially with
monthly recaleulations of the hours necessary to work-off
the grant, While PSE is also difficult to administer, most
respondenty expressed a preference for PSE over CWEP on the
basis of administrative concerns. To the extent that we
mandate only CWEP, weé will run the risk that local
gavernments and private non-profigs will simply decline the
offer of free labor due to the hassles involved,

Turning wmore directly to your question, my interviews have led me
to several observations and conclusions about vhere we will
likely find 300,000 to 500,000 PSE/CWEP jobs.

?%rst, we should stress private, non-profit agencies ag PSE/CHEP
8ites, 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 oxr displace



unicnized public employees. Many of the states with the largest
AFDC caseloads are also ones experiencing the greatest
reductions~in~force within the public sector {eg, California, New
York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania}, thus precluding placing PSE/CWEP
participants in state agencies. As several state cfficials
cbserved, they have plenty of holes in their organizations 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-preofit agencies in higher regard than they do
government, suggests that we pay seriocus attention to job
development in that sector. Several possibilities for placing

relatively large numbers of participants in non-profits strike me
as especially promising:

Urban churches, particularly African-American churches,
offer an excepticnal opportunity in this regard. These
churches are located precisely where potential partivipants
are concentrated, making matches easy and reducing
transportation problems. The churches uvsually enjoy strong
credibility within their own communities, enabling them to
be powerfual articulators of values, social norms, and
expectationg. Trough role modeling and peer pressure, they
can be far more effective than any government agency in this
regard. Moreover, they ave acutely aware of their
communities’ needs, and should know where to invest
available labor. African~American churches have bheen at the
forefront of reevent efforts toreclaim and resurrect thelir
neighborhoods; PSE/CWEP might tie in very well with their
grass root strateglies of empowerment and capacity building.
while many will reguire extra support with the

administrative aspects of WORK, I belisve they would warrant
the effort.

Head Start expansion also offers 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
involvaed the mothers of Head Start childyen, recruiting them
as volunteers and later txaxnlng them as teachey aldes.

with President Clinton‘s expansion of Head Start, we might
be able to extend the model of volunteer/mother into a
saercegsful CWEP experience. Moreover, many $SBG and CCDEG
child care centers would like to incorporate more of Heaad
Start ‘s comprehensive appreach 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 asnd other
contrasted child care centers would also avoid the quallty
control concerns about training welfare recipients to be
family day care providers. And, as with African-American
churches, it would expose participants to powerful values,
social norms, role models, and expectations. We should
aggressively seize our planned expansion of child care and



early childhood development. (You may want to check on this
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 serxvices most needed by the aged
and disabled are not sophlisticated or training-intensive.
Escort and chore services for the home-bound are two
axamples. 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, provisions to prevent abuse and
exploitation of patients Ly participants would be essential.

Settlement Houses, Tenant €roups and Other Neighborhood
Organizations should certainly be explored., With the
Clinton Administration’s strong emphasis on local capacity
building, self-help, and empowerment, PHE/CHWEP sIcts would
be a natural feature. Such organizations are poweriul

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 next decade throughout urban areas, Almost all my

regpondents mentioned programs of this sort as ideal for
PSE/CYEPR,

Although these offiecials I interviewed generally were not
sanguine about being sble to develop sufficient PSE/CWEP slots in
"regalar® governmental settings, there was more enthusiasm about
the potential of engaging participants in special WORX
*projects*, 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 cffice 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 participants., 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, and will not constitute the bulk of PSE/CWEP slots we
envision under WORK.

On the other hand, organizing cadres of a dozen or so0 workers to
tackle the less demanding tasks of urban clean-up and enhancement
seemed to appeal very strongly to my respondents. I found it
signlficant that several mayors were especially enthused about

this apportunity; more than one mentioned an “Urban CCC" &s the
model they’d like to see.



