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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is the first of two reports on the national vork-welfare system. It
is based on an examination of employment-related programs available for welfare
recipients in the fifty states and the District of Columbia (as of 1986). A
subsequent report will focus more specifically on Job Training Partnership Act
programs and how they serve this population.

Since 1981 states have been given more options and greater flexibility in
designing employment and training programs for recipients of aid to families
vith dependent children (AFDC), but less federal resources. The federally-
funded Work Incentive Program (VIN), enacted ir 1967, has been the primary work
and training program for this population. Ninety percent of the funding for
WIN comes from the federal government with a 10 percent match from the states.
Since 1981 states have been given greater flexibility in administration and
record-keeping for WIN. Furthez, Congress now allows states to adopt several
optional AFDC work programs that can be added to their VIN systems. Funding
for these optional programs requires a 50 percent match by the states. At the
same time, federal funding for VIN has been reduced drastically, from $381
million in FY 1981 to $133 million for FY 1987.

There have been numerous attempts over the past seven years to replace WIN
wvith another type of work program, and there are currently several welfare
reform proposals that include work-welfare provisions.

As a result of increased flexibility, decreased federal funds, and
continuing debate about welfare reform, there is now considerable variability
among states in the types of employment and training services and programs
available to welfare recipients. The general objectives of this report are (1)
to document the status of employment and training programs and policies for
recipients of aid to families with dependent children (AFDC), general
aseistance and food stamps in all states; and (2) given the present situation
in the states, address implications for federal velfare reform legislation.
The first chapter reviews the history of federal work-welfare policy to provide
a context for examining the current situation. This is followed by a
description of all state work-welfare programs a- of late 1986 and the
identification of national patterns and trends, based on telephone intervisws
wvith 115 program administravors in the fifty states and the District of
Columbia. The final chapter 4iscusses implications and recommendations for
federal policy.

The Historic Context of Federal Welfare-Employment Policy

The federal-state welfare system has two dimensions: (1) providing cash,
or income, assistance; and (2) providing services and gocds such as food
stamps, social services, employment and training assistance, health coverage
and housing subsidies. A central part of the cash assistance component has
been the requirement that able-bodied recipients be available for, or search
for work; and a central aspect of the services component has been to assist
clients in becoming employed and self-sufficient. Since 1367, the WIN prugram
has been mandated tc both provide employment and training services to AFDC
recipients and enforce the work requirement.




The federal role in- employment programs for welfare recipients, which began
in the 1930s, expanded greatly in the 1960s and 1970s. First, work-related
provisions vere added to the AFDC and food stamp programs. Income disregard
policies and work registration requirements were included in both programs to
provide incentives for recipients to choose to work instead of receive public
assistance. Able-bodied employable adults on AFDC are required to register and
cooperate with the WIN program, and non-AFDC food stamp recipients are required
to register with the designated food Stamp work registratioa agency. The
majority of the clients exempt from WIN registration and food stamp work
registration are women with young children (under six years of age), and aged
or medically incapacitated persons. In addition, all states were first
encouraged (in the early 1960s) and then required (from 1964) to implement a
program providing employment, training and supportive services to employahle
AFDC clients. Since 1967," all states have been required to operate a VIN
program. At the federal level WIN is administered jointly by HHS and DOL' and
at the state level, by the employmen®: security and walfare agencies.

In addition to the direct involvement of the federal government in work-
velfare issues through the A¥DC and food stamp programs, there has also been a
less direct role through federal ge<neral employment and training programs for
all economically disadvantaged persons. The Manpower Development and Training
Act (MDTA) (1962-1973), although initially designed for displaced workers, was
quickly retargeted on the economically disadvantaged. The MDTA was superseded
by the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) (1973-1982) which
provided both training and public service employment to disadvantaged adults
and youth.

liajor changes have occurred in federal employment, training and welfare
policy since 1981. First, states have been given the option of running WIN
Single Agency Demonstrations (WIN demos) solely administered by the state human
services (velfare) departments. Second, the Reagan administration has
submitted several proposals to require AFDC recipients to work in unpaid public
service jobs in exchange for their welfare payments (i.e., workfare). Although
a national workfare program has been rejected by Congress, in 1981 states were
allowved the option of establishing AFDC workfare requirements under the
Community Work Experience Program (CWEP).

Along with the WIN demos and CWEP, other work program options have been
made available to the states since 1981. States can require AFDC recipients or
applicants to conduct up to eight weeks of job search under the IV-A job search
option. The grant diversion (or work supplementation) option allows states to
use a client’s AFDC grant as a subsidy to an employer who provides an on-the-
job training position. States were also given the option of establishing job
search and workfare programs for food stamp recipients; but beginning in 1987,
all states are required to have an employment and training program for Zood
stamp recipients.

Paralleling these developments ia federal work-welfare policy, there have
also been major changes in the general employment and training programs
targeted on the economically disadvantaged. CETA was alloved to expired in
1962 and was replaced by the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). JTPA offers
no public service employment, limits funds that can be spent on stipends and
supportive services such as child care, and, at an annual funding level of
about $3.5 billion dollars, has about half the training funds that CETA had.

> ii
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Throughout the 1960s and 1970s a few issues periodically surface in debates
about federal work policies for welfare recipients:

o]

The policy emphasis has periodically shifted betwzen a £focus on
intensive employability services, such as institutional and on-the-job
training, and activities that result in immediate job placements, such
as job clubs and search assistance. The latter will be of more benefit
to those who are more job ready, while the former benefits those with
more Serious labor market barriers.

There is continuing concern about the balance and tension between
enforcing mandatory work requirements and providing meaningful training
and jobs. When VIN began, participation was voluntary (except for
males). In 1971 it was made mandatory for women with children under 6
and in 1975 VIN was redesigned to strengthen this requirement (by
making clients register with training staff). In the 1980s, the Reagan
administration has particularly emphasized strengthening the work
requirement provisions to make welfare less attractive than working.
in contrast, JTPA provides secvices to eligible persons, including
welfare recipients, on a voluntary basis, as did MDTA and CETA in the
1960s and 1970s.

Vork and training programs and demonstrations have been consistently
criticized for not serving enough clients, and not significantly
reducing welfare costs and caseloads. ' WIN has been simultaneously
criticized for not providing enough intensive training and education
services and for not enforcing the AFDC mandatory work requirement
strictly enough. In part, the criticisms reflect concerns about the
multiple and often competing objectives of work-welfare programs.

There has been ongoing bureaucratic controversy over the administration
of welfare-employment nrograms and periodic shifts in the "balance of
powver" between the Department of Labor and the Department of Health and
Human Services. The CWI and the Title V programs in the 1960s,
precursors to WIN, were run by the human services agencies. WIN was
designed to be jointly administered by DOL and HEV (and later, HHS)
nationally, and their state counterparts -- the state welfare
department and the state employment service (ES). Over the years the
ES became the dominant psrtner, until the 1981 options were introduced,
which clearly increased the role of HHS and the welfare departments.
Nevertheless, one of the most important training resources available to
wvelfa.e recipients is JTPA, administered by the Department of Labor.

Throughout history, federal funds for welfare-employment and employment
and training activities have been very 1limited compared to the large
number of welfare and other economically disadvantaged persons in need
of assistance. Even at its peak, WIN funding levels provided only
about $250 per potential VIN registrant. Betwveen 1981 and 1986,
funding for WIN declined by over 40 percent (to around $140 per
potential registrant). Similar reductions occurred in the shift from
CETA to JTPA; JTPA training funds are about half the level available
under CETA in 1981. While various proposals have been presented to
replace WIN, most would commit only modest federal funding to work-
velfare activities and would reduce the federal share of total program
costs.

iii




Since 1981, federal work-welfare policy has been characterized by
continuing budget reductions, constant debates about the continuation of WIN
and velfare reform, and general fragmentation. Nevertheless, major work-
velfare initiatives have been undertaken in some states. The programs in
Massachusetts and California have received the greatest attention, but the
survey of the states discussed below indicates that there has been considerable
activity in many states. At the same time, though, several states remain in
"limbo" waiting for federal direction.

Cheracteristics of State Work-Welfare Programs

Overall, states have made considerable use of the federal AFDC and food
stamp work program options available since 1981. At the end of 1986 only 3
states had not adopted at least one of the federal AFDC or food stamp options.
All but twelve states had adopted at least one of the AFDC options. But there
vas considerable diversity in the combinations of options chosen: twenty-seven
states had CWEP, seventeen had grant diversion, twenty-two had IV-A job search,
thirty-seven had food stamp job search, and nine had food stamp workfare.
Tventy-six states had VIN single-agency demonstration programs, the rest had
regular dual-agency WIN programs.

Overall, there is a very high level of anxiety across the nation about the
direction federal policy will take regarding work-welfare issues, how soon
federal and Congressional decisions will be made, and what changes states will
have to make. Beyond that, several patterns and trends were identified
nationwide, including:

¢ The political priority on work-welfare at the state level -- defined as
(1) perceived strong support and visibility and/or (2) appropriation of
state funds for work-welfare pregrams -- has clearly increased in the
past seven years. However, only six states have appropriated enough
state funds to maintain stable program levels or expand their progranms.
All six are in relatively good economic environments: Delaware, Maine,
Massachusetts, New York, Virginia and California.

Other states, especially in the midwest, also are placing high
politizal priority on work-welfare programs, but have not substantially
supplemented federal resources with state funds, presumably because
their fiscal situations are less favorable than in northeastern states.

Priority is not high in all states, howev .. In at least six states
officials indicated that they feel work programs are still not a high
priority in their state.

Nationwide in 1986, fifty-four percent of all counties, representing 82
percent of the public assistance caseload, had a WIN or VIN demo
prograa. Sixty percent of all counties, representing 85 percent of the
public assistance caseload, had at least one AFDC wvork program
(including WIN/VIN demo). After VIN/VIN demo, the next most
geographically extensive work components were IV-A job.search (in 30
percent of all counties) and CWEP (in 28 percent of all counties).

Vhile this coverage may seem high, two caveats are in order. First,
not all public assistance recipients in all parts of the counties are

iv
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being served by or have access to these programs; some live in areas
not covered by the program, others are not assigned to a program
activity. Second, there is considerable state-by-state variation.
WIN/VIN demo is statewvide in twenty states, but in nine states is in
counties where less that 50 percent of the public assistance population

resides.

The primary activity offered in work-welfare programs nationvide is job
search; both independent job search requirements and group job search
assistance. Many states have no components other than job search.

There appears to be some geographic variation in the types of work-
velfare programs states operate. Northeastern states particularly seem
qualitatively different than other states: they were more likely to (a)
have coordinated work-welfare systems rather than separate programs,
(b) emphasize training, (c¢) (along with north central states) have
state-sponsored programs, (d) maintain stable staffing levels in spite
of federal budget cuts, and (e) provide state funds for transitional
services such as day care. Part of this geographic trend perhaps
reflects the better economic climate in the northeast than in the rest
of the country, which enables these states to appropriate more funds
for work-welfare programs.

As of late 1986, eleven state work-welfare programs appear to be more
comprehensive than others, based on geographic coverage, range of
employment, training and supportive services offered, and state
financial or political commitment. It is perhaps not surprising that
of the eleven states that stood out as having the most comprehensive
programs, eight came from either the northeast or the west with fairly
good economies. Five of the states have regular dual-agency WIN
programs and six have the single-agency WIN demo. The eleven states
are: California, Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Oklahoma, Utah, and Vermont.

In four other states -- Illinois, Maryland, Michigan and Virginia --
there are also comprehensive program models available, but considerable
variation by county. That is, not all program counties are necessarily
operating comprehensive programs.

Seven states seem to have very minimal work-welfare programs: Alabama,
Arizona, Hawaii, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi and New Mexico.

There is great variation among states in how work-welfare programs are
organized. Twenty-five states in 1986 had "umbrella" systems that
integrated different work-welfare components. Some of these umbrella
programs include all federal options except food stamp job search, some
administer all federal non-WIN options together and maintain WIN
separately, and at least eight states have to some degree integrated
work programs for general assistance recipients with their AFDC work
progranms.

JTPA is increasingly important in state work-welfare programs. All
states refer clients to JTPA. In nineteen states JTPA is actively
encouraged to serve AFDC clients (e.g., there are special state JTPA
performance standards for serving more AFDC clients, some training
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slots or programs are set aside specifically for AFDC recipients, or
JTPA and the work-welfare programs operate some joint components such
as Job Clubs). In anotl.er nine states JTPA is even more directly
involved by actuai.v delivering some of the components for the work-
velfare system in dt least some parts of the state; and in two of these Y
states JTPA has concracts to deliver some work-welfare services
statevide. Nevertheless, many state work program administrators
complained that only the most employablas welfare clients can be
accepted for JTPA-funded training.

*  Supportive services are limited in most work-welfare programs. Federal P
resources for services are very limited and lack of transportation, day
care and health coverzge are considered serious problems for clients
who become employed. Although nearly all .uministrators agreed that
transitional services are important to the success of their programs,
fev states have been able to contribute substantial state money for
these programs: eight to ten states have allocated special funds for . @
child care and only four states have extended Medicaid benefits for job
finders past the time allowed by federal law (although ten states are
considering changes in health benefits).

One of the most obvious results of federal policy actions in the work-
velfare area is that there is today very little program information that can be Py
used to estimate the scope and impacts of the national work-welfare system.
There are few faderal reporting requirements for WIN, WIN demo or the AFDC
optional components, and very substantial definitional variations exist across
states and a~voss programs within some states for how participants and outcomes
are reported. The result is that it is virtually impossible to obtain
comparable program activity and outcome data across states. PY

Implications for Federal Policy

Every year since 1981 welfare reform has been raised at the federal level,
with minimal results beyond enacting some fragmented policy changes. The issue °®
is receiving more intense political and Congressional attention in 1987 and
some more substantive changes mry be forthcoming. Meanwvhile, there is no
question that in recent years several states have taken the initiative in
developing innovative work-welfare programs, contributing both funds and policy
ideas. Nevertheless there is considerable variability across states in the
political and financial commitment to work-welfare.

Several recommendations and implications for federal policy are presented
in Chapter 4, including the following.

0 Some Congressional action on work-velfare policy is urgently needed
soon. In many states it may be very difficult to regain the momentum ®
and expertise in work-velfare programs if Congress does not take action
soon. Without federal uirection and consistent funding, programs in
several states may cease to function. Even some of those with
coaprehensive programs in 1986 may have to significantly reduce their
services. Several ad~inistrators expressed a serious concern that they
are losing some of tneir more experienced and capable staff who are o
being reassigned or requesting transfers.

vi
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The most critical need nov is a clear and long-term commmitment by the
federal government to fund work-welfare programs. The annual battle
for the past seven years over WIN and its funding, ana the frequent
instructions to close down, then start up, the program has placed a
severe administrative and operational burden on many states.

There are several different types of state work-welfare programs;
Congress should ynderstand and ccasider the ramifications of various
decisions on the different types of states. Perhaps fifteen st:tes
appear to have particularly comprehensive programs; but at least se.en
have very limited programs. Most states fall somewhere in between
these two extremes; that is, they essentially have programs that
emphasize job search assistance, and are not in a position fiscally or
politically to increase their funding for work programs.

It would be unvise to pattern federal legislation after the heavily-
funded experiences in the few exemplary states and demonstration
programs without a substantial commitment of federal resources for
training, education and supportive services.

If Congress intends to improve on the system that now exists, any new
legislation must allov for at least as comprehensive a mix of
employment, training, education and supportive services as is currently
available. Most of the debate on the work-welfare portions of the
proposed bills focus on financing mechanisms and funding levels.

The relationship between funding and services is clear. Intensive
training and services are needed to significantly reduce welfare
dependency; and those services are relatively expensive. If Congress
vants a nationwide work-welfare system that consists of more than just
job search programs, then a substantial federal commitment of resources
is necessary. Otherwise, a number of states will operate limited
service programs. .

Leyislative objectives, performance standards and reporting
requirements must also emphasize intensive services. Many state
administrators indicated that it is not just limited funding that
pushes many programs to emphasize non-intensive activities such as job
search.  They particularly noted (1) national and state political
pressure for employment and training programs (i.e., WIN/WIN demo, JTPA
and state programs) to show that they have placed large numbers of
welfare clients into jobs; and (2) federal reporting requirements that
request little information other than the number of clients and the
number of placements.

Unless JTPA is redirected to emphasize remedial education and long-term
training it is not likely to serve as a viable option for large numbers
of AFDC clients. JTPA is clearly becoming a major part of work-welfare
programs, to the point that in a number of states JTPA receives funds
from the work-velfare program to deliver certain components or
services. Hovever, many of the training programs funded by JTPA have
entry requirements that preclude many AFDC clients from participating,
and emphasize short-term training. Many welfare recipients require
basic remedial education and long-term training to become self-
sufficient. Thus, although JTPA is a valuable source of training for
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many welfare clients, as it 1is now designed it is not an option for
most.

o Pederal action must be taken to encourage coordination among the
various relevant federal programs and regulations. This goes beyond
simply coordinating the activities currently funded under WIN and the
AFDC work options. JTPA, Vocational Education/Perkins Act and Title XX
funds and programs are critically needed by state welfare-employment
programs, ‘particularly in those states that do not have state funds
appropriated for the programs (beyond the required matching amounts)
due to fiscal or political limitations.

Single-agency administration of work-welfare programs will not
necessarily solve the coordination problems, especially if the food
stamp employment and training program remains separate from the AFLC
work programs. .

The JEDI legislation would increase the financial incentives for the
velfare-work programs and JTPA to coordinate more closely in some
states. Another possible way to encourage coordination might be to
eestablish a f{ederal interagency committee on work and training
programs (DOL, HHS, the Food and Nutrition Service and the Department
of Education) to develop coordinated reporting requirements, program
communications, technical assistance and performance criteria for JTPA,
WIN (or its replacement), Perkins Act programs, the BS, and the food
stamp employment and training program.

o A "mixed" financing method might best assure that all states operate a
vork-velfare program at some basic level and still encourage states to
expand their programs if the state political and financial support are
available. Each state could receive a basic allocation requiring a
small 3tate match; but the amount could be exceeded if the state can
meet a higher matching rate. This would be similar to the funding
provisions for the current food stamp employment and training program
and the proposed Hawkins bill.

About ten states have appropriated substantial amounts of state
resources for work-welfare programs; and presumably these states would
continue to do so, regardless of the federal financial participation
rate. Hovever, most other states will probably have difficulty gaining
and retaining the political support thoat would be needed to
significantly increase state appropriations, especially in those states
where velfare and work programs are considered a low priority.

Given the urgency that many state work-welfare programs are now facing, it
may make more sense for Congress to immediately consider work-welfare
legislation or reform, separately from other welfare issues, perhaps building
on the JEDI and Hawkins bills, revising the current WIN legislation or enacting
work-program portions of other proposals. One message from the states is that
the national income maintenance system will survive with or without federal
velfare reform; the national work-welfare system, however, may not survive
unless some federal policy action is taken soon.

.viii 15




CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Since 1967, able-bcdied adult recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) without children under six years of age, have been required to
register with the Work Incentive Program (WIN) and be available for
employment, seek employment or participate in training activities. VIN has
thus been called upon to both enforce the work registration requirement and
provide employment, training and supportive services to enable clients to
become self-sufficient. The program has, for various reasons, been criticized
on both counts: come critics feel the work requirement and enforcement is not
strict enough; others feel the employment, training and support services are
not intensive enough.

Federal policy regarding work requirements and employment and training
programs for welfare recipients has been in a state of fluctuation and
uncertainty over the past six years. Debate and controversy has increased
steadily since 1981 when the Reagan administration first attempted to reform
the welfare system, in part by strengthening the requirements that AFDC
recipients work as a condition of continued gligibility for AFDC benefits.
Congress has rejected the administration’s strictest proposals, called
workfare, that would require velfare recipients throughout the nation to work
in unpaid public jobs in exchange for their benefits. States, however, have
been allowed to adopt AFDC workfare and other alternative policies on an
optional basis in addition to the basic federal/state WIN program. At the
same time, though, the federal funding for WIN has been gradually reduced from
$395 million in fiscal year 1980 to $133 million in fiscal year 1987.

Several legislative proposals for reforming the work-welfare system have

been introduced in Congress, and numerous organizations, governors and
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prospective presidential can:idates have put forth welfare reform proposals

centering primarily on work and training activities. Around the country there
is also a proliferation of programs, demonstrations and initiatives. The
combination of increased interest and debate at both the federal and state
levels suggests that Congress may be more likely than in the past several
years to take some concrete action on work-welfare policy within the next
year.

This report is the first in a series of Urban Institute papers examining
the current welfare-employment sysiem nationally. The purpose of this report
is twofold. First, the status of employment and training programs and
policies for recipients of AFDC, general assistance and food stamps in all
states is documented. Secondt given the present situation in the states, the
implications for major federal welfare reform legislation are addressed.

The remainder of this chapter discusses the objectives of the entire
study and hov information was obtained for this report. Chapter 2 provides
the historical context within which current work-welfare policy is.placed.
The general status of programs and policies in all states is presented in

Chapter 3, and Chapter 4 discusses implications for federal policy.

Study Objectives

The overall objective of this report is to examine national and state
policies related to work requirements and work and training programs for
recipients of public assistance. The public assistance programs of interest
are Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), food stamps and state
general assistance (GA). More specifically, the intent is to:

o Describe the current national velfare-employment system by documenting
the status of policies and programs at the state level.

o Identify and analyze patterns or differences among states in how
velfare recipients are being served through WIN, programs under the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA), and other work and training programs.

-2-
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o Based on the actual nature of state policies and programs, address the
implications of various alternatives currently being considered for
federal welfare reform policy.

There are two subsidiary and related objectives. First, it is the intent
of this report to help provide a national context within which the mrany
exemplary and highly publicized work-welfare programs can be placed. Several
prograﬁs have received substantial attention over the past five years,
particularly those in California, Massachusetts, Michigan and New York, and
those participating in’ the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation’s
(MDRC) Work and Welfare Demonstration project. The federal policy debate will
benefit from a clearer understanding of how typical or atypical these programs
are and the extent to which they represent what is happening in all states.
Second, this report attempts to provide an historical context for the current
velfare reform debate. There is a renewved interest in work requirements,
training, employment and education policies for welfare clients, especially
AFDC, but there is little discussion about either the long history of welfare-
employment programs (over the past three decades), or the operational effect
of federal budget and policy directions over the past seven years.

The overall study has three phases. Phase I, on which this report is
based, consists of compiling existing data on state work-welfare programs and
integrating that data with the results of a survey of prograi administrators
in all states. Phase II includes analysis of data from the Job Training
Longitudinal Survey (JTLS) and state JTPA program data reported to DOL, as
vell as a survey of a sample of local JTPA service delivery area (SDA)
administrators. Phase III will include on-site interviews in a selected
number of communities to document the interaction among programs and services

for public assistance clients.




The primary sources of data for this report are described in the following

section.

Documentation of State Work-Welfare Programs

The information presented in this report draws from several different

sources:

(1) A survey of the literature and budget data on past work-welfare
programs,

(2) Telephone interviews with state administrators and staff responsible

for VIN, WIN demonstration programs and state work programs in all
states.

(3) Reviev of information previously obtained through other state surveys
conducted by the U.S. General Accounting Office, the National
Goverrors Association, the American Public Welfare Association, the
National Conference of State Legislatures. Representatives from
these organizations as well as from the Congressional Budget Office
and MDRC vere consulted during the design period of the study.

The interviews with state program administrators are the primary source of
data. The interviews were conducted by phone between November 1986 and March
1987. A total ¢f 115 persons were interviewed in all fifty states plus the
District of Columbia.l Given the complexity of the issues and of the
programs that exist, a team of six Urban Institute researchers, all wvith

similar experience on previous projects, conducted the interviews. The use of

1./The interviev time averaged forty-five minutes to two hours per respondent.
If one person in the state completed the entire interview, it usually took
adout two hours. Often, however, different people were needed to answer
different questions. Further, in those states where the Employment Service
played an important role in the work-welfare system, a representative from
this agency as well as the state’s velfare department would be interviewed,
although not necessarily for two hours each. On average 2.3 persons were
intervieved in each state, with a minimum of one and a maximum of five per
state. Altogether, approximately 765 calls were made, about fifteen per
state, to set up the interviews, undertake the interviews, and follow-up on

responses vhen necessary. A minimum of three and a maximum of forty-four
calls were made per state.
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experienced researchers was essential for assuring that the most appropriate
respondents wvere identified and that all program issues were clarified
satisfactorily.
The interviews addressed the following topics:
o a description of the work-welfare system in the state (clients served,
components offered, counties covered, administering agencies,

interagency cooperation, etc.);

o respondents’ opinions about the success, strong points and problem
areas of their programs;

o the effects of federal funding and policy changes on the state and
anticipated or proposed changes;

o newv initiatives being considered by the state; and

o definitions used in the state to generate program statistics.

It wvas a wide ranging interview, therefore, with many qualitative
questions. Once a state’s interviews were completed, the primary respondents
vere sent a data questionnaire and asked to record basic program statistics
for the two most recent years (either federal fiscal years 1985 and 1986, or
if the state has a different fiscal year, the two most recent stata fiscal
years). The following information was requested for each program: number of
participants (by sex, program--AFDC or GA--and mandatory status), Jjob
placements (full-time and part-time), and funding (federal, state, and
daycare). Very few states were able to submit data in this level of detail.
Further, there is little consistency in data and definitions across programs
and across states.2 Therefore, this report does not provide program
statistics; rather it relies largely on answers given 'in the telephone
interviews. A future report will summarize the state program activity and

funding data.

2./Several telephone calls made to some states were needed to clarify state
program data and definitiomns.

-5-
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Thus, this report is primarily descriptive. Before déscribing work-
welfare programs operating in all states, the next chapter presents a general
overview of the development of federal welfare-employment policy. This
historic summary provides a useful context for examining current and future

policies.




CHAPTER 2
THE HISTORIC CONTEXT OF FEDERAL WELFARE-EMPLOYMENT POLICY

Since the 1930s, the federal-state welfare system has become
increasingly complex, but the two basic dimensions of the system continue
to be: (1) the provision of cash, or income, assistance; and (2) the
provision of services and goods, such as food stamps, social services,
employment and training assistance, health and housing benefits. Over the
years, there have also been periodic attempts to reform the welfare system
by tinkeriné with either the cash side or the services side or both.3 The
various welfare reform efforts have typically had two objectives: first,
to reduce the welfare rolls, or slow down the increase in the rolls; and
second, to help more recipients become self-sufficient. At both the
federal and state levels today, welfare reform has ouce again become a
priority issue.

A central part of the welfare system involves work requirements,

training and employment programs for public assistance recipients. At

3./A review of the trends in social programs for the poor over the past
tventy-five years can be found in Gary Burtless, "Public Spending for
the Poor: Trends, Prospects, and Economic Limits" in Sheldon Danzinger
and Daniel H. WVeinberg, eds., Fighting Poverty: What Works and What
Doesn’t (Cambridge: Harvard Unversity Press, 1986) and Jack A. Meyer,
"Budget Cuts in the Reagan Administration: A Question of Fairness" in D.
Lee Bawden, ed., The Social Contract Revisited (Washington, D.C.: The

Urban Institute Press, 1984).




different times over the past several decades, welfare recipients have been
either enconuraged or required to engage in various employment or
employment-related activities, with the hopes of reducing or eliminating
their dependence on wvelfare. Federal velfare-employment policy has really
gone through several phases: the years preceeding the 1967 implementation
of the Work Incentive Program (WIN); the 1967-1981 period centering around
WIN; and the period since 1981.

The purposes of this chapter are (1) to briefly summarize the
development of work-welfare and employment and training policy up to, and
including, the welfare reform proposals being considered in 1987;% and (2)
to describe and define various program services and terminology referred to

in subsequent chapters of this report.

Eariy Work-Velfare Policies: Pre-1967

The Work Projects Administration (WPA) activities of the thirties
initiated the involvement of the federal government in employment programs
for public assistance recipients, both in terms of funding and in designing
the programmatic strategies.s During the 1930s, federal work relief
Projects were established to provide public jobs for millions of unemployed‘
persons. Work relief participants typically received a salary higher than
vhat they would have received on public assistance, and the salary was

essentially subsidized by the federal government. Most WPA workers were

4./A table presenting a brief chronology of federal work-welfare policy can
also be found at the end of this chapter.

5./James T. Patterson, America’s Struggle Against Poverty:' 1500-1980
(Cambvidge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 1981).
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unemployed, skilled men who had work experience, although some projects

vere developed for women and youth.

Before the 1930s, it was quite common, both in the U.S. and other
countries, for local jurisdictions to require relief recipients to work in
exchange for their welfare payments. In some cases the participants
received no compensation other than their regular welfare payment; in other
cases they received compgnsation above their regular welfare payment. (Most
state and local work relief participants were men.) The new feature of the
WPA vas that everyone received payment and that the costs were borne mainly
by the federal government rather than by states and localities. At the
national level, WPA was administered by a separate independent agency, and
at the local level the new U.S. Employment Service (ES) offices were
xesponsible for creating and filling the jobs. Entry of the U.S. into
World War II alleviated the severe unemployment problem and the WPA
projects were terminated.

Federal work-welfare policies did not again surface until 1962 when
states vere given the option of allowing families with unemployed fathers
to qualify for Aid to Families with Dependent Children- (AFDC). Before this
time, Aid to Dependent Children (AD%), which was enacted in 1935, had been
available only to children or to families without a father or those with a
disabled father. Since more able-bodied men were expected to be on welfare
in states that had AFDC for unemployed parents (AFDC-UP), the Community
Work and Training Program (CWT) was enacted by Congress.

The CWT program was optional to states and allowed welfare agencies to

require men to work off their grants in work or training projects.6 The

6./A discussion of the origins of CWI can be found in Sar A. Levitan,
Martin Rein, and David Marwick, Work and Velfare Go Together,

(Baltimore: Jobns Hopkins University Press, 1972).




emphasis of CWT was on training, rehabilitation and "enrichment". At the
same time, there was increased federal priority placed on social services
and the use of professional social work methods to help all welfare
clients. The CVT and the social services programs were both administered °
by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEVW) and the state and
local velfare agencies.

. The optional work programs in the early 1960’s were accompanied by
other significant federal changes related to AFDC. The original Social
Security Act of 1935 was essentially enabling legislation that allowed
states to participate in federal cost-sharing for the Aid to Dependent
Children program. States had substantial discretion and there vere minimal
federal requirements. There were no national eligibility or needs
standards. Before 1950, federal funds could only be used for aid to
children, and could not be used to finance assistance to a mother or other
caretaker, although states could fund their own programs for caretakers.

Thus, from 1935 through the mid-1960s there were wide disparities
across states in the types of assistance programs offered for children and
their caretakers. There are many reports that some states excluded certain
groups from ADC in various ways. For example, in several states, welfare
agencies could declare children ineligible if they 1lived in homes
considered "unsuitable" or if there were "illegitimate™ children in the
family. Some states reportedly had racial quotas that limited the

proportion of the caseload that was nonwhite.’

7./Vinifred Bell, Aid to Dependent Children (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1965).




Federal legislation in the 1960s, gradually transformed the AFDC system
into a more national pfogram, although the states continued to retain much
authority and to finance about fifty percent of the costs. Beginning in
1962 vhen federal law allowed AFDC-U components and é¥ohibited states from
using "suitable home" provisions, the role of the federal gévernment
increased, at least partly in response to the iaequitable treatment of
individuals across states. By the end of the 1960s, there were numerous
federal regulations governing éligibility conditions and the eligibility
determination process, social services standards, work requirements and
incentives, systematic reporting and administrative requirements, and new
programs and demonstrations for providing health care and food stamps.

Paralleling the policy developments for welfare recipients, major
federal employment and training initiatives for the economically
disadvantaged (who may or may not receive welfare payments) were also
enacted in the early 1960s under the Manpower Development and Training Act
of 1962 (MDTA) and the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (E0A).8  MDTA was
the first major comprehensive federal training legislation since the 1930s,
and vas enacted to address both the groving rate of unemployment and the
changing structure of the American lﬁbor market. The original focus was on
retraining adults, in reaction to the fear that jobs might be lost to
automation. By 1966, however, the emphasis had shifted toward alleviating
poverty and discrimination, in 1line with the overall philosophy of the

Great Society.

8./MDTA and EOA training programs are reviewved and evaluated in Charles
Perry, et al., The Impact of Government Manpower Programs (Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania, 1976). See also Sar A. Levitan, Antipovert
Work and Training Efforts: Goals and Reality, (Ann Arbor: Institute o%
Labor and Industrial Relations, 1967).
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Under MDTA, the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) had responsibility for
administering over 10,000 separate local service delivery contracts, many
of them with community-based organizations as well as with established
agencies such as the Employment Service and educational institutions. This
program created a large newv administrative responsibility for the
Department of Labor.

The Economic Opportunity Act also included major employment activities:
Job Corpé, administered by the new O0ffice of Economic Opportunity in the
Executive Office of the President; Work Training for Adults and Youth-~
including Neighborhood Youth Corps, Operation Mainstream, and Concentrated
Employment Programs--administered by DOL; and, under title V, the Work
Experience Training Program for welfare recipients, administered by HEV.

Thus, vhile DOL continued its traditional role in federal employment
policies in the 1960s, welfare agencies also became involved with federal
employment programs by administering CWT in 1962 and Title % in 1964. The
extent of their involvement, however, varied considerably across the
nation. The CWT never became a high priority with states, and by the time
EOA was passed in 1964, only 10 states had adopted the program.9 Tictle V
programs were somewhat more extensive, since every state was required to
have some type of Title V project. Local welfare agencies, though, had
substantial discretion in the design of their Title V projects, which could
include income support, work relief, training, job placement, education,
and on-the-job training that allowed diverting the welfare grant to an
employer subsidy. Local agencies s' “mitted project proposals through their

state velfare agencies to HEV. Although evary state had some Title V

9./Sar A. Levitan and Garth L. Magnum, Pederal Training and Wofk Programs

in the Sixties {Ann Arbor: Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations,
1969).

-12-




activity, the response was again quite limited. Some states had very low
participation, and mosf resources vent to just a few states. For example,
Kentucky had the most Title V funds -- 1A percent of all Title V funds. 10
Even todé}, though, many state and local staff in welfare agencies express
pride in their old Title V programs.

Since 1963 there has been considerable controversy over where
employment programs should be located (at both the national level and the
state and local levels). Beginning with the legislative hearings that
preceeded the passage of the Economic Opportunity Act, the Department of
Labor has argued strongly that all employment and training activity should
be in DOL, while HEW officials argued equally strongly that all programs
for wvelfare recipients should be in their agency.11

The battle over organizational control continued through the 1966
Congressional deba‘es. However, given the 1low level of Title V
participation and increasing complainés from various agencies that welfare
departments vere not coordinating with other relevant programs administered
by MDTA, Community Action Agencies, the Employment Service ~1d vocational
rehabilitation, HEW was not in a strong position to retain control of Title
V. A congressional compromise required DOL and 3EW to jointly administer
Title V and vhen the 1967 amendments to the Social Security'Act replaced
Title V with the Work Incentive Program (WIN) this dual-agency structure

was maintained.

10./Levitan and Magnum, Federal Training and Work Programs.

11./Sar A. Levitan’s book The Great Society’s Poor Law (Baltimore: The
Johns Hopikins Press, 1969) discusses the conflicts between DOL and HEW.
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The WIN Years 1967-1981

Since 1967 WIN has been the centerpiece of federal welfare-employment
policy. The program was created by the 1967 Social Security Amendments,
and its primary purpose has been to move AFDC recipients into productive
jﬁbs and off the welfare rolls. This section first summarizes the
development of WIN and the policy shifts that occurred between 1967 and
1981. Then the dual agency structure of WIN is described, followed by a
summary of WIN funding and activity levels. Finally, other related
policies in the 1970s, primarily CETA and welfare reform initiatives, are
briefly noted.

WIN Policy Shifts [

Between 1967 and 1981, VWIN evolved in three important ways. First,
legislative and policy changes gradually shifted the program service
emphasis from vc;cational training ana supportive services to job search ®
assistaice and a priority on immediate unsubsidized employment. Seccnd,
legislation transformed WIN from a voluntary program for AFDC recipients in
1967, to a mandatory program for most AFDC adults with school age children ®
beginning in 1972. Third, primary responsibility for the AFDC work
program gradually shifted from welfare agencies to the state employment
security agencies. Velfare agencies were solely responsible for work ®
programs before 1967, responsible for registration and social services
under WIN from 1967 to 1975, and responsible only for providing social
services between 1975 and 1981. ®

These program shifts represent four fairly distinct phases, each having

slightly different priorities and emphases. During all four phases, WIN
has been heavily criticized for (a) not serving significant portion of the ®

AFDC population, and (b) not significantly reducing the welfare rolls and

-14-
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costs. The shifts in WIN policy were made in part to address these

criticisms.

WIN I (1967-1971) focused on encouraging AFDC recipients to participate

in the program and emphasized the provision of social services and
training. The 1967 Social Security Amendments which created VWIN, also
enacted the "thirty and one-third" provision by which the first thirty
dollars earned by a recipient each month and one-third of the remaining
earned income was disregarded by the welfare department when calculating
the amount of the welfare grant. Thus, the focus from 1967 to 1971 was on
providing encouragement and financial incentives to work, and employment
and training assistance.

In these early years of WIN, the primary services provided wvere
training, education, social services and counseling. Vork experience
components, where clients were assigned to work in public agencies for
short periods of time to gain exposure to the workplace environment, were
also allowed under WIN. Participation in work experience wvas limited to
thirteen weeks, and was used almost exclusively for those clients who had
no prior work history or had not worked in many years. Federal AFDC
regulations prohibited actual work reljef projects which require recipients
to vork in exchange for the welfare payment, although many state and local
jurisdictions continued to require such work from general assistance
recipients.

WIN II (1972-1975) represented a significant change by emphasizing

mandatory participation requirements and direct Jjob placement rather than
voluntary participation and training. Before 1972, only men in AFDC-UP
families and teenage dependents who were not in school were required to
participate in WLi. The 1971 Amendments (called the Talmadge Amendments)
required all adults to register and cooperate with WIN unless they were

-15-
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aged, were incapacitated, lived in remote areas, were at home caring for an
incapacitated adult, of had children under six years of age.

The expansion of mandatory registration requirements meant that the WIN
and AFDC systems at the state and 1local level had to develop the capacity
to determine compliance with the requirement and to sanction those clients
wvho did not cooperate with WIN. A complex and lengthy adjudication and
appeal process developed as a result of the mandatory registration
requirement. In addition, complex administrative mechanisms had to be
established, since only the parent’s portion of the grant was reducad if
she did not cooperate with WIN; her children remained eligible, but the
family’s total grant was less. This meant that welfare agencies had to
develop "protective payment" policieé in some cases to channel the
children’s grant through second parties (e.g., landlords, relatives). The
AFDC  sanctioning process has since become extremely complex
administratively. .

The shift to mandatory participation in 1972 also led to an increase in
direct job development and placement activities (similar to services
provided by the Employment Service), and a de-emphasis on training. In
light of the legislative shift away from institutional training and
education and the parallel shifts towards subsidized employment generally
(under MﬁTA and the Emergency Employment Act), Congress required that at
least 30 percent of all WIN funds were to be spent for on-the-job training
(OJTY and public service employment (PSE).

The federal WIN program was then redesigned in 1975, in part to

strengthen the work requirement provision. The "redesign" essentially
meant that cli.ats vere required to register with the local WIN employment

and training staff (usually in the ES), rather than at the welfare

department. The objective was to expose individuals to labor market
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information and to place them into jobs immediately. Thus, the main focus
vas on direct job placement of the most employable clients, with somewhat
less focus on supportive services.

Between 1976 and 1980, federal WIN policy gradually shifted from

emphasizing immediate job placements to a more "balanced" approach among
job placement, training, counseling, supportive services, and provision of
more costly and longer term services and training. Part of the "balanced
mission" of the 1late 1970’s was to improve the quality of the job
placements in terms of entry wage rates and job retestion.

Also during this period, ‘emphasis vas placed on performance and
management improvement, and an extensive WIN research and demonstration
agenda was undertaken. On the management side, WIN adopted a performance-
based funding allocation system that attempted to shift the program toward
quality jobs and intensive services. Similarly, many new program
initiatives and service approaches vere implemented including the Supported
Vork Demongtration, VIN Research Laboratories, and the Azrin Job Club
Demonstration.

Among the more significant of these efforts were projects that
developed and tested job search assistance models. The group approach to
providing job search instruction and assistance gained increasing attention
after the 1977 Azrin Job Club Demonstrations. In the late 1970’s there was
a great proliferation of Job Clubs, Job Factories, Self-Directed Placement
and other models of group job search assistance in WIN, CETA, the ES and
other employment and training programs.

Although there are variations among different models, the general
objectives of group job search assistance are to (1) provide participants
with knowledge and skills needed to look for and keep a job; (2) instill
motivation and self-confidence in the participants, through peer support

-17-
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and interaction; (3) ensure that participants intensively pursue job

interviews through structured telephone contacts, sharing of job leads, and
screening other sources of job openings; and (4) move participants as
quickly as possible into a job. The primary administrative attraction of
group job search was that one or two staff members could simultaneously
serve a large group of clients, in sharp contrast to the more traditional
individual counseling approach.

Thus, through the years, WIN has provided and developed various types
of services, including: Jjob counseling, job placement, work experience,
on-the~-job training, institutional and vocational training, public service
employment, employability assessment and career planning, job search
instruction (especially group job search assistance), c¢hild care,
transportation allowances, and allowance payments while in training.

The current phase of the program, di. ussed separately below, began in

1981 wvhen the Reagan administration first proposed eliminating WIN and
replacing it with a mandatory program which would require AFDC recipients

to work in exchange for their benefits--that is, workfare.

The Dual Agency Structure of WIN o

The VIN program is unique among federal programs in that it is jointly
administered by two agencies at each 1level of government.12 At the
federal 1level a National Coordinating Committee, which includes the ®
Assistant Secretary of Labor for Employment and Training and the Director

of the Family Support Administration in the Department of Health and Human

12./This section describes the WIN structure before 1981. The single-
agency option is described below under the discussion of the policy
changes instituted since 1981.
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Services, has overall responsibility for the program. (Until 1986, within
HHS, WIN was under the Administrator of the 0ffice of Human Development
Services.) The National Office of Work Incentive Prugrams is located in
DOL, but is an integrated unit composed of staff from both DOL and HEW.
This dual agency structure is replicated at the federal regional level.

In 1978, in all but ¢two states, the state employment security agency
(SESA) vas the designated WIN sponsor, although federal legislation does
not specify this arrangement. Every state welfare agency, however, has
been required to have a Separate Administrative Unit (SAU) specifically
responsible for WIN activities. Unlike the integrated WIN units at the
federal level, state WIN sponsor and SAU staff are generally located in
their respective agencies. In 1978, in about ten states the sponsor and
SAU staff were collocated, but personnel reported to separate managers.13

At the local 1level the WIN program is operated under the joint
administrative authority of the welfare agency and the employment éecurity
agency. Within the welfare agency, WIN is either organizationally under
the income maintenance division, the social services division, or a
separate employment or work division. Vithin the employment security
agency, WIN is either organizationally under the employment service (ES),
or is a separate program lateral to the ES.

Over the years, the dual agency structure of WIN has been both praised
and criticized. The structure has provided the opportunity to draw on the

expertise and services available in each agency to help clients. Yet, the

13./For a discussion of the VIN organizational structure, see J. Mitchell,
M. Chadvin and D. Nightingale, Implementing Welfare-Employment
Programs: An Institutional Analysis of “the Work Incentive Program, The
Urban Institute, October 19/9.
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dual agency system is more difficult and complex to administer. If the two
agencies have cordial 'relationships and the staff uxits communicate and
coordinate with each other as well as with their parent agencies, the dual
structure cin benefit the provision of client services. If there is
tension or hostility between the two agencies, or if one or both of the
parent agencies relinquish responsibility for the program, then the dual
structure can hinder effective implementation.

Nevertheless, past research suggests that, in terms of program
effectiveness, the organizational location of WIN is not very important.
Vhat does matter is the amount of priority placed on the program by at
least one of the host agencies, and the coordination between the relevant
agencies that administer various services needed by clients. A common
complaint of local WIN staff in the late 1970’s was that the program had
very low priority within both the welfare department and the eméloyment
security agency. High-performing WIN progréms, hovever, generally were in
states where either the employment security agency or the welfare agency
(or both) considered employment and training activities for welfare

recipients to be a high priority.14

Related Policie~ in the 1970s

During the 1970s, other federal policy developments also affected WIN.
The general policies £fc- employment and training for economically
disadvantaged persons under CETA, and the major attempts at welfare reform

are briefly noted in this section.