0f course, such programs are not withouvt serious obstacles. Aas
neted 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-gtream private sector
jobg; 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 "forcing participants into demeaning ox
menial labor like leaf-raking.” Their reactions to this were
mixed: a few seemed sensitive to the charge, but most were almost
cager to confront such critics and to defend the dignity and
value of this type of work. My personal view is that we have no
choliece but to support such work if we hope to have any chance of
developing 300,800 to $00,000 PSE/CWEP slots capable of
contributing 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 spectflated
that the general receptivity to *workfare" in such communities
will facilitate the development of sufficient PSE/CWEP slots for
the comparatively madest AFDC caseloads there., {They did
acknowledge that transportation would be a problem in rural and
suburban area, however.} Rather, the grzatest challenge would be
in the larger cities, where WORK might require special efforts in
devioping sufficient capacity. The sheer numbers of
participants, the inefficiencies and culture of the welfare
bureaucracies, and the presence of "underclass™ behaviors all

will resist WORK, thus necessitating ap especially intense
effort.

-~
My interviews and research suggest aix steps that should help to

overceme the challenge we will encounter in our largest urban
centers:

Make sure we give plenty of lead time to the states and
local governments. A realistie 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.
Mothing will ensure a tepid response to WORK more than
inadeguate 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 becanse 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 tyremendous hasgsle,
with ridiculously variable hours of work per month, '
burdensome reporting reguirements, and less expectation that
participants engage in real work. However, other



respondents preferred CWEP because it better avoids Civil
Service, labor union, and labor law problems. Since we will
need to gell WORK heavily to local governments and nof-
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 numbeys. 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 €o 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 regruit for a light rehab

housing project if you can include welfare fathers, as well
as moms.

Issue a Presidential challenge to urban mayors, invelving
them in the early planning of WORK. The mayors of medium to
large cities will make or break WORK, 50 get 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 we
will find all these WORK slots; lnstead, set up a process
that makes the local leadership eager to find them for us!

I realize that this memo does not constitute a nearly exhauvstive
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.

Canta Pian
Marcy Carlson



™: %Wendell Primus

FROM: Mike Laracy

DATE: December 2, 1943

SUBJECT: Revisiting the Issue of Unit Costs for Community Work
Experience Programs (CWEP) and Public Service
Employment {PSE)

As requested, this is to respond to your guestion regarding the
unit costs of cmmunity work experience programs (CWEP) and public
service employment programs (PSE}, More specifically, this is
to provide you with some initlal comments on the portions of
Rebecca Maynard’s October 2 paper, "Costs of Employment«Support
Services Under Welfare Reform®, that dealt with CWEP. However, I

also include more general observations on unit costs for both
CWEP and PSE. =

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 lowwend estimate of $4,460 per vear and & high~end of
$7,560) struck some colleagues as considevably higher than

expected, aspecially since CWEP participants “work-off® their
AFDC grants rather than earn wages.

In conpleting this assignment, I have reviewed Rebecca's
analysis; MORC’s September 1993 report, “Unpaid Work Experience
for Welfare Recipients: Flndings and Lessions from MDRC
Research"; and several internal working papers prepared by DHHS
and DOL gtaff. I have also conferred with several individuals
outside of DHHS who I am interviewing for another assignment.
Finally, I reviewed Mark Greenberxg's (CLASP} July 6, 1893

memos, "Public Employment vs, CWEP®,

I need to stress one caveat up front: I am not a trained
economist. Consequently, my chbservations are f£rom the perspective

of an experienced state-level policy analyst and progran managex, -
not a research economist or budget expert.

My findings and comments are summarized below. In the interests
of time and your need for an expeditious response, I am including

only a summary here. If vou desire, ¥ can prepare & more
detailed analysis subsequently.

First, ln my judgement, while seeming quite high, Rebecca‘s
benchmark estimate for the costs of CWEP w- $5,872 «~ is
generally reasonable and realigtic. 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 ls addressed below.



Second, Rebecca's egtimates aeem largely consistent with the
independent findings presented in MDRC's September report, which
degeribed the "costs per f£illed position per year” for the eight
CWEP demonstrations it evaluated to range between $1,1722 and
38,168, with a mid-point of arocund $5,000.

Third, the main reason that her benchmark estimate of $5,872 perx
service year may appear to be very high is, in large part, -
because of the unit of service she chose to analyze. Rebecca
used “coast per year of service" rather than the more familiar
“cost per participant", a perfectly valid decision, especially
from the perspective of a research economist. And, since most
CWEP demonstrations have had average lengths of participation of

considerably legs than one year, her figures are higher than we
are used to seeing for CWEP.