®
CETA. In the early 1970s, general employment and training programs

funded under MDTA, and the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act

14./ Mitchell, Chadwin and Nightingale, Implementing Velfare-Employment
Programs.
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(CETA), vhich replaced MDTA, had two fairly separate objectives. First,
the programs were to laddress the employability problems of economically
disadvantaged persons particularly by funding vocational training, remedial
education and subsidized on-the-job training with private employers.
Participants received allowances and stipends while they were in training
and various supportive services were available. In addition, CETA was
charged with creating hundreds of thousands of public service jobs to help
reduce high levels of unemployment. At 1its peak in 1979, $10 billion a
year was provided by the U.S. Department of Labor under CETA. The funds
were for training and the PSE programs, as well as for Job Corps, the
Summer Youth Employment Program and special demonstration programs for
disadvantaged youth.

There was much criticism about CETA in its early years, particularly
because of reported fraud and misuse of PSE funds. In response to this
criticism, the 1978 ameﬂdments to CETA retargeted the programs to focus on
the most disadvantaged clients and on youth. As a result, more welfare
recipients were able to participate in CETA training programs. By 1981,
over 200,000 AFDC recipients were in CETA training, and over 90,000 were in
a PSE job.13

Welfare Reform. Two major attempts were made in the 1970s to reform

and improve the welfare system.
The Family Assistance Plan (FAP) prbposed by the Nixon Administration
in 1969 provided a basic federal payment to all families with little or no

income and permitted states to supplement that benefit. A slightly

15./CETA program data are taken from The 1982 Employment and Training
Report of the President.
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modified version of the President’s plan passed in the Hcuse in 1970; but
the Plan never was reported out of the Senate Finance Cummittee. Liberals,
vho felt the plan was too modest, and conservatives, who felr it
extravagant, joined in defeating the bill.16

The Carter Administration’s welfare reform proposal, called the
"Program for Better Jobs and Income" did not fare any better than Nixon'’s
FAP. The debate in the mid-1970’s centered around providing a minimum
guaranteed income, training and supportive services, and a guaranteed
public service job with the ‘government as the employer of "last resort.”
The welfare reform attempts in the late 1970s did not materialize, but
large scale demonstrations, called the Employment Opportunities Pilot
Projects,.were carried out in twelve cities to (initially) test the concept
of voluntary participation in employment and training programs, and
creation of large numbers of public service jobs. Eventually, the EOP?
demonstrations focused primarily on various models of group job search
assistance as a mandatory activity for AFDC clients subject to WIN
requirements. The WIN and EOPP job search programs contributed to the
expanding interest in group job search models.

Thus, tvo major comprehensive welfare reform attempts in the 1970s wvere

not successful, despite several years of proposals and hearings.

WIN Program and Funding Levels

Before examining the latest propnsals for reforming the welfare system
and the current status of work-welfare programs at the state level, it is

useful to briefly summarize some basic program and funding information

16./Henry J. Aaron, "Why is Welfare So Hard to Reform?" (Vashinéton, D.C.:
The Brookings Institution, 1973).
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about WIN. The primary group exempt from WIN consists of those AFDC
mothers whiose youngest child is under six years of age. Over the past ten
years about 35 percent of all adults heading AFDC households have been
subject to WIN. This means there are about 1.6 to 1.7 million potential
mandatory VIN registrants. As indicated in Table 2.1, federal funding for
VIN has gradually declined from $385 million in FY 1979 to $227 million in
FY 1986, with a peak funding level of $395 million in FY 1980. That is,
federal WIN funding declined by 41 percent between FY 1979 and FY 1986.
WVhen ;djusting for inflation, this represents a 56 percent budget reduction
over the eight year period. (Using estimated outlays for FY 1987, there
vill be a 77.5 percent budget reduction between FY 1979 and FY 1987.)

The implication of this budget reduction on the program is dramatic.
It is obvious that VIN has never received substantial funding. At the peak
of the program in FY 1980, the funding (90 percent of which comes from
federal funds) provided on average about $250.00 for each potential WIN
registrant. By FY 1986, available funds had declined to about $140.00 per
potential registrant.

One ongoing criticism of WIN is that the program serves only a smzll
proportion of all registrants. It is useful to summarize a few program
statistics. PFirst, in 1981 (the 1last year for which there are national
program data) about 50 percent of the 1.6 million registrants were
"served." The rest were placed in an "unassigned," or holding, category.
This means that in FY 1981, about 800,000 persons were prov‘ded some
service by WIN. The services ranged from minimal counseling and testing to
job search training, job placement or vocational training.

Second, although the number of WIN registgants is about the same as the
number potentially mandated to participate, some clients who would be
mandatory are exempt because they 1live in remote areas. There is no
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Table 2.1
Federal Budget Outlays for

The Work Incentive Program
(FY 1979 -~ FY 1987)

Budget Outlays

(millions)
FY 1979 $385.1
FY 1980 $395.2
FY 1981 $381.1
FY 1982 $234.5 )
FY 1983 $289.3
FY 1984 $264.6
FY 1985 $278.8
FY 1986 $227.3
FY 1987 (estimate) $110.1
FY 1987 (estimated supplement) $ 23.0

Percent reduction in federal outlays FY 1979 - FY 1986

Actual Dollars: 41.0%
Constant (1982) Dollarsx*: 56.2%

Estimated percent reduction in federal outlays FY 1979 - FY 1987

Actual Dollars: 65.42
Constant (1982) Dollars*: 77.5%

* Constant dollar amounts calculated using the GNP deflator.

SOURCE: Office of Management and Budget, Budget for the Fiscal Year, reports
FY 1979 througq FY 1987.




information on how many AFDC clients 1live in remote areas, but about 25
percent (or 400,000) of the WIN registrants in 1981 were volunteers with
children under six years of age. This suggests WIN was registering about
75 percent of the potential mandatory population in 1981, and about 20
percent of the potential volunteers with children under six years of age.
Third, about 400,000 VWIN registrants entered a job or training in 1981.
About 320,000 of these entered jobs that lasted at least thirty days (this
represents about 20 percent of all registrants and 40 percent of all
registrants who received some active service). Tﬁe other 80,000 persons (5
percent of all registrants and 10 percent of all active registrants) were
in subsidized employment or training through CETA. 17 There is some
indication that when relatively high amounts of training were available
either through WIN or CETA, AFDC women with young children were more likely

to volunteer to participate.18

Federal Policy Since 1981

Hajof federal policy changes.bere enacted in the 1980s for both general
employment and training programs and for WIN/AFDC work policies. First,
although the Reagan administration proposals for mandatory workfare have
been reiected by Congress each year since 1981, as a compromise, the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA) included provisions that

allow, but do not mandate, states to establish workfare under the Community

17./VIN program data are taken from the FY 1981 "WIN Management Information
Report", Office of Work Incentive Programs, Washington, D.C.

18./ Mitchell, Chadwin and Nightingale, Implementing Velfare;Emplozment
Programs.
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Vork Experience Program (CWEP). OBRA also included other welfare-
employment changes, the most important of which was the optional WIN
single-agency demonstration program where welfare departments are solely
responsible for WIN. Second, CETA legislation was allowed to expire and
vas replaced by the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). Third, beginning
in 1987 all state¢v must cperate an employment and training program for food
stamp recipients. In addition, in 1987 several legislative proposals for
wvelfare reform have beer introduced in Congress.

This section summarizes these four significant developments.

WIN and AFDC Changes

The underlying objective of the Reagan administration’s proposals have
been to reduce AFDC costs and caseloads by making welfare "less attractive
than work" and by moving recipients off the rolls as quickly as possible.
A priority has been to strengthen the work requirements, including CWEP or
workfare by which recipients can be required to work off their grants in
unpaid public service employment.

Between 1981 and 1984, partly in —-esponse to the administration’s
continuing proposals, Congress authorized four work-welfare options that
states could choose to implement: the single-agency VIN demonstration,

CWEP, work supplementation/grant diversion, and job search.19

19./The Omnibus - lget Reconciliatlon Act (OBRA) of 1981 allowed states to
adopt tha optional WIN single agency demonstration, CWEP and the work
supplementation program. The grant-diversion aspect of the work
supplementation program was amended by the Deficit Reduction Act of
1984 to allow jobs in the private sector as well as the public sector
to ra subsidized. The Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982
allowved states to operate job search programs for AFDC applicants and
recipients.

26~
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The CWEP and WIN single agency demonstration cptions provide states

with great discretion in designing work, training, and work requirement

programs. States may also require AFDC clients to participate in job
search activities separat~ from the WIN or WIN demo requirements; and under
work supplementation/grant diversion, states can establish special grant
o diversion programs where the AFDC grant can be used to subsidize training
with public or private employers. These major AFDC work program options,

vhich are a primary focus of this report, are briefly described as follows:

o VIN demo. Governors were allowed to apply to HHS to operate a
sIngIe—agency VIN program. The WIN demes were originally limited
to a three-year period, but the time 1limit for application and
operation of the . demo has been extended several times.
Technically, the only aspect of WIN that is changed by the VIN demo

[ is the administrative authority. At the federal level, WIN demo is

administered by the Family Support Administration in HHS. At the

state level, sole administrative authority for the WIN demo program
lies with the welfare agency (i.e., the agency responsible for the

AFDC program). The federal funding mechanism, allowable

activities, and regulations are :ii= same for states in the WIN demo

® as for those in the regular WM program, including procedures for
requesting waivers (e.g., under Section 1115 of the Social Security

Act, states can request waivers from specific regulations related

to the AFDC program).

o CWEP. States may require AFDC recipients to participate in CVEP as
[ ] a condition of their eligibilsity. Although federal regulations
allow states to include job search and other activities under CVEP,
the primary activity, and the one comronly called CWEP, is
vorkfare, whereby clients are required to work in unpaid public
service jobe in exchange for their AFDC grant. The number of hours
of work are determined by dividing the family’s grant amount by the
® federal or state minimum vage, whichever is greater. States must
administer CVEP through the AFDC agency, and must provide (or
reimburse clients for costs) for necessary transportation, day care
and related expenses. Only public agencies or non-profit
organizations can be used as CWEP worksite sponsors. Fifty percent
of the costs of CWEP are paid by the federal government and 50
® percent by the state/local government.

o Title IV-A Job Searci:.20 States may require APDC recipients who
meet the mandatory registration criteria to participate in job
search activities. Applicants for AFDC may also be required to

20./Title IV-A of the Social Security Act authorizes the AFDC program.
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participate if there are clear indications that they will be WIN
mandatory. The state may require that clients conduct job search
for 2 period of up to eight weeks, beginning as early as the time
of application. Subsequently, clients may not be required to
conduct morz than eight weeks of job search in any consecutive
tvelve month period. The job search program can include a group
job search assistance component, or clients can be required to make
a certain number of independent job search contacts. The costs of
IV-A Job Search programs, which must be state-wide, are shared
equally by the federal and state governments (i.e., fifty-fifty
funding).

o Grant Diversion/Work Supplementation. States may establish grant
diversion programs under which the AFDC recipient’s grant is used
to subsidize on-the-job training with a public or private employer.
That is, the client is paid a standard wage by the employer for the
job, but part of the wage is subsidized by the government.

These options plus the continued uncertainty about future WIN funding
have significantly altered the shape of state welfare-employment programs.
State welfare departments have very clearly moved back into the work and
training field. Employment security agencies no longer dominate and in
many states have no involvement at all in welfare-employment programs. In
both regular VIN and WIN demonstration states (or WIN demos), welfare
departments are increasingly involved by either totally administering work
programs, administering certain components such as CWEP or job search for
AFDC applicants or food stamp clients, or providing employment services to
VIN inactive registrants (the WIN "unassigned pool").

The aggressive emphasis that has been placed on state flexibility under
the WIN demo has contributed to substantial new activity and momentum in
the area of welfare employment at the state level and has provided new
political visibility and priority on work programs that had not existed
before. At the same time, a recent report by the U.S. General Accounting
Office suggests that the variety of options available produces "a patchwork

of administrative options and lack of overall program direction."2l

21./U.S. General Accounting Office, Work and Welfare: Current AFDC Work
Programs and Implications for Federal Policy, (washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1937). :
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One byproduct of this "patchwork" policy is that there is very little
nationwide information about work-welfare programs. Responsibility for the
VIN program is split between DOL/BEBS (for regular VIN states) and BHS (for
VIN demo states). Federal reporting for regular VIN programs has gradually
been reduced, and WIN demo reporting requirements are minimal. There are
no regular reports on activity under IV-A job search, CWEP or grant
diversion programs, but fiscal reports are maintained at the state level
for documenting the federal £financial participation. One reason for
conducting the present study is to attempt to provide an overall picture of
the system operating throughout the nation.

In addition to the work program options authorized since 1981, federal
legisli_tion has also altered the regulations regarding the treatment of
earned income of AFDC recipients. Under curzent AFDC regulations (1987),
the following portions of monthly income are disregarded (i.e., deducted
from gross income) when calculating the monthly grant level to which 2
household is entitled: .

o work related expenses, up to $75.00 per month;

o day care expenses, up to $160.00 per child per moath; and

o $30.00 plus one-third of the remaining income not already
disregarded under the first two categories.

The thirty-and-one-third income disregard is allowed for four

e consecutive months only. The $30.00 portion of the dis—=2gard, however,
continues for eight more months, but the individual would have to be off

AFDC for twelve months before the full thirty-and-one-third could be

® applied again. States cannot, however, provide AFDC to families with total

income above 185 percent of the state-determined standard of need.




In addition, eligibility for Medicaid is linked to a family’s AFDC
status and earnings in a somewhat complicated manner. States must provide
Medicaid coverage for nine months to families that have lost their AFDC
eligibility because the thirty and one-third disregard period has expired.
States can, at their option, extend Medicaid coverage for an additional six
months to those families that would have been eligible if the thirty and
one-third were still applicable. Those who become ineligible for AFDC due
to increased earnings are eligible for four months of extended Medicaid
coverage. ’

Thus, since 1971 there have been important federal AFDC changes
affecting both the eligibility and benefits side of the program and the

work and training side.

JTPA

Just as the 1981 AFDC changes altered the work-welfare system, JTPA has
changed the federal employment and training system quite dramatically.
Compared to CBTA, JTPA training programs are primarily serving those
persons who are economically disadvantaged but motivated enough and
educated enough to mo'2 into jobs, or upgraded jobs, with minimal

assistance.?? It has been eijtimated that JTPA can only serve about 3

22./For example, an analysis by Westat Inc., "AFDC Recipients in JTPA,"
(Rockville, MD: Westat Inc, 1986), indicates that AFDC recipients in
JTPA have higher levels of education than AFDC recipients as a whole
(although lower than JTPA participants as a whole).
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percent of all those who are eligible for the program.23 In 1984, about
708,000 persons were énrolled in training programs under Title II.A of
JTPA, compared to nearly two million persons in CETA training in 1981
(excluding those in PSE jobs). About 152,000 AFDC recipients were enrolled
in JTPA in 1984, compared to about 290,000 participating.in CETA in 1981,
as noted earlier.24

Thus, although they represent only a small £fraction of the eleven
million perons receiving AFDC in nearly four million families, about 21
percent of ali JTPA enrollees in 1984 1lived in AFDC families. .bout half
of those (i.e., about 76,000 persons) had children under six years of age,
about one-quarter (i.e., about 38,000 persons) had older children only, and
the rest were AFDC dependents or other (non-AFDC) family members.

There is some indication that many local JTPA service delivery areas
are increasing their priority on AFDC recipients, for several reasons. 2>
First, according to legislative provision, JTPA must equitably serve AFDC
clients, measured by the relative proportion of the state’s disadvantaged
population that is on AFDC. Although there is some controversy over how

this equitable service proportion is to be measured, the provision clearly

23./Allan H. Bunt and Kalman Rupp, "The Implementation of Title II.A of
JTPA in the States and Service Delivery Areas: The New Partnership and
Program Directions," Undated paper presented at the 1984 winter
meetings of the Industrial Relations Research Association.

24./Vestat, Inc., "AFDC Recipients in JTPA", Draft paper, July 1986.

25./Katherine Solow and Gary Walker, "The Job Training Partnérship Act:
Service to Women" (New York: Grinker-Walker Associates, 1986).
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was intended to target JTPA services on velfare clients. Second, there is
a limitation on the ‘amount of JTPA funds that can be used for for
supportive services (e.g., child care) and allowvances. This l!mitation
should make AFDC clients attractiYe to JTPA since they have an income
source while they participate in training and they are more likely than
other enrollees to have access to social services available through welfare
agencies. ) -

Despite the obvious priority the legislation places on welfare
recipients, hovever, JTPA is serving only about ten percent of ali AFDC
recipients fourteen years of age or older. Those AFDC recipients in JTPA
have a slightly lower level of education than other JTPA participants: 55
percent of the AFDC enrollees have at least a high school education
compared to over 60 percent of the non-AFDC participants in JTPA. Given
the lower educational levels, it is not surprising that JTPA participants
from AFDC families are somevhat more likely to receive classroom training
(vhich includes basic and remedial education as well as vocational
training) than other participants. Although their average length of stay
in JTPA is longer than other participants, AFDC clients are less likely to
complete JTPA in a "positive" manner: over 40 percent of the AFDC enrollees
become non-positive terminations (e.g., they do not complete the training,
do not find jobs, do not return to school) compared to 29 percent non-
positive termination for other JTPA enrollees.26

Thus, JTPA as it now exists is traiuing fewer welfare recipients than
had been trained under CETA, and AFDC clients do not fare as well in JTPA
as other participants. Nevertheless, welfare recipients are targeted by

JTPA and they do represent a significant proportion of all JTPA enrollees.

26./Vestat, "AFDC Recipients in JTPA."
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In addition, about half of the AFDC clients in JTPA have children under six
years of age, providiné another indication that wvelfare mothers with young
children do voluntesr for training programs. Despite its 1imited funding,
JTPA is the most important training resource available to welfare clients.
The JTPA legiglation clearly emphasizes AFDC clients, and Governors have
the authority to further increas2 priority on specific population groups
1ike AFDC clients. There has also been increasing interest in Washington
in targeting JTPA more on wvelfare clients, further suggesting that it may

become a more viable option for AFDC recipients.

Food Stamps Employment and Training Policy

Separate from the AFDC/VIN work requirements, the food stamp program
has also included a work registration requirement which has gradually
evolved and expanded since 1971. Nearly all employable atle-bodied food
gtamp adults not already participating in WIN have been required since 1971
to register for nwork", generally at the local employment service office.
Over the years, the types of activities required of food stamp participants
has expanded. For example, in 1977, fourteen food stamp vorkfare pilot
projects vere authorized and in 1981 all state and local jurisdictions vere
given the option of establishing workfare programs for food stamp
recipients. In 1978, eighteen sites implemented york registration and job
search demonstrations that tested both (a) requiring individuals to conduct
a certain number of job contacts and (b) the group job search concept. By
1981, states vere alloved to enter into contract +ith the Department of
Agriculture to operate, at state option, food stamp job gearch programs.

That means that in 1986, all states vere required to register able-
bodied food stamp recipients for work, and some states vere operating job

gearch programs Or workfare for food stamp recipients-~forty states had
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food stamp job search programs and twenty-one states had at least one food

stamp workfare site.

Beginning in April 1987, every statz must implement a food stamp
employment and training program, as mandated by Congressional legislation
in 1985. The new program, administered by the Department of Agriculture at
the federal level and food stamp agencies within welfare departments at the
state level, represents the first wide-scale requirement that food stamp
participants in all states be provided employment and training services.
Vithin broad guidelines and with limited federal funds, states have
substantial discretion in the design of the food stamp employment and
training programs.

Thus, at the same time that federal resources for WIN and AFDC clients
are being reduced, more funds and requirements are being added for work

programs for food stamp recipients.

Welfare Reform Proposals in 1987

The current wave of legislative proposals for welfare reform revisit
many of the traditional issues. There 1is a growing consensus that some
action should be taken to improve the system. There is also increased
recognition that welfare mothers, like most mothers today, are able <o,
desire to and should work in the paid labor market. There is renewved
concern about long-term dependency on welfare, partly as a result of
numerous research projects examining dependency, turnover and self-
sufficiency.

The current reform effort is somewhat unique because the states have
been more involved than in past federal welfare reform debates. Since
1981, federal policy has been uncertain, WIN funding has continued to

decline, and states have been allowed to adopt various options with
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different federal funding possibilities but with 1little federal policy
direction. The results of this federal policy (or lack of poliey) i: the
subject of the next chapters. It is clear, however, that many states have
taken the initiative to reform their work-velfare programs, and that some
of those initiatives that have received widespread publicity and attention
(e.g., Massachusetts and California) have influenced the types of welfare
reform proposals being considered in Congress.

Congress originally authorized funds for the VIN program only through
June 1987, at a level of 110 million dollars. Although a supplemental
appropriation of twenty-three million dollars has been approved, bringing
the tota} VIN funds for the fiscal year to 133 million dollars, there is
still somewhat more pressure this year than in the past seven years for
Congress to take some action on WIN. ‘

Among the numerous welfare reform proposals recently presented, the
major federal work-welfare alternatives being considered at this time
include the Reagan White House proposals (Greater Opporturities Through
Work-GROW and the Low-Income Opportunity Improvement Act), the proposal
developed by the American Public Welfare Association (the Family Investment
Act), the House Ways and Means proposal (The Family Welfare Reform Act),
the Levin proposal (Work Opportunities and Retraining Compact-WORC) the
Kennedy proposal (Jobs for Employable Depéndent Individuals Act-JEDI) and
the Hawkins proposal (Fair Work Opportunities for Family Self-Sufficiency).

Table 2.2 compares eight general features of the work-program
provisions of these proposals, which suggest a few general comments about
similarities and differences among the proposals. In all but two of the
proposals (the Kennedy and Hawkins proposals), the work-welfare issue is
imbedded within a larger proposal to reform AFDC as a whole or AFDC, Food
Stamps, Medicaid and related programs.
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TARLE 2,2
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differunt federal funding‘ Possibiii’ies but with 1little federal policy
direction. Thc results of this <federzl policy (or lack of policy) is the
subject of the next chapters. It is clear, hovever, that many states have
taken the initiative to reform their work-welfare programs, and that some
of those initiatives that have received widespread publicity and attention
(e.g., Massachusetts and California) have influenced the types of welfare
reform proposals being considered in Congress.

Congress originally authorized funds for the WIN program only through
June 1987, at a level of 110 million dollars. Although a supplemental
aporopriation of twenty-three million dollars has been approved, bringing
the tota} VIN funds for the fiscal year to 133 mill:on dollars, there is
still somevhat more pressure this year than in the pas‘ seven years for
Congress to take soms action on WIN. -

Among the numerous velfare reform proposals. recently presented, the
major federal work-welfare alternatives being considered at this time
include the Reagan White House proposz.3 (Greater Opportunities Through
Work-GROV and the Low-Income Opportunity Improvement Act), the proposal
developed by the American Public Welfare Association (the Family Investment
Act), the House Ways and Means proposal (The Family Welfare Reform Act),
the Levin proposal (Work Opportunities and Retraining Compact-WORC) the
Kennedy proposal (Jobs for Empl:rable Depéndent Individuals Act-JEDI) and
the Havkins proposal (Fair Work Opportunities for Family Self-Sufficiency).

Table 2.2 compares eight general features of- the work-program
provisions of these proposals, which suggest a few general comments about
similarities and differences among the proposals. In #11 but two of the
proposals (the Kennedy and Hawkins proposals), the work-welfare issue is
imbedded within a larger propoual to reform AFDC as a ~hole or AFDC, Food
Stamps, Medicaid and related programs.
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M o o ®
TABLE 2,2 (CONTINUED)
White touse Faally Inwestment Fanily Welfare Refone Work Opportunities Retraining Jobs for Beployahle Falr Work Opportunities
Yeatures Groater Opportunities  Low-Tncome Opportunity At Act Compact-HC Individuals-Jpg Act
Thuough bork-Grow Inpr At (APA) (Ways & Mears/Ford) (Levin) (Keorady) (Hisnkina)
Participetion o Mundatary for all O State discretion 0 Madatory for all 0 Madatory for all able- 0 Mandatory for all 0 Valuntary for AFDC and O Mandatary for all able
loquirements  mwployable AFC vecip~  to select eligible parets w/chi Meer bodied AFUC reciplents AFDC applicants/rociplents Refugee Cush Asststance head badied AFIC reciplents
tents except parents participants over age 3; only {f except mothers of chif ldren except thoge with children oflnndnldtlnlnwrwvad except those cxempt
w/children unler aye 5 dild care svailable under age ) wder 3 welfire continasly for 2 nder current WIN rege
*onthe, at siste optim 0 Sirgle paronts with o State flextbilicy for o Parttcipation for parents yedrs ad have not worked
0 Haxdatory high school dilldren under 3 mst  mothers with didldren of children ages 3-6 1s within lat year; or anyone
cawpletion/equivalent finteh high school ad  ages 1-3 on part-tim Wo 19 under 2, hae nat
fo - dependents aged 16 have part-time outside o Two parents famllics ~ . cuapleted high school /@)
and over or teenage aciiviey | one muet meet obligatian ad has cot worked within
parents 0 Two parents with full-tim:, State option the last year
o State flextbility to children under 3 — to require parttcipation
require job search by e mut woet of both {f child care 1g
AFIC app’icants obligation full-time provided
ad the other mmt
moet the some ruquire-
s as single
parents
Target
Goaup (s) 0 Tesn parents and 0 long term rectplents © Teen parents, long-

log ters rectptents

o
@p)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ard teen parents tem vecipients and
famllics with childres

age 6

0 Long terw reciplents 0 Long term recipients;

single parents lacking
work experience
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TABLE 2.2 (CONTINUED)

White House Faally Dnwestsnt Faally Welfare Refom Work Opportunities Retraining Jobs for Baployable Falr Work Opportunities
Features Greater Oppostunities  Low-Incom: Opportunity Act At Coapact-HRC Dependent  Liddvidual s-Ji)1 Act
A Thraugh Work-Grow Improwment Act (APHA) (Waye & Means/Ford) {Levin) (Keruuddy) (ki)
Beployment/ o Madmw state o State flexibility o Education, job scarch, o All education und training o AL}l alucation ad 0 Jub search, ajucation, OIT,
Training flextbility to deaign education,  QUT, skills training, activities axhorized wuder WIN,  trainlng activitles and P, skills training, work
Survices employment and work supplasentat fan/ JIPA, vocatfonal education, wervices authorizal under experfena:
o State flexibility training programs grant diversfon, cuw- Baployment Service, local JIPA o Pifority based on level of
to designate other including basic munity work experfuce, educatfon agencies and aducatign, duration of wel!
activities including aducation, lteracy  placemnt activitius, comanity colleges dupendency and wock exgurd,
Job search, commmity and higher od O Part-time programs available
work experience, work 0 Work experfence for participus with pre—scwol
supplemeatat fon/grant placencnts if mo children
diversion, basic/ peivate sector jobs
*  remodtal educacion, avaflable
JIPA activities and
short~tern training
Suppcct o State plan mst o Modme state o (hild care, heslth o (id care and o (il care, health care, o (M1 care, transpoctation
Services privide cild care, flexibilicty care, counseling, transporcation transportation ad other
trangportation and housing veeded services
other qupport services
N Accounability/ o Pase in target o No standards o Fadaral agency o Federal gtandards to o Federal standards to measure o Faderal standands, o Fuleral standarde to
Perfomance participation lewels 0 States to conduct establish gtandunds measure state progran outcane of state programs nauires prograne masure reduction in
Stundards over 5 years beginning  evaluation with to measure state Placomest rates and incluling placemnt rates, evaluatfon, Report weltare dependency, job
at 20X with 60X goal control group/ placements coat effectivenss wages, job retention, ruduction subatited 3 yns. after placemans, tncreased
© Separate higler alternat{ve acthod 0 States measure in welfare bencfits/caseloads, date of enactment tanily incans and
targets for teens — measuring results placarents, provisian aducation fmproveents and anlyzing progras Job retention
beglming in 1992 for dild care av provision of health benefits costs/wel fare suvins o Standunds should
8 for teen parents health benefics, o Credit to programs lelping recopize difterent
and 90X for dependent improvenent of hardesi o place conditions in states e.g.,
children fanlly stabilicy wenploymant levels, sconmaic
o Based on aupportive condit fow, etc,
research, federally 0 Rward services for
established outcome- bardest to place
based performance :
standards will be
implemented
39
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In general, most of the proposals would presumably shift responsibility
for AFDC employment prégrams back to HHS, or at least to state welfare
agencies. However, the JEDI and Fair Vork Opportunities proposals amend
JTPA and VIN respectively and presumably would fall under the authority of
DOL. Also, while most of the proposals specify services for all AFDC
recipients, the JEDI proposal would provide states with bonuses for serving
long-term recipients and teenage parents on AFDC and/or refugee éash
assistance. The Low-Income Opportunity Act gives states th2 option to
select the eligible population.

All the proposals generally would allow those program services
traditionally available under employment and training programs, including
job search, job search assistance, education, OJT, work experience,
institutional training, job placement, ;hild care and transportation. The
Low Income Opportunity Act does not specify activities but would allow
states maximum flexibility in designing program services.

The current proposals are also sensitive to program cost and
accountability issues. In fact, the cost sharing and financial provisions
represent the major differences among the proposals and between the current
systéﬁ and the various proposals. All of the proposals with the exception
of the Low Income Opportunity Improvement Act, require performance
standards to measure program impact and effectiveness. Given the
continuing concern about the federal budget deficit, all the proposals also
attempt to minimize estimated costs, and range from about $40 million over
five vears for the bonuses under JEDI, to $500 million for FY1988 for the
vork program under the Hawkins bill. Finally, most of the proposals would
change the federal financial participation in work-welfare programs from

the current 90-10 under WIN and 50-50 for the AFDC options. The proposals
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generally would require a state match of 50 percent or 25 percent. Only
the Hawkins bill would‘provide for a 90 percent federal grant.

Thus, although there are differences among the prdposals in some of the
specific details of the work programs, the primary differences concern the
level of federal funding and federal-state £financial participation

mechanisms.

Summa
Vithin this complex environment states have continued to operate work
and training programs for welfare recipients. This historic overview
suggests several summary points:

o Federal direction, interest and priority on welfare-employment
programs has periodically increased and decreased over the years.

0 Pederal vwelfare-employmeat policy has reflected a continuing
concern about the balance and tension betwveen enforcing work
requirements and providing meaningful work, employability
development and "enriched" programs.

0o States have been allowed to choose numerous options over the years
but there is generally low uptake by the states for optional
programs unless a financial incentive is attached (or unless states
perceive a financial benefit, as was the case early in the WIN demo
period).

o Discretionary programs (e.g., Title V) have alsc been very limited
in scale. Pew states have had high activity levels and many have
little activity.

"0 There has been bureaucratic controversy over the administration of
velfare-employment programs and periodic shifts in the "balance of
pover" between The Department of Labor and The Department of Health
and Human Services.

o Interagency‘and interprogram coordination has been a continuing
problem in work-welfare programs.

o The priorities and service directions of WIN have shifted several
times over the years, but the program has continuously been
criticized for not serving enough AFDC clients and not
significantly reducing the AFDC rolls and costs. In 1981 VIN
worked with about 800,000 persons at a cost of about $500 each.
Half of these participants (representing 25 percent of all
registrants) found jobs or entered CETA training or PSE.

~40-

61




o WVelfare as a whole has been very difficult to'reform.

0 Since 1981 federal welfare-employment policy has been uncertain and
inconsistant, WIN funding has cont¢inued to decline and states have
been allowed to adopt various options with different federal
funding possibilities but with little federal policy direction.

o Most of the current legislative proposals are attempting to reform
the entire welfare system, not just the aspects related to
employment. The major differences on the work program side relate
to funding levels and federal financial participation mechanisms.

The next chapter documents the work-welfare programs that all states

vere implementing in 1986 and changes that might be anticipated in 1987.




TABLE 2.3

CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR FEDERAL POLICIES

RELATED TO WORK PROGRAMS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS

Federally funded work relief projects for
the unemployed and those on relief,
under the Public Works Administration
and the Works Progress Administration.

AFDC-Unemployed Parent program. State optien.

Commuﬂity Vork and Training Program. State option.
Alloved "enrichment" programs for AFDC men,

including requiring them to work off their grants.

Administered by HEW.

Title V of the Economic Opportunity Act, Work
Experience and Training program. Allowed
local velfare agencies t¢ implement employment
and training programs for velfare racipients.

Manpover Development and Training Act (MDTA)

Work Incentive Program. Jointly administered by
HEW/HHS and DOL. .

WIN I: incentives and encouragemant to
participate; training and services.

VIN II: mandatory participation, emphasis
on direct job placement.

VIN Redesign: shifted client registration from
velfare dept. to employment security.

WIN Balanced Mission: balance of priorities
on placement and services/long term
training; research and demonstrations.

VIN/VIN Demo/CWEP: state options. WIN Demo
gave welfare departments sole authority.
CVEP allowed states to require unpaid
vork (workfare) of AFDC recipients.
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
Broad targeting on unemployed
Tighter targeting on the disadvantaged
Public service employment
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)
Carl Perkins Vocational Education Act

Pood Stamp Employment and Training Program

1932-1939

1962-present
1962-1967

1964-1967

1962-1973

1967-present
1967-1971
1972-1975
1975

1976-1981

1982-present

1973-1982
1973-1978
1978-1982
1973-1981
1982-present

1984-present

1987-present




CHAPTER 3
CHARACTERISTICS OF STATE WORK-WELFARE PROGRAMS

This chapter provides a fairly detailed description of work-welfare
programs operating across the country as of late 1986, based on interviews
conducted with state administrators and staff in all states. Program
characteristics are described and national patterns are identified in the
foilowinz areas: types of programs‘ operating and use of federal work-
velfare options, types of clients served, organizational structure and
responsibilities, types of services provided, and geographic program
coverage. A summary of major trends and patterns appears at the end of the
chapter and tables providing state-by-state information appear in the
Appendix. .

Presenting an overall picture of the national work-welfare system at any
given time is inhibited by the constant changes being made by different
states. Two factors are at work. First, spurred by the current interest in
vork-velfare policy, many states have implemented or are considering the
implementation of new programs or variations in old programs. Respondents
from about two-thirds of the states indicated that changes were being
implemented at the time of the survey, or were being considered for future
implementation. Anticipated changes include, for example, adding one or
more of the federal options, coordinating the various program components
more closely, and increasing the responsibilities of the welfare departmert
or restructuring the programs in some other way. Budget reductions,

particularly at the federal level, have contributed to an opposite trend:

many states have begun, or are planning, to cut back their work programs by
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reducing services to clients (or a certain subset of clients), or by
reducing the number of counties with work-welfare programs.

As a result, many of the state work-welfare systems described in this
chapter may have already changed between the time of the interviews and the
distribution of this report. Nevertheless, although the national work-
velfare system is in many senses a "moving target," the overview presented
here is the most comprehensive currently available and provides an accurate

representation of the trends and patterns that characterize the system.

State Work-Welfare Programs and Federal Options

This section describes the general nature of state work-welfare programs
in terms of (1) WIN/VIN demo and the adoption of the federal AFDC and food
stamp work program options described in the previous chapter, and (2) state
vork programs for general assistance recipients and other special state-

funded work programs or initiatives.

Federal AFDC and Food Stamp Work Program Options

There are very few¥ states that have not taken advantage of the federal
options introduced since 1981; as of late 1986, only three states had
retained the regular dual-agency WIN program without adopting any of the
AFDC or food stamp work program options available to states. Table 3.1
provides information on the federal options used by each state, the program
names--if any--used for the options, the names of "umbrella" programs that
include more than one option, and whether the state had an AFDC-Unemployed
Parent program in 1986:

o Of the fifty states plus the District of Columbia, twenty-five had a

regular WIN program and twenty-six had a single-agency WIN

demonstration program. (Rhode Island became a WIN demo state in
early 1987 making twenty-seven WIN demos in all.)

5
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TABLE 3.1
FEDERAL WUKK-WELFARE QPTIONS, BY STAIE v
(as of late l%)
AFDCP Grant Age IV-A Food Stawp Job 4/
State _Program  Usbrella Program WIN G&’  Diversim Waiver Job Search Seardy/Workfare
Alabama No N Regular WIN  Yes No No N FSJS
Alaska Mo Alaska Work Program Regular WIN Mo Mo No Yes—imploy, FSJS
(inc, all options) Search Program
Arizona o o WIN Deno No Yes Yes No FSJS
Arkansag o N ) WINDp o Yes No FSIS & Workfare
. Proj, Success (for WIN) (1 wkfr county)
Califormnia Yes Greater Avenues for WIN Demo Yes Yes Mo Yes FSJS & Workfare
Independence, being
implemented (incl, all .
options)
Colorado No No Regular WIN  Yes Job Div,_2/ Yeg No F3JS
(in one
ocounty)
Connecticut Yes Job Connection WIN Demo 1) Yes No Yes No
Delavare Yes No WIN Demo Yes No No No SIS
First Step
Enp, & Tivg,
Program
District of Colubia Yes No Regular WIN Mo N No No N
Florida No Public Assistance Prod~ WIN Deso No Yes, TPAIE No Yes FSJS & Workfare
uctivity Act [PAPA} (start, () wkfr cnncy)
ncl. all ex, FS prgw) 1/87) ‘
Georgta No Pusitive Faployment and  WIN Dam Yes No o Yes FRJS
- Commmity felp {PEACH] \
(incl, all ex. FSJS)
Hawal Yes No Regular WIN b No No No FSJS
Idaho o Mo Regular WIN  Yes No No o SIS
FS Work Search
Illinots Yes Project Qiance WIN Demo N No N | N FSJS & Workfare
(incl. all options) © (1 skfr county)
C‘ No Work Programs, starting WIN Demo No (start, No (starting N . No Not in 1986
E K 4/87 (incl. ali opttons) YN Wl 66

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




TABLE 3,1 (QONTINUED)

AFDoP Grant Age V-A Food Stamp Job i/

State Program Unbrella Program WIN kP Diveruim Walver Job Search Search/Workfare
lowa Yes N WIN Denn Yes No No No FSJS
Kansas Yes Job Preparation Program Regular WIN  yes No Yes FsJs

(incl. all ex. WIN) (starting 1/87)
Kentucky No No Regular WIN N No No No FsJs
louisiana No o Regular WIN Mo No No M No
Maine Yes Welfare, Haployment WIN Do N Yes No Yes FSJS-Job Search

Education & Training Profject

(MQ all = &% I'XJS) ' .
Maryland Yes No WIN Deno No Yes No Yes No
Hassactusetts Yes Fployment and Trainirg  WIN Demn No Yes No Yes ¥

Quices (incl, all

options)
Michigan Yes Michigan Opportunities  WIN Demo Yes Yes Yes No No

& Skills Trainirg

(incl. all options)
Minnesota Yes No Regular WIN  Yes Yes No No FsI8

(starting 1967) 0
Mississippt No No Regular WIN N No No No FSI8
Missourt Yes No Regular WIN Mo No No No IS
Montana Yes No Regular WIN No No No No FSJS
Nebraska Yes No WIN Damo Yes No Yes Yes , FSJS
Job Support (in WIN :
Program only)

Nevada No No Regular WIN  Yes No No No FsJs
New Hangehire No Access to Careers and Regular Win Mo No No No SIS

Training (incl. al)

options)
New Jersey Yes No WIN Desm No Yes No Yes FsJS
New Mextco N No Regular WIN  Yes No 8 'V No No FSIS
New York Yes Comprehensive Employ- WIN Pamn Yen Yes N, No FsJs

went Plan (incl. all

ex. WIN & FSJS)
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TABLE 3.1 (OONTINED)
AFDC-UP Crant e IV-A Food Stanp Job &/
State Program _ Usbrella Program WIN OFP  Diversion Walver Job Search Search/Morkfare
North Carolina Mo Mo Regular WIN  Yes o Yes Mo FSIS & Workfare
(starting 1/87)  (OWEP)
North Dakota No No Regular WIN Yes No No No No
Ohdo Yes Work Programs Regular WIN  Yes Yes No Yes M
(incl, all ex. WIN)
Oklahoma No .  Boployment Training WIN Demo Yes Yes Yes Yes FsJs
Program (incl. all ex, .
FsJS)
Oregon Yes JOBS WIN Deno . No Yes Yes Yes 1)
(incl, all options)
Pansylvania Yes Work Registration . WIN Deso Yes No No No Mo
Program (includes all
options)
Rhode Island Yes Learmn to Eam Regular WIN No [ o) No Yes [ o)
(incl. all options) (WIN Deso .
start, 1/87)
South Carolina Yes Work Support Program Regular WIN  Yes No No Yes FSJS & Workfare
(incl. all ex, WIN, WIN
to be phased out)
South Dakota No No WIN Demo Yes No No No FSJS
Ternessee N [ o) WIN Demo No [ o) M No FSJS
Victory Net- ,
work Program
Texas 1) Brployment Services WIN Dero No No No Yes F3Js
Program (incl, all ex,
FsJS)
Utah No Self-Sufficiency Program Regular WIN  Yes No Mo Yes No
(incl, all options) Work Exper-
tence &
Training
Vermont Yes Reach-tp Regular WIN  Yes Yes No Yes FS15
{incl, all ex. FSIS)
Virginta No Brployment Services WIN bam Yes No No Yes FsJS & Workfare
Program (incl, all ex, starting

FSJS & FS Workfare) 2/87
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TABLE 3.1 (QoNTINWEDY)

AFUCP Crant Age IV-A Food Stanp Job 4/
State Program  Unbrella Program WIN Oty  plversion Waiver Job Search Search/Workfare
Washington Yes Wasington Beployment Regular WIN  Yes Yes Mo Yes F3JS & WorkfareS/
Opportunities Program Boployment Search
(incl. all ex. FSUS) Program
West Virginga Yes b WIN Demo Yes No N N ‘ FSJs
Work & Train- .
ing Progras
Wisconein Yes Wisconsin Employment WIN Demo Yes No (starting 1) Yes F3JS & Workfare
Opportunities Program 1/87)
(WIN & IV-A Job Search),
Work Bxperfence and Job
Training (4ncl. all ex.
FSJS and FS Morkfare,
starting 1/47)
Wyaning Mo No Regular WIN N o o Mo th

_![ This table indic_.es whether or ot dnstatehasadoptedmyof dveopclumlAF&orFmdStmprogm. Table 3.5 notes the nmber of
countries participating; and T- Ye 3.3 notes states with GA Work prograns,

2/ Colorado has a welfare diversion program in Weld Oonty that 18 a varfant of traditional grant diversion programs since it targets particularly
on AFDC applicants rather than recipients,

3y luthhasavarlantofNorkfare,hmasof!%msmtf\medthrmglmempmvislm.

__/ ALl states were required to implement Food Stawp Beployment and Training Programs by April 1987. This colum notes only those states that
operated optional food stamp job search and workfare programs in i986,

5/ Waghington”s Food Stanp Workfare progian i8 mn hold,




o Twenty-seven states had CWEP programs for at least some AFDC
recipients and in at least one local jurisdiction (tiftecen of the
states with CWEP have regular WIN programs, and twelve have WIN demo
programs). One state (Indiana) was planning to start up CWEP in
1987.

0 Seventeen states had some type ci AFDC grant diversion program
(thirteen WIN demo states and four WIN regular states). And one
state, Colorado, had a job dive:sion program, targeted on
applicants. (Indiana, Kansas, North Carolina, Wisconsin and
Virginia were due to start grant diversion in 1987.)

o Twenty-two states had IV-A job search. programs (eight regular WIN
states and fourteen VIN demo states). One state (Minnesota) was to
implement IV-A job search in 1987.

o Thirty-seven states had the optional food stamp job search program
in 1986 (seventeen WIN regular states and nineteen WIN demo states),
and there were food stamp workfare projects in nine states (three
WIN regular states and six WIN deno state§7 including Vashington
vhere workfare implementation was "on hold").

o Twenty-six states provide AFDC benefits to two-parent families under
the AFDC-Unemployed Parent option.

o -Eight states had requested and received federal waivers to require
AFDC women with children under six to register with the work program
-(WIN mandatory registration), although in some states the waivers
are only applicable in selected counties or for selected program
components. One state reported an age of youngest child waiver that
ves to become effective in January of 1987.

Every state is required to have either a regular WIN program or a single
agency VIN demonstration program. Beyond that, as already noted, most
states have adopted one or more of the other work program options. Table
3.2 summarizes the eight different combinations of the major AFDC and food
stamp work programs and options that existed narionwide in 1986: WIN demo,
CWEP, IV-A job search and food stamp job search. Table 3.2 also notes those

states that have food stamp werkfare, or AFDC grant diversion programs.