By way of compariscon, while MDRC’s mid-point costs per *filled
position year®™ wexe about $5,000, they xeported "costs per
participant® as rxanging between $1,004 and $2,020, with g mid-
point of about $1,340 per participant,

Ag this implies, cost estimates for CWEP are extremely sensitive
to assumptions about the average duration of the CWEP experience
per participant. Rebecca explicitly assumed that the average
duration of participation would be one year (12 months), which
was the experience in the only open-ended CWEP demonstration,
West Virginia. ©One year is a considerably longer average length
of stay than moat CWEPs have experienced; however, her assumption
does nut seem unreasonable based on the nature of CWEP as
contemplated in the working documents 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, Rehecca appeared to assume that CWEP will be primarily an
educational and developnental activity, with a goal of improving
participants’ job skills and giving them a meaningful job
experience. TFor example, she assumed a quite generous level of
¢case management, one clearly pxﬁdicata& on more than simply

having the participant wakaofi’ or "esarn® her AFDC grant. At ”
$1,152 per gervice year, case.management accounted for a full 20% ;jf““
&f her benchmark estimate. xzf we view CWEP as an "internship”, '
providing an important growth opportunity for a participant, I
think her assumption is warranted. However, if the goal of CREPR

is primarily to have recipients engaged in a work activity
{regardiess of its value to the individual} while awaiting a

private sector job, the level and cost of ¢ase management could
be reduced considerably.

Fifth, Rebecca assumed that job search would be a concuryrent
activity, integrated into the one vear of CWEP. But, if formal
job search followed a perioed of CWEP, c<osts could be reduced.

For example, if two months of job search followed every six-month



stint of CWEP, annual costs might be reduced by several hundred
dollarxrs. Again, the programmatic goals of CWEP need to be
expligated 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. W#While including the c¢osts of case management is
antirely appropriate from the perspective of a research
gvaluation, it is not usually included in CWEP coses from the
perspective ¢©f a local JOBS administrator or state manager, To
state and local officials, the costs of case management are
viewed asg 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, classyroom training, or
idle, the costs of case management are largely fixed. From this
pergpective, including the expense of case management in the
incremental costs of incorporating CWEP may not be valid., And,

ags noted above, case management constitutes 20% of Rebecca's
kenchmark estimate,

B

—

Seventh, Rebecca estimated that the costs of developing and
maintaining one CWEP slot would be $2,160 per service year, which
may seem high. However, her figures again seem consistent with
those of the MDRC report. Moreover, her estimate was generally
supported by my field interviews, in wihich respondents stressed
the difficulty ¢©f developing and maintaining CWEP positions that
are “real™ jobs. Some economies of scale may be realized when
maltiple participants {eg, part-time or shorter duration) fill
the same CWEP position, or when a position continues over ,
mulitiple years, but Rebecca‘s 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 proiects that employ teams of CWEP workers {eg, a cadre

of workers cleaning up vacant city lots, as opposed to developing
additional library aide slots).

Fipally, both Rebecca and MDRC addressed only the costs of CHWER,
and did not directly deal with public service employment. In
PSE, the participant earns an hourly wage, rather than works off
her grant, with her income varying according to the houra worked.
The costs of any given job would tend to be higher in a PSE
program than in CWER since participants could opt to earn more
than theixr APDC grant by working more hours. {However, the
greater administrative complexity of CWEP might cffset some
portion of the cost differential.) It is difficult ¢o 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
senaitive to the average number of hours worked and to agsump-
tions about the retention, termination, or modification of AFDC
and Food Stamp earned-income disregards for PSE participants,

Neverthelegs, based on my field interviews and review of the
available literature, I believe it is reasonable ¢o assume that



the base costs of the individusl components of CWEP, as analyzed
by Rebecca and MDRC, would also apply te 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 peint of departure to model the
additional cests of converting the position into a PSE slot.

In this regard, Mark Greenberg's comparison of the incremental
casts 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 three, in a median grant
state {$372 pexr month), with $300 allowed for rent and untilities,
produced & net goveranmental cost of $143.50 per month for the
first four months of PSE, and $126.46 per month thereafter.

Consequently, he calcolated that a PSE slot would cost the
government $1,697.52 more on an annual basis than the egiiivalent
CWEP slot, exclusive of any tax consequences {ey, EITC).

If we accept HMarkr s analysis,and add his incremental PSE costs of
$§1,698 peyxr year to Rebecga‘s annualized CWEP costs of $5,872, we
axrive at a total estimate of $7,570 per year per PSE s5lot. of
course, these costs would increase if we assumed. that partici-
pantg work more than an average of 20 hours per week; they would
decrease if we agssumed 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
analyals done on this issue or if you have any questions.

Many thanks for thig opportunity to help

cg: Canta Pian
Rebeoca Maynard
Harey Carlson
Stella Koutroumanes
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TG: Wendell Primus

FROM: Mike Laracy

DATE: December 8,1993

RE: "what If We Were to GO to One Million WORK Slots?®

As you requested, I have made some phone inguiries on your
guestions of yesterday, “Would the state and local respondents
who we talked to about the 300,000 to 500,000 PSE/CHEP 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 nunber 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 guestion of a2 one million siot effort, For esach duery, I
estimated what that level would mean for their individual state,

county, or clity. Consequently, I can give you a pretty good
response,

In short, one million slots would be a “"whole different can of
worms, " as one respondent put it. The consensus seems to be that
the increase from 500,000 worksites to one million is not only
quantitatively different, but gualitatively different too. For
all my respondents, there wasg definitely some threshold --
somewhere between 500,000 and one million —- where the merely
“daunting” became the positively “dubious*. I wasn’'t able tp get
a clear sense of what that threshold would be, since it was vague
in some folks® minds, but it was there.

They told me that it would net only entail more effort and stafef,
it would be 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 €o.
educational or skill~building, and more to just keeping
participants engaged in some sort of activity. The work might
still be *real" and of social value, but we'd be sexiously
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 difficule,

I alsoe heard a fear that quality control would suffer with a
program of that size. It would become more difficult te ansure
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 vard, rather than the park.

5 couple of respondents indicated that it might be possible to
eventually "grow into" a PSE/CWEP program on the order of



magnitude of one million slots, but that, initially, the program
should start smaller.

I hope this helps. Let me know if I can be of further help.

ar: Canta Pian

Marcy Carlson
i



6t Wendell Primua
FROM: Mike Laracy . DRAFT
DATE: December 8, 1993

RE: Michlgan’s Self-Initiated Community Sexvices Activity and
Its Possible Relevance to WORK

Ag you requested, I have looked into the aspect of Michigan's
welfare reform program that involves the state’s use of gelt-
initiated volunteer or community service work as a permisgsible
participant activity. You were interested in this program
component as a possible activity for WORK participants, when they
cannot find employment and there are alsoc no appropriate PSE/CWEP
slots available, You were wondering if self-initiated community

service or volunteer activities might be a realistic option to
explore in such casedq,

I was able to reach Stephanie Comal-Page (a former ASPE staffer),
who is a senlor aide in Lansing. Thus far, however, I have been
unable to reach Evert W.vernmer, who I may 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 vou may know, the Social Contract activitiea in Michigan are
relatively new -~ leas than a vear old -- so lessons and findings
are guite preliminary and impressionistic. Under Michigan's
Soclial Contract initiative, new AFDC recipients are encouraged,
upen opening their caase, to become involved in a range of .
acceptable activities via a Social Contract. It is important to
stress that these ars up-front activitiles, at the very start of
an AFDC episcde, Specifically, new recipients are expected to
hkave a signed Social Contract within three months after opening
their casae. As discussed bhelow, this is =n significantly
different role than would be the case under WORK,

Michigan Social Contract participants have & range of different
activities to chose from... very much & menu approach. As of
August 1993, there were 8,716 participants in the Social
Contract, with the following breakdown of activities:

Employment Only Z2.4%
Employment Plus Other Activities 8.2%
Formal Services {eg, MOST/JOBS) 35.3%
Self~Initiated School/Training 3.7%
Community Service 8.5%
Self/Famlly Improvement g.2%

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 740 and 1,934 were engaged in things
_we might allow. The overall numbera are considerably higher now.