27./By April 1987 all states were required to have a food stamp employment
and training program in place. However, this report covers programs as
they existed in 1986; therefore the optional food stamp job search
programs operating at that tice are described.
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CATEGORIZATHN oF SEATES BY AFUC AND PUD STAR

WIRK PROGRAM GOMBINATIONS (as of 1966) 1/

CATEQRY | = 4 CATEGORY 2 = 9 CATEQIRY 3 = 3
WIN/WIN DM WIN/WIN D) 1S WIN/MWIN L) PLUS
oy FSJS (MY QAP ONLY
_WIN WIN DRD WIN WIN D20 WIN WIN L)
Dist of Cal. Indiana 2/ Ransadd Arizona 3/ North Dakota  Michigan 3/
Louisfana Kentucky Arkansas 5/ Pennsylvania
Wyaning Mississippi Tennessee
Missouri
Montaa
New Hampshire
CATROORY 4 = 13 CATEGORY 5 = 4 CATEOLKY 6 = 6
WIN/WIN DEMO PLUS WIN/WIN MO PLUS WIN/WIN L0 PLUS
GEP AN FSJS V-A JS SEARCH ONLY V-A JS AD FSJS
WIN WIN 12D WIN WIN DD WIN WIN 12D
Alabama Delaware Rhode Islant 6/ Haryland 3/ Alaska Connecticut 3/
Colorado 4/ 11Hnois5/ Massachusetts 3/ Florida 3/ 57
1daho New York 3/ Oregon 3/ Maive 3/ ~
Towa South Dakota New Jersey 3/
Minnesota 3/ West Virginia Texas
Nevada
New Moxico
MNorth Carolina 5/
CATROORY 7 = 3 CATELORY 8 = 9
WINMWIN DR PLUS WINAWIN D2D PLUS
IV-A JS AD GkP IV-A JS, Q&P AD FSJS
WIN WIN DBD WIN WIN LD
Ohio 3/ Kansas California _'{/_f_’_/
South Carolina5/ Vemont 3/ Georgia
Utah Washington 3/5/ Nebraska
Wisconsin5/ Oclatama 3/
Virginia 5/

1/ This categorization is based on state adoption of AFC OGP, IV-A (AFC) Job Search, and Food Stamp Job Search.
2/ Intiana plame to implenent GHEP and Grant Diversion in 1987,
3/ These states have ARUC Grant Diversion programs.

4/ Colorado has a variant of Grant Diversion in Weld Conty: welfare job diwrston, primarily for diwerting AFDC
applicants to jobs instead of welfare, ? i.

5/ ‘Mese states have at least aw Food Stamp Workfare program. '
(9

pENE

Island becane WIN Daw in January 1987,
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Twelve states had only a WIN program (regular WIN or WIN demo) without CVEP,
IV-A job search or graﬂt division (Arkansas, District of Columbia, Hawaii,
Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire,
Tennessee, and Wyoming).28

Aside from the VWIN demo, thirty-nine states had chosen at least one of
the other federal AFDC work program options; sixteen had chosen one AFDC
option aside from WIN demo, eighteen had chosen two AFDC_options aside from
"~ WIN demo, and five ha¢ chosen all three of the AFDC work options aside from
VIN demo. Of the five states that had chosen CWEP, grant diversion and IV-A
job search, three were WIN regular states (Ohio, Vermont and Washington) and
tvo were WIN demo states (California and Oklahoma).29

No conclusions should be drawn about the use of these options and the
quality of the programs, however. A previous Urban Institute study of state
work-welfare programs noted that many high-performing WIN states were
initially reluctant to adopt the fede;al VIN demo option since

administrators were often satisfied with the quality of their WIN program.30

28./A11 but four of these states, however, did have a food stamp job search
program ir 1986, and one (Arkansas) also had workfare projects for some
food stamp recipients. Indiana was planning to add CWEP and grant
diversion by April of 1987.

29./1It is important to note that states vary in the extent to which these
options are used across counties. In the next section, county-by-county
variations are discussed. :

30./See Nightingale, Federal Employment and Training Policy Changes.
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While even high-performing WIN states have come to use some of the options
because budget reductions in WIN have necessitated recourse to other funding
sources, there is no reason to assume that lack of adoption of the options
means lack of interest in work-welfare polizy. Further, many respondents in
the current study noted that intense political opposition to CWEP,
considered a "workfare" program, has resulted in an unvillingness to use
that particular option in their state.

Some geographic variation was found in the use of the two federal
options that provide AFDC clients with work experience: CWEP and grant
diversion. More specifically, states in the northeastern region were less
likely to choose the CWEP option and were more 1likely to use the grant
diversion option. Only three out of the ten northeastern states chose CVEP,
compared to eight out of seventeen southern states, seven out of eleven
vestern states, and nire out of the twelve north central states (with
Indiana adding CWEP in 1987).31

In contrast, grant diversion is used by six of the ten northeastern
states, four of the twelve north central states (with Wisconsin, Indiana and
Ransas adding grant diversion in 1987), three of the seventeen southern
states (with Virginia and North Carolina adding grant diversion in 1987),
and five out of the eleven westzrn states.

The northeastern states were also more likely to choose the WIN sing}e-
agency demonstration option, followed by the southern and the north central
states; the western states wvere the least likely to use the J/IN demo option.

Seven of the ten n-rtheastern states are WIN Demos (including Rhode Island

31./The four major census regions vere useu for this analysis.
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vhich became a WIN demo state in January of 1987). Ten of the seventeen
southern states are WIﬁ demos, seven of the twelve north central states are
VIN Demos, but only three of the eleven western states are WIN demos.

Thus, wvhile there was considerable variation in the types of federal
options states have adopted and combinations of options, there were
indications of some geographic patterns, particularly for CWEP and AFDC

grant diversion.

State-sponsored Work-Welfare Initiatives

In addition to the federally authorized and initiated AFDC and food
stamp work activities, many states have programs and initiatives
specifically designed, and primarily funded, by the st;te. It is often
difficult to determine the degree to which a program was state funded as
opposed to federally funded, particularly since some states contribute
substantial in-kind resources to these programs. The state-sponsored
programs outlined in Table 3.3 are broadly defined as state—fuﬁded, state-
initiated, or state-specific programs; these programs are either totally or
predominantly funded by the states rather than by the federal government.

The most common state-sponsored work-welfare activities are programs for
general assistance (GA) recipients. Thirty states provide general public
assistance for those persons ineligible for federal AFDC benefits funded
either by the state or by local jurisdictions. (Most general assistance
recipients are single adults or married couples without children who, for a
variety of reasons have no source of support.) Sixteen of the thirty states
vith state-funded GA programs have a work program for GA recipients, and

respondents in several of the other states noted that there were some
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TABLE 3.3

STATE WORK-WELFARE INITIATIVES, BY STATE
(State~Funded, State-Initiated, Or State-Specific Programs)*

State AFDC Programs GA Programs

Alsbams none none

ARaske none none

Arisons none State funded program, but no state work program for

GA.

Arkanass none none

California none GA program, but no state work program for GA.

Colorado none GA program, but no state work program for GA.

Connecticut Voluntary Work Program-—-for long terz AFDC Mandatory GA program, administration by cities
recipients offering remedial education and and towns; workfare and vocational rehab./training.
trasining, in Norwalk and rairfield.

Remedial Education and Pre-Skill Training—-
atatewids for all AFDC.

Delaware Pilot projects extending medical chorngo, Stste funded GA program, but no state work program
beginning in 1987. for GA.

District of columbia Single Mothers Are Rescurces Too (SMART)—- Hore Opportunities for Success Through Training-
voluntary pilot for AFDC mothers, classroom starting in 1987, will be an expansion of Job
training and 03T 2Zor daycare aides. opportunities and Business Skills, for AFDC-U and
Job Opportunitiea and Business Skills—-voluntary GA, a voluntary program with eaploynent assistance,
employment akilla development for AFDC-U, job development and placement.
classroom training and on-the-job training.

Adult With Dependent--for adult AFpc anc non-
welfare clients with dependent, includes 0JT
and placement.

Ylorida none none

Jeorgia none none

Kewaii none Temporary Labor Force (TLF)--mandatory workfare

for GA clients.

Idaho none none

Illinois none GA Work Program in chicago, under Project chance, 76

the umbrella work-welfare progran.

Indians none none

ERIC
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TABLE 3.3 (CONTINURD)
State AFDC Programs GA Programs
Jowa ’ Individual Education and Training Program-- none
funded with IV-A special needs grant and state
funds--education program, pre-high school through
college, targeted on long-term recipients.
Y.ensas none State-funded GA CWEP and GA Job Club.
Kentucky none none
Louisiana . none none
Maine none State/local funded GA program, but no state work
program for GA.
Maryland none General Public Assistance llployublol--nlnilui
workfare requirement, in 3 counties.
Massachusetts State Supported Work Progranm. State-funded GA portion of ET program, voluntary.
Health Choices: continuing health care
coverage through sev. ral means.
Voucher Day Care.
Michigan none State-funded GA portion of MOST.
Minnesota State supported work in 3 counties. Also Work Readiness, GA grant diversion.
programs based on need but not restricted to
public assistance clients: a wage subsidy
program called Minnesota Employment and
Economic Developmeni Act Program (MEED) and
the Sliding Fee Child Care Program.
Mississippi none none
Missouri none State funded GA program, but no state work program
for GA.
Montana none Project wWork for GA recipients in 12 counties.
Mebraska none none
Nevada none . . none
Mew Hampshire Yamily Independenc» Program-—a voluntsry program . . none
. for long-term recipionts, administered by JTPA
with additional state funds, providing counsel-
ing, vocational education, training, child care and
transportation.
Noew Jersey none General Assistance Employability Program (GAEP)-~
a limited, workfare progranm.
ryry r
7% : /6
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TABLE 3.3 (CONTINUED)

State

AFDC Programs

GA Programs

Bew Mexico

New York

North Cutol{n.

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode X¥sland
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennesse¢
Texas

Utah

ERIC '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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PACE-—-to help clients go to community college.
Mew York Works—-—grant diversion used for work
tryouts, in New York City only.

Transitional child Care--9 months of child care
after recipient finds employment. .
Comprehensive Employment Opportunity Service
Centers——one~stop shop services for recipienta
with children under 6.

Teenage Assistance Service Act--targeted on teen
parents and high risk teenagers.

none

none
Homemaker Health Aid Program-—-classroom training
and subsidized employment, originally federally
funded, now run by the state.
Supported Work Program in 2 counties.

none '

none
Employmen: Incentive Payment Program--similar to
federal targeted jobs tax credit.
Private Agency Employment Progras—-—pays private
employment agencies to help welfare recipienta

tind jobs.

none
nonae

none
none
none

State funded program, but no state work program for
GA.

Public Works Project--mandatory work
experience/workfare program.

TEAP-HR--grant diveraion for general assistance
(home relief) recipients.

State/local funded GA program, but no state work
program for GA,

Work Programs—-—state funded for GA recipients in
ohio Work Programs, umbrella work-welfare prograam.
Homemaksr Health Aid Program--for GA recipients.

State funded GA program, but no state work program
for GA. '

Employment Incentive Payment Program—-alao for GA
recipients; GA as well as AFDC required to parti-
cipate in WRP and CWEP.

State funded GA program, but no state work program
for GA.

State funded GA programs, but no state work
program for GA.

none
none
nche

-~

Emergency Woxk Program--work for non-AFDC, short-
tern public assistance recirients.
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TABLE 3.3 (CONTINUED)
State AFDC Programa GA Programa
Vetmont Single Parent Opportunity Program--for teen State funded GA progfam, but no state work
parenta with emphaais on living akilla, school program for GA. .
completion and career orientation.
Vizginia none State~funded GA Employment Servicea Program
Waahington none State funded GA program, but no atate work
program for GA.
Weat Virginia none State funded GA program, but no state work progrum

Wisconain

Wyoming

child Support Aasurance Demonatration Program
automatic withholding of child aupport and

asaumed benefit:

for AFDC and non-AFDC.

for GA.

Work Rel’es for GA recipients, grant abatement.
Work Experience Program-~grant abatement for
Indiana on general aaaiatance. .

State funded GA program, but no atate work
program for GA.

*Thia table includea only thoae initiativea totally or primarily funded by the atate. Many other atatea have developed
gpecial initiativea within WIN or WIN Demo, which axe not included here.

0
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county-funded and aduinistered work programs for GA recipients, but no
statevide program. About cre-third of the state GA work programs are grant-
abatement programs where the client is expected to "work off" his or her
grant (workfare). The other two-uiivds of the GA work programs offer many
of the same components that are available to AFDC recipients under WIN/VIN
demo, and as discussed in a later s<ction, many are integrated with the AFDC
work and training progre...

In addition to GA work programs, many states have sponsored and
developed special initiatives for AFDC recipients or for all low-inccme
persons. Most of the state-sponsored and state-funded prograas for AFDC
clients are targeted on "hard to employ" groups. For example, at least
three states (Tonnecticut, Iowa and New Hampshire) have special initiatives
for long-term recipients; and three states (District of Columbia, New York
and Verrmont) have special projects for tesnage parents and single parents.

A few states also have employment or income-related initiatives for tne
general low-income pogulation. For example, Minnesota has a state wage
subsidy program and a sliding-fee child care program for low-income persoas,
and Wisconsin’s Child Support Assurance Demcnstration will assure a minimum
income level for families with children. Similarly, a few staves also uave
special training or education initiatives, including the Homemaker Health
Aid Training program and the state supportei work prugram in Ohio, and New
York’s PACE Community College program.

Two states (California and Massachusetts) have particularly large state
initiatives primarily funded with stace revenues, but implemented within the
VIN de.". ‘tration framewcrk. California, as part of the new GAIN program,
srovides subhstantial staie resouvrces ‘ﬁor day care, education and training
Zar AFDC clients. Massachusetts, under the ET Choices Program, has

develop.d a comprehensive package of services complementing a trnad range of
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employment, training, and education components, including a large supported
vork program that is primarily state funded. Of particuiar importance are
the Massachusetts day care voucher program (with state funds exceeding
tventy million dollars a year), the Health Choices program that provides
special extended medical coverage to ET participants for one year, and the
qu.si-publ*~ Bay State Skills Corporation that subsidizes vocational
training.

The northeastern and north central states were most likely to have
state-sponsored programs, and the western states made the greatest use of

state-sponsored initiatives within the WIN/VIN demo program.

Pending State Initiatives

Most states (thirty-four) were, not surprisingly, anticipating or
considering changes in their work-welfare systems in 1987. Respondents were
asked about pending legislation in the state and initiatives propbsed by the
governor or the department in charge of work-welfare programs (their answers
are summarize’ in Table 3.4; state-by-state initiatives are in Appendix
Table I).

Of course, the primary changes that states anticipate are the
implementation of the mandatory food stamp employment and training programs
and the phasing out of WIN. Respcndents in eleven states reported that they
vere preparing te phase-out or reduce the WIN program early in 1987 in
response to the Congresssional funding I‘u..ation. That is, although most
states vere vaiting until Congress either reauthorizes WIN or replaces it
with some other program, these eleven states were making plans to close cut

their V™V and WIN demo programs. Respondents in five states specifically
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TABLE 3.4
PENDING STATE WORK-WELFARE INITIATIVES
(as of late 1986)

Initiative Number of States

Program expansion (e.g., adding 15
new {ederal options, extending
geographic coverage)

Program maintenance (i.e., requesting 7
state funds to maintain level of
current programs, examining cptions)

Expand or improve supportive services 14
(e.g., daycare, medical benefits,
transportation)

New broad umbrella programs, or ' 7

consolidation of all programs

Spécial project or targeting (e.g., 8
entrepeneurial programs, teen
parents, supported wozk)

Phase down existing level 11

No plans/initiatives mentioned 17 Y/

1/ Numbers do not add to 51 becaise states may be
in more than one category.




stated that they are considering adopting or expanding (or already have
adopted or expanded) tﬁe use of other federal options (especially IV-A job
search) to compensate for the anticipated close-out of WIN (Idaho, South
Carclina. Minnesota, Mississippi and Ohio).
Despite the uncertain status of federal funding and legislationm, ,
® hovever, many states are continuing to develop new programs or special
projects. Respondents in ten states indicated that they are considering the
implementation or expansion of various federal options: Hawaii is applying
® for VIN Demo statﬁs, Ohio may expand CWEP and the other Work Program -
options, Colorado may adopt IV-A job search, Alaska, Mississippi, and
Florida are considering CWEP, Idaho m2y expand CWEP and adopt IV-A job
o search, and Arizona, Oklahoma and Wyoming are considering implementing an
AFDC-UP component, perhaps with job search or workfare attached.
At least eight' states report that they are attempting to obtain
® increased state funds to expand or improve transitional social services for
day care (Connecticut, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island and Utah) or for transportation assiztance (Michigan). Tex states
® are making efforts to extend or improve medical benefits (discussed in a
later section).
New programs, resulting from highly publicized gubernatorial proposals,
® are being considered in three states (New Jjersey, Missouri and Vashington),
and in four other states proposals arc being considered to consolidate work

programs or develop more comprehensive systems (District of Columbia,

® Florida, Indiana and Orzgon). New Jersey’s REACH program would fold WIN
into an umbrella program and would emphasize targeting services on women

vith young children. In Vashington, thé proposed Family Independence
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Program would extend transitional benefits along with the introduction of an
incentive system to increase employment: instead of clients losing benefits
on a dollar for dollar basis (afver the $30 and 1/3 rule expires), they will
be gu: vanteed an income of up to 135 percent of a benchmark amount when
working full-time and up to 115 percent of a benchmark amount when vorking
part-time. (When in school or training they would receive 105 percent of
the benchmark, when seeking work they would recei . 100 percent of the
benchmark, and when not cooperating with the program the family would
receive 80 percent of the benchmark.) The Missouri Learnfare program would
require AFDC clients to obtain a high school degree as a condition of
eligibility. 1In Florida legislation is also pending that would require teen
recipients to return to school.
Thus, despite the continuing federal WIN budget reductions and increased
‘uncertainty about federal policy, many states are continuing to design,

redesign or expand work programs for welfare clients.

State Priority on Work-Welfare Programs

One documented weakness of the VIN program in the 1970s was that the
program received very low political and organizational priority within many
state velfare and employment security agencies. Typical comments by most
WIN administrators in a 1978 study were that the program was like a
"stepchild"” in both agencies and that agency administrators tended to use
WIN as a "dumping. ground" for "dead wood" civil servants.32 By 1983, the

pattern had changed somewhat, and about one-quarter of the VIN and WIN demo

32./ Mitchell, Chadwin and Nightingale, Implementing Welfare-Employment
Programs.
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administrators felt that work programs were becoming more visible and seemed
to be a higher political priority.33

The historic lack of priority and visibility on work-welfare issues has
nov clearly changed. Respondents from most states in the current survey
felt that work~welfare programs and issues are curreatly either a high
political priority or are receiving increasing visibility in their state,
and about half the states have increased state funds for work programs over
the past six years. Twenty-seven of the forty-four states where work-
velfare was desi nated as being of high or increasing importance actdally
replaced funds lost through federal budget cuts or appropriated additional
money for services such as daycare or for a state-financed work-welfare
program.34

It is clear, however, that even states that have committed state funds
for work programs generally have not been able to maintain pre-1981 staffing
levels. Of all fifty states and the District of Columbia, forty-one have
experienced a reduction in work-welfare program staff over Fhe past five

years. In half of these states, reductions largely occurred through hiring

33./Nightingale, "Federal Employment and Training Policy Changes in the
Reagan Administration."”

34./This probably overstates the extent to which states are contributing to
the programs, however, since some states replaced some of the funds lost
in the 1981 federal budget reduction but have appropriated.very little
3ince then; and other states (e.g., Georgia) have only recently begun to
fund work welfare programs.
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freezes, personnel attrition, or staff reassignments, rather than through
diract lay-offs. This suggests that most states have not been able to, or
have not chosen to, sustain the level of the work programs with state funds.

Six states have maintained fairly stable work-program staff levels over
the past five years by replacing at least some of the federal funds lost in
WIN or by funding new state work initiatives that are jointly administered
with the WIN or WIN demo program: Californi;, Delaware, Maine,
Massachusetts, New York and Virginia. Ancther four states have maintained
staff levels because few funds were lost as a result of changes in the WIN
allocation formula (West V{rginia) or because WIN staff were assigned
additional duties (Arkansas, South Carolina and South Dakota).

Those states that have kept their program levels high have probably been
able to do so because their economies are strong; high priorty on work-
welfare issues cannot be regarded as the sole reason for the financial
backing received from the state government. Five of the six state programs
where lost federal WIN funds were rep;aced and that experienced no staff
reductions are located in the relatively prosper us eastern seaboard states
and the sixth is California. In 1986 the avarage unemployment rate for
these states was 5.2 compared to a national average of 7.0. Clearly these
states filled the gap left by federal funds at least partly because they
vere better able to do so. In fact, of the 27 states that replaced some WIN
funds or coétributed to related programs, only six had unemﬁloyment rates
higher than the average. Thus, the economy plays an important role in a
state’s financial committment to work-welfare; two respondents noted that
the great demand for labor in their state was one explanation for the

state’s greater interest in getting more welfare recipients into the labor

market.
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Thus, there are s..ong indications that nationwide the political
priority placed on work-welfare issues at the state ievel--defined as (1)
® perceived positive visibility and support, and/or (2) aprropriation of state

funds for work-welfare programs--has increased over the past seven years.

However, those states that have appropriated stat funds and maintadined
® stable program levels despite federal budget reductions are in relatively
good economic condition. Other states- (especially in the midwest) clearly
have high level political support for work-welfare programs, but probably
® for fiscal reasons have no't been able to substantially supplement federal

resources.

Gecgraphic and Caseload Ccverage of Work-Welfare Programs

* In order to estimate the scope of the work prugrams currently operating,
data were collected on (1) the number of counties in which WIN/WIN demo,

® IV-A job search, CWEP, grant diversion (or work supplementation), and food
stamp work programs were operating at the conclusion of FY 1986;35 and (2)
the proportion of public assistance recipients in each state that reside in

® those counties.) In order to estimate the proportion of the AFDC and Food
Stamp caseload that is potentially covered by various work-welfare programs,
the proportion of households receiving public assistance in each county was

®

o

35./Nc attempt was made to collect county-coverage data for GA work programs

since thess programs are often offered on a county-by-county basis

® (usvally countr-funded) and many of the state officials interviewed did
not have information about these programs.
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used as a proxy for the AFDC and Food Stamp caseload. 36 National estimates
of coverage of work-welfare programs are provided in Table 3.5, and state-
by-state detail appears in Appendix Tables II and IIT.