Participants actually sign documents detailing the activities
they intend to engage in, and then file a gelf-report every six
months. They are expected to participate in the activities at
least 20 hours per wesk. The range of activities included in the

self-initiasted community service rubric ls pretty much what vou
might expect:

volunteering in churches, schools, senior citizen centers,
hespitals, or community organizations;

providing child care for friends sc that they can work (or
do volunteexr work}); or

caring for sick, aged or infirm neighbors or relatives.

088 had started the fSocial 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-gufficiency up-
£roant, before foulks get used to AFDC.

Funding was very limited for MOST/JOBS, so they needed some

non~intenaive, low-cost, option for folks they couldn’t get
intc the more formal services. ‘

Individuals participating in the less formal activities under the
Social Contract, including self-initiated community service, have
little or no access to HOST/JORS supporxt services, such as child
care or transportation stipends. v

According to Stephanie, Michigan’s is the only guch program of
any size in the nation. She 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.
PDS does conduct a periedic QC~type random gsample review of
participants’ self-reports, comparing them with accounts of
*collaterals” (individoala, such as ministers or voluntesr
coordinatora, who can confirm the activities). Stephanie say
¢hat they’'ve gotten "pretty good compliance -- perhaps ‘
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 assesa the applicability of the Michigan
experience with gelf~initiated community service vig-a-vis WORK.
It seems to ma that a crucial difference is the timing of the
activity in the AFDC episode. Having volunteer services up~
front, at the start of the episode iz quite different from having
them after two years of JOBS. Firgt of all, the latter gstrikes
me as a more explicit acknowledgement of fallure than the former:
a double fallure really, since we/they not only failed to get a
"roal® job, we/they then falled to get even a PSE/CWEP job.



Moreover, Hichigan’s somewhat casual monitering and sanctioning
practices ~- which seem reasonable in their context -- would be

courting disaster in WORK. The onus of public accountabilivy and
expectationg would be very different for us.

One maior consideration, I think, in the possible use of gelf-
‘initiated community service within WORK is its expected duration,
Treating it as an explicitly interim activity of a couple of
months (say, two to foury, while a PSE/CWER slot becomes
available, might be more acceptable than using it as a long~term,
seni~open~ended, experience because of a large supply/demand
problem. Likewlse, having to use such expedients for only a few
participants -- clearly the exception ~- is vastly different from
uaing it as some sort of latter-day *WIN Unassigned Pool”.

These are my thoughts as of 5:00 pm today. Once I talk to Bvert,
I‘1ll get back to you., Also, 1'd like to discuss my thinking thus
far with Canta before finalizing thils memo.

See you Friday. -

cc: Canta Pilan
Marcy Carlson

N



TO: Wendell Primus:
FROM: Mike Laracy
DAYE:: Dacembar 17, 13%3

RE: The Costs of Worksite Supervision of PSE/CWEP
Participants As A Component of Overall Costs

Last Friday, Howard Rolston asked a guestion regarding my
December 2 memo on Rebecca Maynard’s analysis of the estimated
annual costs of operating a PSE/CWEP slot. A3 you’ll recall,
Rebecca‘s benchmark estimate was $95,872 per slot per year, which
seemed high. Howard guestioned the extent to which Rebecca‘s
estimate included any costs associated with the supervision of
the PSE/CWEP participant at the worksite by the staff of the host
agency. 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/CWEF participants in
the course of their placements. A8 ig currently the case with
CWEP under JOBS, we will likely regquire 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., Hex data were taken £rom saveral separate
and distinct sources, each of which handled cost reporting
differently. However, the twoc major sets of data -~ MORC’s
analysis ¢f it’'s CWEP demonstrations and routine state costw
reporting for CWEP under JOBS -~ both alrgady exglude such
supervisory costs, In both sets of programs, worksite or host
agency supervisory costs are the responsibility of the host
agency, and are oot reimbursed as part of CWEP. I confirmed this
with Rebecca and with MDRC reseaxch stafé€.

Congseqguently, 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
pot paying for direct CWEP worker supervision by the host agency.
What the heck is it that we are paying for? Good question. As
ar as 1 can tell, ad8t of it seems €& be some fairly inefficient
bureaucratic paper work and some unavoidable liaison work.

Hope this helps.




cC:

Howard Rolston
Canta Pian
Rebecca Maynard
Emil Parker
Marcy Carlson