The estimates require two qualifications. ‘ First, in many instances,

work programs do not necessarily operate throughout an entire county; these

36./This method, although flawed, was considered preferable to asking
responder.ts about caseload coverage, since there are many variatiocns in
hov states cefine programs and caseloads. The intent was to develop
estimates based on data that are most comparable across states. Data
for public asgistance caseloads were gathered from the 1980 Census of
Population, General Social and Economic Characteristics, Tables 181 and
72. Public assistance income was defined as "[Clash receipts of
payments made under the following public assistance programs: aid to
families with dependent children, old-age assistance (i.e., excluding
social security), aid to the blind, and aid to the permanently and
totally disabled." To get state estimates, the total public assistance
caseload of counties within a state that have the federal AFDC work
programs was taken as a percentage of the total sta:e public assistance
caseload. To get national estimates, the total caseload of the nation’s
acunties with the federal AFDC work programs was taken as a percentage
of the national public assistance caseioad. These are only estimates,
hovever, and are subject to bias because: the data used are for the
entire public assistance caseload, not just AFDC clients, since they
include the aged and handicapped as well; public assistance receipt is
often underreported in census data; data from the 1980 census are used
and changes could very well have occurred in public assistance
caseloads, particularly the relative discribution of the national
caseload in those states hard hit by econcmic recession.




TABIE 3.5
NATIONAL, QOVERAGE 1/ OF AFDC AN FOOD STAMP WORK PROGRAMS
BY NREER OF COUNTIES AND PERCENT OF
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE, 2/ CASELOAD
(a2 of late 1986)

Percent of
Program Public Assistance
States Caunties Caseload Residing in
Number X of All States Nmber X of All Comties  Covered Counties
WINWIN Demp 51 100% 1708 54 4% " 82.4%
IV-A Job Search 2 43.a% 9%0 29,9% 41,3%
QWEP 2 52,9% 864 27.5% 32.3%
Grant Diversion 17 33.3% 319 10.2% 29.2%
Food Stamp Job Search 37 72.5% 752 24,08 35.7%
Food Stanp Workfare/ 8 5. 18 0.6% 4.4%

_l_/ Coverage doexs 1ot mean service, as not all recipients are served by these programs. The percentage
of those covered are of those who might be served.

2/ This represents the nmber of public assistance recipients in countries with a given program taken
as a percantage of all public assistance recipients, Census defines public aysistance incume as '“'cash receipts
of payments made under the following public assistance programs: aid to families with dependent children, old-age
assistance, aid to the blind, and aid to the permanently and totoally disabled,”" Therefore, these should be
considered estimates. For further explamation see footiwte 4 in the text,

}_/ Since Washirgtm's food stanp workfare program was on hold, it is not included here.
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estimates represent the maximum potential proportion of public assistance
cases that could conceivably have access to the work-welfare programs.
Therefore, total coverage of work-welfare programs is overestimated.

As expected, VIN/VIN demo was operatinﬁ in the largest proportion of
counties nationwide, followed by IV-A job search, CWEP, food stamps job
gsearch, grant diversion, and food stamps workfare. Table 3.5 shows that in
1986, WIN or WIN demo was operative in 54 percent of all counties, IV-A job
gsearch in 30 percent, CWEP in 28 percent, grant diversion in 10 percent,
Food Stamp job search in 24 percent, and Food Stamp workfare in .6 percent
of all counties.

Although VIN/VIN demo was in only about 54 percent of the nation’s
counties, those counties represent 82 pércent of the national public
assistance population. As mentioned previously, however, these data refer
to programs in operation at the end of fiscal year 1986. Because federal
funding for WIN extends only through June of 1986, many gtates were actively
engaéed in closing certain parts of their programs. The following states had
concrete plans to phase down their WIN programs in early 1987:

0o Colorado (eleven counties, or 22 percent of the state’s public
assistance population) -

o Louisiana (one county, or 5.7 percent of the public assistance
population)

o Mississippi (two counties, or 3.4 percent of the public assistance
population)

o North Dakota (eight counties, or 15.5 percent of the public
assistance population)

0 Ohio (eighty counties, or 54.6 percent of the public assistance
population)

o Vyoming (fourteen counties, or 28.1 percent of the public assistance
population)

These 116 counties represent 2.9 percent of the public assistance population
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nationally; nevertheless, even with these changes, WIN/WIN demo would still
have the widest coverage.

Although CVWEP operates in almost three times as many counties as grant
diversion (27.5 percent to 10.2 percent), in 1986 CVEP was available for
only a slightly larger percent of the public assistance caseload than was
grant diversion (32.3 percent to 29.2 percent). This might suggest either
that CWEP operates in counties with relatively lcw public assistance
populations, or that states with small public assistance populations tend to
choose the CWEP option.

Most respondents in CWEP states did not feel that CWEP was more likely
to be in rural counties as has sometimes been assumed. In fact most
respondents did not feel that there were any geographic trends in the
location of any of their work-welfare options (although, in general, most
acknowledged that the major WIN and WIN demo programs are likely to operate
in the areas with the largest caseloads).

On the other hand, an examination of average public assistance
population in states with IV-A job search, grant diversion and CWEP,
indicates that states with grant diversion programs on average have larger
Jublic assistance populations and states with CWEP on average have smaller
public assistance populations. The public assistance population in CWEP
states is, on average, only 72 percent of the public assistance population
in grant diversion states. This is consistent with the finding pre.ented
above that the populous northeastern states seem more likely to have grant
diversion than other programs, and less likely to have CVEP.

Thus, while CWEP may not be concentrated in small, rural counties, it is
‘more common in small, rural states with large numbers of counties and
relatively few public assistance cases (e.g., WNebraska, IoQa and WVest
Virginia). This pattern may reflect a tendency of rural states to have a
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higher acceptance of the concept of workfare, or the fact that workfare
programs may be more difficult te implement in large urban areas (e.g., more
costly to create and supervise the positions, monitor participation, enforce
sanctions). There are a couple of exceptions to this.pattern, notably
Pennsylvania and Michigan vhich have statewide CWEP programs. Even in these
two 3tates, though, it appears that CWEP operates mainly in the least
urbanized areas; Philadelphia, Pittsburgh and Detroit have minimal CVEP
progranms.

Although grant diversion is more likely to exist in populous states, in
most of these states it is a small component. Data submitted by the states
;ndicate that grant diversion programs range from a low of sixteen
participants annually to a high of two thousand participants (compared to
CWEP participation which ranges from eighteen clients t6 eleven thousand).37

IV-A job.search is the most geographically comprehensive of the optional
programs, on average operating in counties with 85 percent of a state’s
public assistance population. (Appendix Table II gives state-by-state
coverage.) In twelve of the twenty-two states using this option the program
vas Statewide and only two of the states covered less than 50 percent of
their total caseload. Participation levels rangad from 212 to ten thousand

per state.

37./ Many of the states that submitted program data provided total
participation across programs (i.e., data for VIN wvere combined with
data for the other options). Therefore, it is not possible to report
the actual level of participation in CWEP or grant diversion programs
for all states. The estimated ranges are based on states where data
vere available. A more detailed discussion of the program data provided
by states is presented in a later section.
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As indicated in Table 3.6 and in Appendix Table II which provides
coverage information Sy state, there is variation among states in the
proportion of the public assistance population that resided in counties with
work-wvelfare programs in 1986. Twenty states had state-wide WIN or WIN demo
programs in 1986 (fourteen WIN demo states and six regular WIN states), and
thirty-six states had WIN or VIN demo programs in areas that include over 70
percent of the public assistance population. Howvever, this means that
fifteen state WIN or VIN demo programs covered less than 70 percent of the
assistance population; nine states cbvered less than 50 percent of the
assistance population (Alabama, Georgia, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina and South Carolina), and three of
these (Mississippi, Missouri and South Carolina) covered less than 30
percent of that population. |

Table 3.6 also presents the distribution of states by the proportion of
public assistance population covered by any AFDC work program. (i.e.,
VIN/VIN demo, IV-A Search, CWEP or grant diversion.) The use of non-WIN/WIN
demo options has in fact meant that 60 percent of the counties nationwide
have at least one type of AFDC work component; these counties represent
about 85 percent of the public assistance population.

In six states, hovever, less than 50 percent of the public assistance
population resides in counties with AFDC work program. Although there are
no nationally available historic data on VWIN/WIN demo coverage of this
population by state, of the six states with AFDC work programs in counties
vith less than 50 percent of the public assistance population in 1986, all,
with the exception of Missouri, had covered considerably more local areas

under WIN in 1979: Georgia covered thirty-two counties in 1979 (compared
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Proporttion of Public
Assistance Population

TABLE 3.6
PROPORTION OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 1/ POPULATION IN
COUNTiES COVERED 2/ BY AFDC WORK PROGRAMS

Number of States by Proportion

Number of States, by Proportion of
of Public Assistance Population in

Public Assistance Population in
Counties Covered by WIN/WIN Demo Counties Covered by Any AFDC Work Program
. (including WIN/WIN Demo)

WIN States  WIN Demo States Total States WIN States  WIN Demo States Total States
100% 6 14 20 8 14 22
90-99Y b 9 6 6
70-89% 8 3 11 8 3 1l
50~-692 3 3 6 4 2 6
30-49% 5 1 6 3 1 4
Less thza 30% 3 3 2 2
Total # of States 25 26 51 25 26 51

This represeants the number of public assistance reciplents in counties with a given program taken as a
percentage of all public asststance reciplents. Census defineg public assistance income “cash receipts
of payuents made under the following public assistance brograms: aid to families with dependent children,

old-age assistance, aid to the blind, and aid to the permanently and totally disabled." Therefore, these
should be considered edtimates. For further explanation sec footnote 4 in the text,

Coverage does not mean service, as not

all recipients are served
of those covered are of those who might

by these programs. The percentage
be served.

[




to sixteen counties in 1986),38 Kentucky covered tventy-five counties in
1979 (compared to 10 in 1986), Alabama covered ten counties in 1979
{compared to sevan in 1986), Mississippi covered twelve counties in 1979
(compared to eight in 1986, and two of these were phased out early in 1987),
and Louisiana covered nine areas/parishes in 1979 (compared t{o three in
1986, one of which was phased out early in 1987). Missouri covered about
the same number of areas/counties (nine), but aside from St. Louis tbey vere
different areas.3?

Thus, although most states are still able to operate WIN/WIN demo or
other work programs in local areas where the majority of the public
assistance population resides (at least through 1986), these six states have
not done so. Many other states have also adopted one or more of the AFDC
work program options at different rates of federal financial participation,
and were thus able to maintain work programs statewide or in a large number
of areas despite the WIN budget reductions, although it is not possible to
say exactly how many states specifically chose federal options to maintain

high coverage.

Program Structure and Organizational Responsibilities

Important variations also exist in the structure of the work-welfare
programs across states and the roles and responsibilities of diffarent state

agencies. This section first discusses the existence of "umbrella" work-

38./In pending legislation in Georgia, state funds are to be appropriated to
bring coverage back up to 32 counties.

39./The 1979 county coverage information is based on an earlier Urlan
Institute study of WIN, Implementing Welfare-Employment Programwe
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velfare systems that include several components or programs. Then, the
roles of the welfare agencies, the employment security agencies and JTPS 'n

vork-welfare programs are addressed.

Umbralla Programs

Since nearly all states now are implementing more than one work-welfare
"program" (i.e., WIN/VIN demo, AFDC options, food stamp options, GA work
programs), it is not surprisirg that many states have established work-
welfare systems that include multiple programs or options. The term
"umbrella program" is usei to describe any integrated system that combi. es
or coordinates more than one work-welfare program or option under some
programmati< entity other than WIN/WIN demo. Twenty-five states had
umbrella ‘programs in 1986, Bﬁt the nature of those programs varied
tremendously across states. Table 3.1 at the beginning of this chapter
indicated which states had umbrella systems, the names used to describe the
umbrella system, and the programs or options included under the umbrella.

VIN demo states and northeastern states were more likely to establish an
umbrella program to coordinatg the federal options under one organizational
entity. Sixteen of *"2 twenty-five states with an umbrella program are in
WIN demo states, seventeen if Rhode Island -- changing to VIN demo states in
1987 -- is included. Further, eight of the ten northeastern states have
umbrella programs (including two WIN regular states), seven of the twelve
north central states have umbrella programs (including two WIN regular
states), five out of eleven western states have umbrella programs (including
three WIN regular states), and six of the seventeen southern states have
umbrella programs (including one WIN regular state). Alaska, a VIN regular

state, also has an umbrella program.
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0f the twenty-five umbrella programs, eleven include all the federal
options in the state uﬁder one program, nine include all the federal options
except food stamp job search (and workfare), three include all the federal
options excent WIN, and one includes all the federal options except VIN and
food stamp job search. In eight states there is an integrated work program
for general assistance and AFDC recipients, in at least some local areas
(Michigan, Pennsylvania, Illirois, Kansa;, Massachusetts, Virginia, non-WIN
programs in Ohio, Utah’s WEAT, and Chicago, Illinois).

Lack of an umbrella program, however, does not imply that the work
programs are not coordinated. In fact, in eleven states without umbrella
programs, the AFDC options are cocordinated under the WIN or WIN demo
program. (Ten other statas offer WIN only, so coordination with other AFDC
options i; not an issue). For example, in several of these eleven states,
IV-A job search, CWEP, and grant diversion are components of .VIN.
Generally, respondents in these eleven statec implied that the federal
options have been used to replace employment and training components that
had previousiy been funded with WIN resources, but that had been phased out
because of federal budget cuts.

Thus, the availability of numerous federal work options has resulted in
many states developing umbrella programs to coordinate the various
components. That is, although =zt the federal level the options may seem

separate, most States have incoporated them into integrated programs.

Role of the State Welfare and Employment Security Agencies

Although the number of WIN demo states has increased, most state work-
welfare programs still rely heavily on the employment service (ES).

However, as indicated in Table 3.7 and Appendix Table IV, it is clear that

the role of welfare agencies has increased. Of course, in the twenty-five
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TABLE 3.7
ROLE OF STATE WELFARE AND EMPLOYMENT SECURITY
AGENCIES IN AFDC WORK PROGRAMS
(as of late 1986)

Role of ES Number of States

Regular WIN Scate, joint administrationm, 15
no major role changes

Regular WIN State, but increased role of 10
welfare agencies in employment
activities (e.g., administers
non-WIN AFDC options or programs
for volunteers or unassigned
registrants) .

WIN Single-~agency Demo state, but the 9
ES has a maior contract to deliver
some services sgtatewide

WIN Single-agency Demo state, but the 10
ES has an important role in selected
areas of the state

WIN Single-agency Demo state, no formal 7
ES role (although in some cases there
is a non-financial agrecment)




VIN regular states, WIN is still jointly administered by the welfare
department and the employment service.40 But in ten WIN regular states
(Colorado, Districi of Columbia, Idaho, Kansas, Nevada, New Mexico, North
Dakota, Ohio, South Carolina and Utah), non-WIN federal AFDC options or
special programs for volunteers or other types of clients were administered
separately by the welfare department.

Nineteen of the twenty-six WIN demo programs maintained formal
relationships with the ES to provide services éither statevide or in
selected local areas. Statewide arrangements ranged from the ES providing
basically the same services as under regular WIN (four states): Florida,
Connecticut, New Jersey and South Dakota; to contracting with the ES to
provide employment services (three states): Illinois, Indiana and
Massachusetts. In two other WIN demo states (New York and Peansylvania),
the clients go first to the ES vwhere attempts are made to place them
directly into jobs; then after a certain amount of time, they go into
components operated by the welfare agency.

There are also various other ways that the ES might be involved in
selected areas. For example, there were five WIN demo states experimenting
with alternative organizational models -~ California, Maryland, Iowa,
Tennessee and Wisconsin -- where the ES is very active in some counties but
not in others. In Georgia (which is phasing out the ES role in the work-
wvelfare program), Texas and Michigan the employment service involvement
varies depending on arrangements made by the county welfare agencies, and in

Arizona the ES serves AFDC recipients in non-WIN counties.

40./Respondents in four states noted, however, that in some counities it was
not pcssibie to jointly administer this program because a welfare office
or an BS office did not exist.
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Seven VIN Demo programs, however, had no major or formal rola for the ES
in 1986, although some had non-financial agreements for referring clients to
other programs such as JIPA or targeted jobs tax credits (Arkansas,
Delaware, Maine, Nebraska, Oregon, Virginia and West Virginia).

Thus, state employment security agencies continue to be very involved in
AFDC work programs, even in most states with VWIN demo programs. At the same
time, however, the role of the welfare agencies in providing employment-

related services has clearly increased, even in WIN regular states.

Multiple Program Models

As noted above, several states are experimenting with alternative
organizational program models in different parts of the state. In fact, a
total of nine states have multiple work-welfare program models: California,
Haryiand, Iova, Tennessee, Wisconsin, Kansas, Ohio, South Carolina and New
York.

The three regular WIN states in this group -- Kansas, Ohio and South
Carolina -- have very similar models: (1) a regular WIN model -- jointly
administered by the welfare department and the employment service and (2)
non-WIN federal options (IV-A job search, grant diversion and/or CWEP)
subsumed under an umbrella program and administered solely by the welfare
department. This split structure is significant since two of these states
Ohio and South Carolina -- are phasing out WIN, impliying a further reduction
of BES responsibilities.

New York, a WIN demo state, is wunique in having a WIN program and a
modified-WIN program. VWIN provides the usual range of services -- job
search, training, and work experience -- and operates in the counties with

the largest AFDC populations. Mod-WIN consists of intensive job placement

assistance by the ES. New York also requires each county to develop a
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Comprehensive Employment Program (CEP) for public assistance recipients that

can include a variety of federal and state program options, under various
program structures. Thus, New York counties may have WIN or Mod-WIN and
CEP, or CEP alone.

California, Maryland and Wisconsin have multiple program models
providing different levels of services. California’s Employment Preparation
Program (EPP) emphasizes job search assistance, while GAIW provides a
broader range of services (job search, education, training and CWEP).
Eventually GAIN will become statewide and, since GAIN is administered solely
by the welfare denartment (unlike EPP), the role of the employment service
may diminish.

Maryland operates two expanded WIN programs, one in Baltimore (Options)
run by the SDA under JIPA and cne in Wicomico County (Basic Employment
Training or BET) run by the welfare department. Other parts of the state
have WIN demo, run basically like a traditional WIN program.

In early 1987 Wisconsin introduced a pilot program -- The Work
Experience and Job Training Program (VWEJT) -- that will operate in four
counties. It is different from the previous program -- Wisconsin Employment
Opportunities Program (WEOP) -- in the range of services provided. WEOP
emphasizes job search and, although other components are available, they are
limited; VEJT has more resources for classroom training and 0JT.

The remaining two states with multiple programs, Tennesse: and Iowa,
have different administrative models. 1In half the counties in Iowa, half
of the work program staff are ES personnel on contract to the welfare
department, and in the other counties the entire program staff are welfare
department employees. Iowa also has. the Individual Education and Training
Program (IETP) which is statewide and allows AFDC recipients'to complete
high school or obtain college degrees. Thus, either WIN demo plus the IETP,
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or IETP alone may exist in a county. Tennessee has tried four
administrative models: contracting with private employment agencies for
placement services, collocating the welfare department with the employment
service, contracting for service from the employmeat service, and
contracting for services from JTPA. The first model was considgred
unsuccessful and has ﬁlready been terminated, the other three operate in
different parts of the state. .

Thus, many states are interested in alternative program models, and are
villing to invest some thought and resources to implementing them. In some
cases the concerns may be pragmatic: the three regular WIN states appear to
be adjusting to changes in federal policy, while New York is trying to
extend WIN services to more counties by providing a modifiedﬁprogram in some
areas. Nevertheless, there are indications that at least a few states are
experimenting with different service delivery or administrative structures

to identify the most effective models.

Role of JTPA

dany state work-welfare programs rely on referrals to programs and state
agencies outsiae the welfare-cmployment system for more intensive training,
the most important of which are funded under the Job Training Partnership
Act (JTPA). As would be expected since all public assistance recipients are
eligible for JTPA, respondents in every state said their work programs refer
clients to JTPA, but there is considerable variatioﬁ in the role of JTPA and

the committment of JTPA to welfare recipients.41

41./It is important to note that the information reported in this section
represents the perspective of state work-welfare administrators in the
velfare and empioyment security agencies. The next phase ot this
project will focus on the JTPA perspective.
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Table 3.8 summarizes the various relationships and roles of JTPA, and
Appendix Table V preseﬁts information for all states. In twenty-three
states the work-welfare programs refer clients to JTPA, following regular
JTPA precedures, usually on zn informal basis or under a non-financial
agreement; no special priority is given to work—wé;fare clients by JTPA. In
nineteen states there is a somewhat higher commitment from JTPA to the work-
welfare programs. For example; the governor may have estrulished higher
performance standards for JTPA to serve AFDC recipients, there may be
financial coordination between JTPA and work-velfare funds, or JTPA and the
work-velfare program may operate some activities (e.g., job clubs) jointly.'

In at least pine other states, however, there is a more substantial JTPA
role in the work-velfare system in that SDAs actually operate some of the
work-velfare program’s components in at least some local areas. That is,
JTPA is receiving work-welfare funds to provide some services in Arizona,
Colorado, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Oliio, South
Carolina and Tennessee. In two of these nine states, New Hampshire and
Massachusetts, JTPA operates components throughout the state under contract
vith the state welfare department.

Thus, the commitment of JTPA to the work-velfare system appears to be
high in over half the states, confirming findings from other studies.%2
However, most state respondents indicate that JTPA performance standards do
cause JTPA to "cream" the most employable clients. Respondents in eighteen
states felt that JTPA has a strong commitment to welfare clients and an
additional five mentioned this commitment is growing. In only three states

did respondents indicate that JTPA places low priority on welfare clients.

42./Solov and Walker, "JTPA Service to Women."
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TABLE 3.8
ROLE OF JTPA IN STATE AFDC
WORK PROGRAMS
- (as of late 1986)

Role of JTPA Number of States

Work Programs refer clients to JTPA 23
but no special priority, although
there may be a non-financial
agreement

JPTA is encouraged to serve more AFDC 19
clients and place more priority
on them (e.g., special state
performance standards; JTPA
provides some resources to work-
welfare programs; training slots
set aside for AFDC; local ccordinators)

JPTA has high priority on AFDC (as above) 7
and JTPA delivers some work-welfare
Components in some local areas

JPTA has high priority on AFDC (as above). 2
and JTPA delivers some work-welfare
Components in all local areas




Despite the apparent priority, however, over 80 percent of the respondents

acknovledged that JTPA does select the most employable clients, and over
half of these respondents explained that JTPA is forced to cream due to
their performance standards or because of limited funding.

This information about JTPA a.d work-welfare programs should be
interpreted with caution for two reasons,- however. First, it may be that
local programs refer and use JTPA as the primary source of training, even if
state administrators do not report' it. Respondents in nineteen states
indicated that JTPA involvement varied substantially by county or locality
vithin the state. Second, some of the respondents in this study were
located in the state agency responsible for JTPA (e.g., state employment
security agencies) and might have a different perspective about JTPA than
those outside the agency.

Thus, JTPA does appear to be an increasingly important part of state
vork-velfare programs. In about half the states respondents feel JTPA has a
strong commitment to serve welfare recipients, and in nine states JTPA

receives funds to operate certain components of the work-welfare program.

Client Groups Served by Work-Welfare Programs

Although all state AFDC work programs serve AFDC clients who are
actually receiving payments (recipients) and those whose youngest child is
six years of age or older, there is substantizl variation irn the eatent to
wvhich state work-welfare programs serve AFDC applicants and those clients

vith young children who are technically not required to participate in WIN.

Service to Applicants
Federal policies require that state AFDC work programs serve clients who
are actually receiving AFDC benefits (i.e., recipients), and have the option
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of also serving applican*3 before they actually become recipients. There is

some debate about whethér it is efficient to devote resources to applicants.
On the one hand, some applicants may never become recipients, arnd others may
receive benefits for only a short time (..., one or two months); serving
them may mean divertiag funds away from those who actually ara on welfare
for long periods. On the other hand, some observers feel that it is wisevto
try to civert applicants from welfare into jobs and thereby avoid any
expenditure of-AFDC funds on those persons.

Under both WIN and IV-A job search, states can provide services to
applicants and/or require them to participate in employment program
activities. As indicated in Appendix Table VI, fourteen of the twenty-two
states that have IV-A job search programs report that they do serve at least
some applicants under IV-A job search, and thirty-two states serve at least
some applicants under their VIN or VIN demo program.

However, a few of these states require only certain types of applicants
to participate ir IV-A job search. For example, in Maryland and New Jersey,
IV-A job search is required of apylicants in selected counties only.

Similarly, some states that serve applicants under WIN or WIN demo may
not offer thex the same menu of services available to recipients. For
example, applicants are not assigned to CWEP (presumably because CVEP

! . some states (e.g.,

regulations require clients to be recipients), and
Connecticut) applicants may not participate in certain types of high-cost
components such as long-term training. Some states or counties have also
determined that it is not cost effective to serve applicants in all locales.
ror example, in one Louisiana county with an extremely high caseload,

applicants are not served; yet both applicants and recipients are served in

other counties.
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In direct contrast, however, some programs target services on applicants
hoping that this might help to eliminate long term dependency. The EPP/VIV
demonstration counties in California emphasize serving applicants;
Massachusetts encourages applicants as well as recipients to emter the ET
program; and the Weld County, Colorado, job diversion program is tar;ete@ on
this group.

Thus, there continues to be substantial variation nationally in service
to applicants and differing opinions about the appropriateness of focusing

work program resources on them.

Voluntary and Mandatory Participation

A controversial aspect of work-welfare policy concerns mandatory versus
voluntary participation by clients, and how programs and staff interpret
"mandatory participation." Although most programs are considered mandatory,
there is some ambiguity about the concept of mandatory participation.
First, program participation by "mandatory" clients may to some extent be
voluntary. For example, clients may be required to register, but then may
choose whether to actually participate or not, or they may be allowed to
choose certain types. of activities. In addition, participation may be
"mandatory"”, but sanctions may be rarely imposed on those wvho do not
participace. Second, those clients exempt from mandatory participation may

volunteer to participate.

Mandatory Registration and Participation. As already discussed, federal

A'DC legislation requires that all adult AFDC recipients not otherwise
exempt (primarily because they live in geographically remote areas or have
children under six) register with WIN and participate in employment-related

activities. VIN registration is one of the items included in the federal

AFDC quality control review process, and states are subject to possible
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financial penalties if cases that meet the mandatory registration criteria

are not registered. Because of the financial implications, all states
comply with the mandatory registration requirement, at least in areas not
designated as "geographically remote.” )

Over the past few years, several states have adopted universal
registration policies to assure that there will be no quality control
errors. Universal . registration meaﬁs that nearly everyone on AFDC is
technically registered for the work program (i.e., WIN registration),
regardless of whether they are mandatorily required to register or not. In
essence, the registration process is simply a "paper function". Respondents
in at least four states mentioned that they have universal registration, and
the American Public Velfare Association indicates that other states are also
following this practice.

Thus, mandatory registration, especially if it is universal, does not
necessa-ily mean that participation in WIN or WIN demo program activitieé is
made mandatory. At least three statec described their WIN or WIN demo
programs as completely voluntary--Massachusetts, Tennessee and Vermont.
Tennessee and Vermont only recently made their programs voluntary and the
proposed Family Independence Program in Vashington State would at least
initially include mandatory registration and voluntary program
participation, accompanied by positive financial incentives to enroll in
training or become employed.

All other states have mandatory WIN/VIN demo programs. Mandatory
participation in most states means that, once registered, clients are
required to participate in whatever activities to which they are assignei,
depending on client needs, staff recommendations or program sequence.

Hovever, many mandatory programs have some components that are Qoluntary.

8- 11
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For example, the CWEP and work experience components are sometimes voluntary
(e.g., in Delawvare and-Nebraska).

In the states operating mandatory programs, most respondents indicated
that the participation requirement may be waived if various barriers are
present vhich would interfere with an individual’s participation. 1If
mandatory clients are experiencing temporary problems (e.g. lack of day
care, temporarf health or personal problam, etc.) their participation
requirement may be deferred until the matter is resolved. Because of
reporting variations across states, it is not possible to estimate the _
extent to which mandatory clients’ participation is waived. In some cases
"temporarily exempt" clients may be placed in a "holding" or "unassigned"
category; in other cases, they may technically remain in an assessment or
job search category.

There are also substantial variations across programs in sanctioning
clients vho do not participate or cooperate with the mandatory program.
Historically, there has been a very low Llevel of sanctioning in the AFDC .
program (i.e., reducing a client’s graut for a specified period of time) for
several reasons.43 First, the aduministrative paperwork associated with
sanctioning is cumbersome. Clients must be notified in writing, work
program staff must request that the income maintenance unit initiate a grant
reduction, clients may appeal, and clients on whom paperwork has begun may
return and cooperate, necessitating a reversal of the adjudication process.
Second, for a single-parent AFLC family, the grant is reduced by the portion

of the grant that is for the non-compliant member, and only for a limited

43./Tracey Feild, Sabina Deitrick, and Brenda Chapman-Barnes, "The Work
Requirement and the Welfare Reform Demenstrations," Washington, D.C.:
KPR Inc. and Urban Institute, June 1981.
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period of time. Many staff feel the sanction is not strong enough to
enforce participation, especially given the amount of staff time and
papervork required.

Because of the variation across states in how sanctions are applied and
reported, it is not possible to summarize the extent to which sanctioning is
used in the current work-welfare programs. Traditionally, however, sanction
rates have been very low, even in strictly mandatory programs. In WIN
nationwide in 1981, 1.8 percent of all registrants were sanctioned, and in
Pennsylvania in 1984 only 2 percent of all CWEP participants were sanctioned
for not cooperating.44

Thus, although most state work-welfare programs are considered
mandatocy, it would not be accurate (o assume that all activities are
mandatory nor that all mandatory requirements are enforced. Two states that
appear to take the mandatory participation requirements quite seriously are
Florida and Oregon; mandatory activity and sanctioning are important aspects

of their work-welfare systems.

Services to Recipients with Young Children. Federal AFDC regulations

stipulate that those clicats not required to register for WIN can volunteer
for the program. Thus, every state 2an and does serve some women with
children under six as volunteers. However, eight states have requested and
received federal waivers to require women with children under six years of
age to register with WIN, that is, make them mandatory clients: Arizona,

Arkansas, Colorado, Michigan, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Oregon and West Virginia.

44./0ffice of WIN, Division of Program Planning and Review, "WIN Program
Management Information Report,"™ 1981, and Pennsylvania Department of
Public VWelfare, "Evaluation of CWEP," 1985.
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Florida intends to require mandatory participation of women with children
ander six beginning in 1987. States also have the authority to require
women with children under six to participate in CWEP; federal waivers are
not necessary, but states must provide day care to CVEP participate with
young children. Other states exhibited interest in this group by
encouraging them to volunteer.

But while most respondents said they served volunteers, the program data
submitted by states indicate that in fifteen states less than 10 percent of
participants were volunteers and in another fourteen states between 10 and
20 percent were volunteers; and in ten state programs from 20 to 45 percent
vere volunteers. In four states (Indiana, Maine, Mississippi and New
Hampshire) 30 percent or more of all work program participants vere
volunteers (i.e., with children under six years of age). A Massachusetts
report indicates about 35 percent of ET participants have at least cne child
under.six.45 In the other two states with totally voluntary progranms,
Tennessee and Vermont, a large percentage of the participants may also be
vomen with children under six, but these data were not separate obtained.
No data were available on the remaining nine states.

Thus, although every state can serve women with young children and can
require mandatory participation of these clients, few state work-welfare
programs actually do so. There are at least three reasons for this. First,
day care needs are greatest for women with pre-school children and, as
discussed below, many states have insufficient amounts of day care. Second,

given the limited (and declining) funds generally available for work-welfare

45,/ Massachusetts Department of Public Welfare, "The Massachusetts
Employment and Training Choices Program: Program Plan and Budget
Request FY87", January, 1987.
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programs, the natural inclination will be to serve only those who are
required by federal law to participate. Third, as already noted, welfare
clients are more likely to volunteer for programs that have actual training;
most of the stater with high proportions of women with young children in

their prograss do emphasize training, as discussed in the next section.

Services Provided by Work-Welfare Programs

This section first summarizes the service delivery models used in state
work-velfare programs and the different employment and training activities
provided with wérk program funds. This 1is followed by a summary of the

variations in the provision of supportive services, particularly day care.

Service Delivery Models

There are essentially two general client flow, or service delivery,
models used in work-welfare programs. The two models can be generally
labeled "assessment-based activities" and "secuential components", although
fev states fit neatly into the two categories.

Assessment-based models theoretically consist of an initial assessment
of a client’s needs, employability, interests and barriers to employment.
The assessment then is used to decide which types of services or activities
are most appropriate for the individual. The assessment model,
traditionally used in the VIN program in the 1970s, is based on the theory
that each client’s situation is different and that an employability plan
should be tailored to the individual.

In contrast, sequential component models consist of a predetermined
sequence of activities or components through which all program clients
proceed. The sequential model became more common as group job search
components gained prominence, and is primarily based on the theory that the
labor market itself is the best method for screening out those clients who
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are able to find jobs on their own. If the individval has not been
successful in obtaining a job after a specified period of job search or
participation in a group job search assistance program, then he/she is
assigned to another activity such as training or workfare. A variant on the
pure sequential mocdel involves assessing the client after the job search
period to determine subsequent activities.

Appendix Table VII indicates which of the general mcdels was described
by respondents in each state. Most state respondents descried their system
as assessment-based; thirty-seven states fit this model. Hovever, five of
these states require certain types of clients to conduct job search first.
In Oregon and Vest Virginia, applicants go into job search first and in
Connecticut, AFDC-UP clients do. In New York job search is the main
component used in mod-WIN counties.

In five states some or all clients go through job search followed by
CWEP: in Arkansas, Idaho, and Pennsylvania, xll clients proceed through job
search followed by work.experience or CWE?; and in lowa and Nebraska, some
clients, primarily men in two-parent fumilies, follow this sequence.

Nine other states use a varjant of the sequential model, whereby job
search is the initial component for all clients, followed by an assessment
to determine subsequent assignments (Alaska, Florida, Illinois, Michigan,
Nevada, Oregon, Virginia, Washington and Wisconsin). Al hough these state
programs are primarily centered around the group job search component, there
is some variation by type of client.

California is unique in that a combination of both the assessment and
sequential models is used depending on how recent =.e clients’ work
experience is and the length of time they have been on AFDC. Under GAIN,
vhile program activities generally are assessment-based, moét clients
initially participate in job search. Hovever, those clients whose AFDC
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benefits have been discontinued a number of times because of employment are
assessed before assignment to any program activity.

There may also be variations within some states at the local ievel in a
program’s client flow model. Many states give local office directors
considerable discretion in approach, especially in states where there is
more than one program. In addition, as one respondent noted, even if the
state requires that job search be the initial activity for zl1l participants,
local programs may not comply with that requirement. For example, some
local administrators may not have the staff or space needed to operate group
Jjob search sessions, and others may be committed to an individually-based
client employability plan.

There is not always a clear distinction among the service models, since
many state work-welfare programs that are described as assessment-driven
have little to offer other than job search. Respondents in about 40 percent
of the states that were assessment-orieited acknowledged that, following
assessment, most clients actually go through job search first, either
because that is the only activity funded by the program or because most
clients are assessed as job ready and are directed into job search
activities. Thus, there is no reason to necessarily assume that states that
rely on the assessment process to make client assignments offer more

services than those states that assign evervone to job search first.

Employment, Training and Education Activities

0f course there are many states that do provide a broad array of
services through their work programs. Appendix Table VII notes which
employment and training activities or components are offered by the work
welfare programs in each state. While all state programs includg at least a

job search component, there is considerable variability in the extent to
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vhich other work or training components are offered. It is important to
note that this Appendix table refers only to those activities funded through
the work-welfare programs. As discussed below, in many other states,
limited services may be previded directly through the work-welfare program,
but clients are referred to other agencies such as JTPA for training or
other activities.

Eleven state work-welfare programs offered all the components
traditioﬁally associated with employment and training programs--job search
assistance, work experience, classroom or vocational training, and on-the-
job training; nine of these states offered CVEP as well. Respondents in
seven of these states, however, noted that classroom and on-the-job training
slots were very limited because more expensive components--those providing
intensive training--were reduced as a result of budget cuts.

It appears, then, that only four state work welfare programs in 1986
were directly providing the full array of employment and training services
to more than just a limited number of clients (Massachusetts, New York, Ohio
and Vermont). In at least seven other states, a significant amount of
training and education is provided to clients with special state funds
through vocational and education agencies or JTPA: California, Connecticut,
Delavare, Maine, Minnesota, Oklahoma and Utah. (Minnesota is unique because
of the state-funded wage subsidy program.) Thus, these eleven state work-
velfare programs appear to have had the most comprehensive training,
education and employment components in 1986. This does not necessarily mean
that these programs are the most effective in the nation in terms of
measured participation and outcomes, just that they have the broadest and
most comprehensive array of employment, training and education components.

In addition, several states either have new programs that are expected
to be more comprehensive, or have comprehensive activities available in some
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localities. Three states described new operating programs that do (or will)
inciude more employment, training and 2ducation activities (Georgia, South
Carolina and Wisconsin); and three others are planning for more
comprehensive programs (Missouri, New Jersey and Washington). 1In four other
states comprehensive activities are available, but participation varies
considerably across local programs making it difficult to determine how
extensively components other than job search are used statewide (Illinois,
Maryland, Michigan, and Virginia).

Most other state work-welfare programs have job search as the primary or
sole activity and reportedly have very few resources available "or 0JT,
remedial education, vocational training or work experience. In fact,
thirteen state work-welfare programs consisted of job search only (six
states), or job search plus one other component (usually CVEP).

Two work components are particularly important, yet difficult, to
describe: work experience and CWEP. Although CWEP for AFDC clients exists
in twenty-six states, the nature of the component varies substantially.
Many respondents emphasized that CWEP was more of a work experience program,
designed to help clients develop a work history, rather than a punitive
program. Work experience jobs, like CWEP jobs, are usually in the public or
nonprofit sectors. Unlike CWEP, the primary purpose of work experience is
rnot grant-abatement, but employability development.

However, in some states, the two components are very similar, differing
only in whether the component is called work experience or CWEP.
Respondents in at least eleven of the twenty-six AFDC workfare states
described their CWEP programs as work experience programs and in another
four states, the CWEP programs could be combined with job search or training
components. In three states CWEP is used only for AFDC unemployed parents.
Only one respondent explicitly stated that the objective of CWEP was to
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provide a deterrent to welfare. This does not suggest that other states do
not view CWEP as a deterrent, only that respondents appeared particularly
sensitive in describing CVWEP; they generally emphasized that the program was
not intended to be punitive.

Thus, the primary activity being offered in work-welfare programs
nationally is job search; both independent job search requirements (e.g.,
under the IV-A and food stamp job search programs) and group job search
assistance. However, in about one-third of the states a comprehensive
program that goes beyond job search is either operating, is being planned,
or is at least available in some counties. In the rest of the states, the
work-velfare programs are very limited, focusing essentially, or only, on
job search activities. In addition, in at least two-thirds of the states

with CVEP, the program is considered developmental, not punitive, and is

similar to the traditional WIN work experience component.'

Supportive Services

The provision of supportive services in welfare-employment programs is
as essential as the availability of training, employment and education
assistance. The primary services needed by welfare clients, either to
participate in the work program or to obtain a job, are day care,
transportation and health coverage. In all state programs some
determination is made about the types of services a participant may need,
but the extent to which various services are available and provided varies

across states.

Day Care. Child care is the supportive service most typically provided
to work program clients. While it was not possible to obtain estimates of

total funds available for day care in all states by various sources, it is




clear that all states rely on some combination of sources of funding.46

Six primary day care funding sources were identified:

Title XX funds: States can use Title XX/Social Services Block Grant
funds for a variety of social services for low-income persons,
including day care. The funds earmarked for day care, however,
often are targeted on certain priority groups determined by the
state (e.g., children at risk of abuse or neglect, children of
working AFDC mothers, children of employed low-income parents). The o
Title XX priority groups vary by state.

WIN funds: States can use WIN/VIN demo funds for day care or other
supportive services, but the amount and distribution of WIN funds
for day care vary by state.

AFDC Disregard. Federal AFDC regulations allow up to $160 in child -
care expenses per month per child to be deducted from earned income
when calculating a client’s AFDC grant amount. That is, a person
vho remains on AFDC can be reimbursed up to $160 per month of the
total amount she pays for child care.

AFDC Special Needs Grant. Federal regulations allow states to
provide additional benefits above the regular AFDC grant amount for
certain special needs. Day- care, however, is specifical.y excluded
from the federal list of special needs. However, some states have
requested and received federal waivers from this restriction to
allow day care to be provided in some special needs situations. o

JTPA funds. JTPA can pay for child care for children of JTPA

program participants. However, federal regulations limit the amount

of funds that can be used for supportive services (including day

care, transportation, a.d participant allowances) to 15 percent of

total program funds. That is, only a small percentage of JTI'A funds o
can be used for child care.

State day care funds. In addition to the above fedaral funding
sources, state legislatures can appropriate state funds for child

care. °
Table 3.9 summarizes the number of states reportedly using the various
sources of funds for day care, and Appendix Table IX presents information
®

46./Many states were unable .to give the exact amounts of daycare funds used,
especially from non-WIN sources. In the second phase of this study more _

detailed information will be obtained from local operators on the use of o

day care, particularly in JTPA.
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TABLE 3.9
PRIMARY SOURCES OF DAYCARE FUNDING FOR
STATE WORK-WELFARE PROGRAMS
@
Fuuding Source Number of States
®
Title XX Funds 40
WIN Funds 39
o AFDC Special Need~t Grant 10
JTPA Funds 29
State Daycare Funds 31
®
®
®
®
®




for all states. These tables note all sources of day care used by clients
in the state work-welfare programs, as reported by state respondents to the
interview. It is possible that some respondents cited only the most
important sources, but the table nevertheless does identify the major
sources of day care. For instance, it is interesting to note that there is
apparently no one source of funding that is used by all state wvelfare-
employment programs. Similarly, although presumably all states disregard
chilé care expenses when calculating the AFDC grant amount, respondents in
only thirty-three states mentioned this as an important source of day care
for work program participants.

Historically the two most important sources of day care for AFDC glients
have been WIN funds and Title XX funds. Yet in twelve state work-welfare
programs, WIN/WIN demo funds are not used for day care and in eleven states,
respondents said Title XX funds are not used. Even in those states that do
use these two sources, seveial respondents noted that not many clients are
provided child care with these funds. Presumably, the reddction in federal
funding for both WIN and Title XX over the past seven years has affected
states’ reliance on these sources for day care for this population.

There is some indication, however, that many work-welfare programs have
been able to obtain state revenues for child care. Thirty states reportedly
have some state appropriated funds for daycare in connection with the work-
velfare programs. The level of state funding ranges from "very limited"”
(but not specified) in Alabama and Maryland; to 8.6 million dollars in the
California GAIN program in 1986 and about 20 million dollars a year in the
BT program in Massachusetts. At least nine states, primarily in the
northeast, appear to rely on special state funds or programs for day care
substantially more than other states: California, Connecticut, Delaware,
Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New York and Rhode Island.
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Other states are implementing new pil.t programs or initiatives that include
expanding day care (e.g., Georgia, South Carolina and Wisconsin).

Finally, given the funding restrictions on the use of JTPA funds for day
care, it is also interesting that respondents in twenty-nine states report
that JTPA funds are used for child care for at least some welfare clients in
JTPA programs. It was.not possible in this phase of the study to determine
the level of JTPA furnding, %u. most respondents indicated it vas very
limited.

Massachusetts and Minnesota have developed unique and large scale day
care policies worth noting. Minnesota’s sliding-fee day care program
provides assistance for clients that are in education, training, or job
search programs. It is not restricted to AFDC recipients but is based on
need. The Massachusetts ET program’s day care policy is centered around the
20 million dollar state-funded day care voucher program, which is available
to ET participants for up to twelve months after they enter a job. The
average annual costs per participant in the day care voucher program is
about $2500.

Thus, although most respondents (but not all) indicated fhat daycare is
a serious barrier to employment for welfare clients, and given that federal
funds traditionally available for this purpose have been substantially
reduced, only eight to ten states have developed and funded substantial
policies to provide child care for welfare clients in employment and

training programs.

Transportation. Virtually «ll of the respondents also indicated that

lack of transportation as well as lack of day care is a major problem,
particularly in rural areas and other areas where there is no reliable

public transportation. Respondents in forty-eight states reported that
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transportation affects participation while only three respondents felt
transportation is not a serious problem. A few persons indicated that lack
of transportation services is the most severe problem clients face, even
greater than day care needs. Lack of transportation can not only prevent
some clients from particlpating in programs, but also preclude some from
accepting job offers.

In a number of states the ¢transportation problem varies significantly
within the state because of rural/urban differences and the resulting
availability of public transportation. For example, in New York and
Illinois, lack of transportation is a serious issu2 in the rural areas but
not in the major cities of New York and Chicago. In Mississippi,
transportation is not a significant barrier in the Jackson aréa vhere there
is a relatively reliable bus system, while it is a problem .n the Gulf Coast
area vhere public transportation is expensive and unreliable. In other
states, the existing public transportation may not coincide with the needs
of program participants. While there is bus service in Reno and Las Vegas,
many of the available jobs are for late shifts when service may be limited.
Those respondents who did not perceive transportation to be a major barrier
to participation were generally those in states with large urban areas vith
good public transportation.

State work-welfare programs provide transportation assistance in a
variety of ways. The most common approaches are to provide bus tokens or
passes, reimbursement for mileage, transportation allowvances, van sexvice or
school buses, and reimbursement for car repairs. Three states (Hawaii,
Missouri and South Carolina) were not providing any transportation
assistance to work program participants, and three others were able to
provide only minimal assistance for emergency auto repairs or rides to Job
interviews (Pennsylvania, Texas and Wyoming).
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All other states routinely provide allowances or tokens, reimburse

mileage, or pay for essential automobile repairs. The daily allowances,
hovever, vary across states from one dollar (in several states) to a maximum
of ten dollars (Massachusetts). Eight state programs also have car or van
pools in at least some rural areas, in addition to tokens or allowances
(Delaware, Idaho, Indiana, Maine, Montana, North Carolina and Virginia).

The funding for transportation services is primarily provided under WIN;
but in a few states some special state funding was also described. Two
states have a faifly significant amount of state funds for transportation.
Massachusetts has about 1.5 million dollars a year in state funds for
transportation allowances; and Michigan expects to have 7-8 million dollars
for various transportation services (e.g.; allowances and van pools), some

of which is state funds.

Medical Coverage. In addition to day care and transportation needs, the

majority of the state respondents felt that the potential loss of Medicaid
coverage affects a client’s willingness to accept and retain employment.
Many of the jobs available to AFDC clients are entry-level, low-paying
positions which offer few, if any, medical benefits for the employee. Even
more important may be the effect that the potential loss of Medicaid has on
job retention and recidivism; one respondent indicated that it is not
unusual for some clients to terminate their jobs around the time Medicaid
coverage runs out.

Despite the concern expressed about the health care problems facing
clients who work, only four states (Delaware, Massachusetts, Michigan and

Vermont) currently offer extended Medicaid coverage for AFDC families beyond
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the federal limitations.4’ Ten additional states had either applied to
the federal government to extend coverage, were considering expanding their
coverage, or are designing special mevical initiatives (Colorado,
Connecticut, D.C., Maine, New Hampshire, Ohio, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
Texas and Washington State.).

Responderts in five states mentioned that the state’s Medically Needy
program is helpful to some work program participants. In fact, thirty-five
states have a medically needy program, which is a federally-allowed optional
supplement to Medicaid for those whose income exceeds eligibility limits but
wvho have incurred large medical bills. If after deducting the medical
expenses from the{r income (the "spend down" provision), they fall below the
state-established income standard, they become eligible for Medicaid. Thus,
medically needy programs can be important for those persons with significant
health problems, but they do not cover normal health care costs. In
addition, several states have restricted their medically needy programs

since 1981 by limiting the services covered.48 Three of the four states that

47./Pederal regulations require that the states provide Medicaid coverage
for nine months for families who have lost AFDC eligibility because of
the termination of the thirty and one-third disregard. Those who become
ineligible for AFDC due to increased earnings are eligible for four
months of extended Medicaid coverage. In addition, states are given the
option Jf extending coverage for an additional six months for families
vho would be eligible for AFDC benefits if the $30 a~d one-third
disregard were applied.

48./Randall R. Bovbjerg and John Holahan, Medicaid in the Reagan Era, The
Urban Institute, 1982.




have extended Medicaid for AFDC recipients who become employed also have

medically need programs (Massachusetts, Michigan and Vermont).

A few respondents indicated that work-velfare staff try to promote job

placements with employers who offer employee benefit packages, but that

these types of jobs are limited. The Massachusetts ET program, however, has

increased priority on helping clients obtain health insurance, and about 75

percent of all ET jobs placements reportedly novw include employer provided

health coverage. For those clients who do not have employer covered

insurance, Massachusetts has established the BRealth Choices program.

Clients are eligible for one full year of coverage under Health Choices, and
may decide when that coverage should begin (presumably most start Health
Choices when Medicaid eligibility expires). The Health Choices package
includes a variety of options such as health maintenance organizations, pre-
paid plans, and private physicians.

Thus, there is tremendous variation across states in the extent to which
supportive services are provided to clients participating in work-welfare
programs. Although most respondents agree that day care, transportation and

medical coverage are important services, only a few states have developed

special programs or provided funds for such services. New England states,

especially Massachusetts, appear to have made relatively high commitments to

supportive services.

Program Data Limitations

Recent studies of work-welfare programs have suggested that there is

videspread variation among states in the way data are collected and terms

defined for data reporting purposes, making cross-state comparisons difficult.

For example, a recent U.S. General Accounting Office study, presented data

collected from states but included many caveats as to the accuracy and
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comparability of data across states.%9 In an effort to better understand

differences across states, respondents in the pres:nt study were asked not only
to provide us with data, but to define key terms including: (1) the criteria
used to define an individual as a participant, (2) the criteria used to define
a job placement, and (3) sources and levels of funding.

Forty-nine states submitted program data, but there are so many variations
in reporting definitions that none of the data is included in this report. The
state program and funding data will be presented in a future report. This
section summarizes some of the reporting aud Aefinitional issues, identified

through the interviews and the review of state data.

Participation Data

There is considgrable variation among states in how work program
participant data are reported, as well as variation within some states
depending on the type of report.

First, when asked at whicq point an individual is considered a éarticipant,
an equal number of respondents said they count individuals as participants
either at the time of program registration or when clients are actually
involved in a component such as assessment or job search. Respondents in four
states indicated that clients are not counted as work program participants
until they have become AFDC recipients, even if they are actively served while
applicants. It was also found that some states may define participants
differently for reporting purposes than for internal purposes. For instance,
for federal reporting purposes, Massachusetts defines participants as those who
have registered, while for internal managements reports, participants are

counted as those who have been assessed. This was probably also the case with

49./U.S. General Accounting Office, Work and Welfare.
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a significant number of other states: many states provided statistics on
registrants, although. in the telephone survey they had defined participants as
those actually involved in a component. Registrant or participant counts are
further complicated because some states, as already discussed, register all
AFDC cases for WIN/WIN demo, while others only register those- who are
mandatories or who volunteer for services.

Second, all states count and serve both mandatory and voluntary
participants but they vary in their definition of a mandatory client (primarily
because of differences in the age of youngest child rule), and at least ten
states were not able to provide separate counts of mandatory and voluntary
clients.

Third, most state work-welfare programs double count at least some
participants, although the circumstances under vhich this can occur varies. Of
the respondents in thirty states that indicated that double counting occurs,
some sajid that this can occur within a program if a client leaves and then re-
enrolls again in the same year. Others said it can occur if a client is in
more than one component--such as VIN and CWEP--in any given year; in this case
the double-counting occurs across programs. Also, some states such as Florida,
may double count individuals intermally, but provide unduplicated counts for
federal reporting purposes.

Another factor that was reported to cause double-counting is the extent to
vhich state work programs use the Employment Service Autcmated Reporting System

(ESARS).50 For instance, in Montana and the District of Columbia it was noted

50./ESARS is the Employment Service Automated Reporting System, which in the
1970s was the reporting system for WIN as well as the ES. The WIN demos
vere not required to use ESARS, and after 1985, the reporting system for
regular VIN states was also changed. Many state programs, however,
continue to use ESARS for WIN or VIN demo.
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that because there is a three month overlap between ESARS and WIN program

‘reporting years, there are some duplicate counts in the number of participants.
It is possible that this happens in other states as wvell, but perhaps was not
indicated by respondents. Also, although double counting makes it difficult to
interpret data on actual participant numbers, séme states using ESARS, such as
Vest Virginia, indicated that it is possible to provide an unduplicated point-
in~time count of participants in various components.

Twelve states were able to send data for their entire umbrella program,
thusgeliminating double-counting across programs, but for the majority of
states double-counting across and within programs was endemic to the data.
Thus, double-counting along with universal registration and large unassigned
pools, produces serious deficiencies and noncomparability in the data.

Since regular WIN programs, until FY1986, were subject to more detailed
reporting requirements than VIN demos, more variations were expected among VIN
demo states. This was not the case, howvever. Some WIN demos were able to
provide and explain very detailed and completé data, while some regular WIN
programs were not. About half the states provided data for federal fiscal
years 1985 and 1986; the other state reported by state fiscal years, or used

differen: fiscal or program years for different programs.

Job Placement Data

Respondents were also asked to explair, how they count and report entered
employment, or job placement, activity. First, respondents in half of the
States surveyed indicated that a reporting distinction is made between agency
placements and client obtained employment. In some states only those

placements that result from some program activity are counted. In at least a

fev states, hovever, it appears that a computer match is conducted with the




state emp}gyer vage reporting system to identify all welfare recipients who
have been employed in a given quarter; these individuals are then added to the
Y program job entry statistics.
In most states, both full and part-time employment are included in the job
placement rates. However, some respondents indicated that while separate
® counts are kept internally on both, only full-time employment is reported to
the federal government; while in at least one state, part-time employment is
counted as a half-placement. In the rcteports states were asked to submit for
Y this study, sixteen states contained no separate breakdown of full-time and_
part-time employment.
Similarly, in a majority of states (30) a job placement must last at least
® 30 days before it is counted as an entered employment for WIN or WIN demo.
Some states use other criteria for a "placement", including: only counting
mandatory participants vho obtain a job, or counting all positive terminations
® (including suspense to training) as placements. In a few states, a job must be
at a certain wage rate to be counted as a placement: in Visconsin jobs must
meet a set wage standard; and in Hassachusetts, a distinction is made between
Py placements paying $5.00 an hour or more and those paying less than that amount.
(Contractors are only reimbursed for the former.)
These types of distinctions can be a major source of disparity among states
® depenaing on which data are reported to the federal level. States have every
incentive to make their placement statistics as high as possible. However,
since the federal agencie§ have not specified consistent definitions, it is
® impossible to compare states or aggregate for the nation; some states count any
and all velfare recipients who become employed and other states attempt to

identify those resulting from the program, or those meeting other criteria.




Program Funding Data

There was also variation in the ability of states to provide data on work
program funding levels, partly because many states provide in-kind funding and
partly because of the inadequacy of data on day care expenditures. Most states
wvere able to provide data on federal and state contributions to program
activities. (Nevertheless, ten states did not send funding data or sent
incomplete data.) Many respondents noted that their state contributed in-kind
services over and above what was required by federal regulation, but that
amount could not be estimated. Many states were only able to provide~
information for the WIN program, but not £for the other AFDC options. Day care
funding is particularly difficult to estimate. Most states could estimate VIN
day care funding, but not funding from other sources. Twenty-eight statc.s
either sent no day care funding data, or sent incomplete data.

Thus, given the lack of clear federzl reporting definitions and reporting
requirements, it would seem ill-advised to use state reported data to develop
national estimates of work program participation levels, job placement rates or
funding levels. Extensive statistical adjustments would be necessary, and even

then the reliability of the national estimates might be questionable.

- Summary
This Chapter provided substantial detail about the czpecific vork-welfare

programs operating nationwide in 1986. The major trends and patterns can be

summarized as follows:

0 The work-welfare system in many states has become extremely intricate
since the enactment of federal changes in the early 1980s allowing
states numercus AFDC and food stamp work program options. As of the
end of 1986, only three states had not adopted any of the federal
options. In all other states, there were various combinations of
VIN/WIN demo, CWEP, IV-A job search, grant diversion, food stamp job
search and food stamp workfare.
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There appears to be some geographic variation in the types of program
states operate: (a) northeastern states were more likely, and western
states less likely, to choose the single-agency VIN demonstration
option; (b) northeastern states were less likely to choose CWEP and
more likely to operate grant diversion programs; (c) northeastern and
north central states were also most likely to have state-sponsored
work-velfare programs; and (d) northeastern states were more likely
to establish an umbrella program to coordinate the federal options
under one organizational entity.

In general the political priority on work-velfare at the state level
~- deifined as (1) perceived strong support and visibility and/or (2)
appropriation of state funds for work-welfare programs -- has
increased in the past seven years.- However, only six states have
appropriated enough state funds t~ maintain stable program levels.
All six are in relatively good economic and fiscal condition:
Delavare, Maine, Massachusetts, New York, Virginia and California.

Other states, especially in the midwest, also seem to have placed
high priority on work-welfare programs, but have not substantially
supplemented federal resources with state funds, presumably because
their fiscal' situations are less favorable than in northeastern
states.

Priority is not high in all states, however. In at least six states
officials indicated that they feel work programs are not a high
priority in their state.

Nationwide in 1986, WIN/VIN demonstration programs were operating in
54 percent of all counties, and those counties represented about 82
percent of the public assistance population. WIN/WIN demo continues
to be the core of the national AFDC work-welfare system, although a
few states have used the federal AFDC options to expand work-program
coverage in non-WIN locations.

After VIN/VIN demo, the next most geographically extensive work
component in 1986 was IV-A job search, operating in 30 percent of all
counties, followed by CWEP in 28 percent of all counties, food stamp
job search in 24 percent of the counties and AFDC grant diversion in
10 percent of all counties. Some WIN/WIN demo or AFDC work option
vas operating in about 60 percent of all counties nationwide; about
85 percent of the public assistance population resides in those
counties.

Although most states have been able to operate WIN/VIN demo or other
work programs in local areas that include the majority of the public
assistance population, a number of states have not. Twenty states
had statevide WIN/VWIN demo programs in 1986, and thirty-six states
had programs in areas where over 70 percent of the public assistance
population resides.

dovever, this means that in 1986 fifteen state work-welfare programs
operated in areas with less than 70 percent of the state’s assistance
population, nine states covered less than 50 percent of their public
assistance population (Alabama, Georgia, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisana,
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Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, and South Carolina), and three
of these (Mississippi, Missouri and South Carolina) covered less than
30 percent of that population.

The nature of federal changes and options might suggest that the
interagency structure of WIN would have been replaced with a system
dominated by welfare agencies. This has appareatly not totally
happened. Instead the system is becoming more equally balanced.
Although the number of WIN single-agency demonstration states has
increased, state employment security agencies continue to be very
involved in AFDC work programs in all but a few states. At the same
time, the role of welfare agencies in providing employment-related
services has clearly increased, even in VIN regular states.

JTPA appears to be an increasingly important part of state work-
welfare programs. In about half the s ites, JTPA is viewed as having
a strong or increasing commitment to serving velfare recipients; and
in nine states JTPA receives funds to operate certain components of
the work-welfare program.

Although every state AFDC work program has the option of serving
women with young children, few programs actually require them to
participate or actively encourage them to participate.

Eleven states appeared to be relatively comprehensive in terms of
providing a full array of employment and training services to more
than just a limited number of welfare recipients. Four state work-
welfare programs were directly providing all employment aud trzining
services (Massachusetts, New York, Ohio and Vermont), and seven
provided services by coordinating closely with vocational and
educational agencies or JTPA using specially-targetted state funds
(California, Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Minnesota, Oklahoma and
Utah).

Although most state administrators indicated that day care is a
serious barrier to employment for welfare clients, only eight to ten
states have developed and funded policies to provide child care for
velfare clients in employment and training programs. This is
particularly serious given the continuing reduction in the two
traditional federal sources of day care funds - WIN and Title XX.

There is 1little variation across states in the extent to which
supportive services are provided to clients participating in work-
welfare programs: in most states supportive services are quite
limited. Although most respondents agree that day care,
transportation and medical coverage are important services, only a
few states have developed special programs or provided funds for such
services. Northeastern .states, especially Massachusetits, appear to
have made relatively high commitments to supportive services.

The primary activity offered in work-welfare programs nationwvide is
job search; both independent job search requirements and group Jjob
search assistance. '
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() One of the most obvious results of federal policy actions in the
work-velfare .area is that there are now serious barriers to
estimating the scope and impact of the work-welfare programs. There
are few federal reporting reg:irements for WIN, WIN demo or the AFDC
optional components. And there is substantial variation across
states, and across programs within some states, in how participation
and outcomes are defined and reported. The result is that it is
extremely difficult to obtain comparable program activity and outcome
data across states.

Although it is difficult to categorize state work-welfare programs --
given their complexity and data limitations -- the information gleaned fror
this report still points to significant differences in the nature of state
work-wvelfare programs. More specifically, clear patterr~ can be seen in terms
of the breadth of the programs, their geographic coverage and services
offered, and the extent to which the state is contributing resources to the
programs. Eleven states stand out as having the most comprehensive programs,
in terms of services, geographic coverage and state financial commitment:
California, Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Minnesota, Oklahoma, Utah,
Massachusetts, New York, Ohio, and Vermont. At the time of the interviews all
of these states provided work programs in areas where from 90 to 100 percent
of the public assistance population resided, except Minnesota which operated
in areas where 70 percent of population resides. Minnesota is unique in that
while the WIN program is very limited because of fedexal budget reductions,
the state has enacted innovative programs for the low-income population in
general.

All of these states provided a wide range >f employment, education and
training services either through the work-welfare system or through other
agencies (such as JTPA), and most (particularly California, Connecticut,
Delavare, Maine, Minnesota, Massachusetts, and Vermont), provided extensive
support services when compared to other states in the country. California,

Delavare, Maine, Massachusetts, and New York <lso stand out for the

significant amount of state funds that have been contributed to their
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programs. Massachusetts has clearly committed the most state funds (as a
proportion of total work-welfare resources) and California is expected to make
similar committments in the future.Sl

It is interesting to note that half of these comprehensive states are WIN
demos and half are regular WIN, suggesting that a dual-agency structure may
not necessarily be a hindrance. Seven of the eleven states are in the
northeast, consistent with the patterns seen throughout this report. As noted
earlier, those states that tended to have the most comprehensive programs were
those fiscally.better able to do so.

In four other states -- Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, and Virginia --
there are also comprehensive program models available, but considerable
county-by-county variation, making an overall assessment difficult. That is,
there may.be some comprehensive county work-welfare programs in these stafes,

but not all counties are necessarily operating comprehensive programs.

51./It is important to emphasize that these states are comprehensive in that
they have work-welfare programs that include a broad range of services and
activities. This does not necessarily mean that all of these states are
providing all the services needed by the welfare population; in some cases
the + may be service limitations in some parts of the state, particularly
in large urban metropolitan areas. Nor does it necessarily mean that they
are the most effective programs in the nation in terms of outcomes such as
job placements or reduction of welfare dependency. Because of the
inconsistencies in program reporting definitions across states and the
reduced federal reporting requirements it is not possible to examine
effectiveness in those terms in this report. A subsequent report will
summarize the program activity and funding data submitted by states for
this study.




At the other end of the scale, thefe are seven states that seem to have
programs that offer minimal services and coverage: Alabama, Arizona, Hawaii,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi and New Mexico. Less than 70 percent of the
public assistanca population in most of these states are in counties with work
programs and, generally, little more than job search is offered.

Alil other states fall somevhere between these two extremes. Some states
after little previous state attention to work-welfare -- are starting up (or
are planning to start up) ambitious programs (Georgia, Missouri, New Jersey,
South Carolina, Washington, and Wisconsin). Most of the remaining state

programs were described as primarily eaphasizing job search or CWEP with some

additional services and components available for some clients or in some local

areas. Respondents in many of these states indicated they are phasing down
program services in response to WIN funding termination.

In fact, even some of the states with comprehensive programs in 1986 will
be forced to cut back if there are additional reductions in WIN funds, and
some had already planned to reduce program coverage in 1987 (e.g., Ohio). 1In
such states, VIN was often described as the thread that holds the work-welfare
system together. It would be erroneous to assume, therefore, that even
exemplary programs could survive without the federal support. In the next
chapter the future of the national work-welfare system, in light of possible

budget reductions and the on-going welfare reform debate, is discussed.




CHAPTER 4
IMPLICATIONS FOR FEDERAL POLICY

The information provided in the previous chapters is relevant to the
current federal welfare reform debate in two ways. First, as discussed in
Chapter 2, there are some major aspects of federal welfake and employment
policy that have historically surfaced on a periodic basis. That is, many of
the issues and programs at the core of the current welfare reform dialogue have
been debated numerous times over the years. There are really very few new
issues.

Second, welfare reform has been raised at the federal level every year
since 1981 with minimal resulté beyond marginal and fragmented policy changes.
The issue is defiﬁitely receiving more intense political and Congressional
attention in Washington in 1987. Meanvhile, in many states there has been a
continuing and growing wave of "welfare reform" policies, proposals and
initiatives since 1981. In some states, though, work-welfare policy and
programs are in "limbo" waiting for federal direction. A primary general
finding in Chapter 3 is that there are different categories of state work-
welfare programs. Congress should consider the effect that various
programmatic and funding provisions would have on different types of states.

This chapter discusses several issues related to current proposals before
Congress relating to federal welfare reform. The chapter incorporates comments
and oginions of the state administrators interviewed in this study, and drawvs

on both the current and historical experience of work-welfare programs.
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A perhdps somewhat amazing observation is that some states as of the end of
1986 wvere still operafing extensive WIN, WIN demo or other work-welfare
programs, and a number of states were proceeding with proposals to revise or
improve the programs in 1987. This is surprising considering the tremendous
uncertainty at the federal level about future policy directions, combined with
drastic budget reductions over the past seven years and the present expectation
that the WIN program may not receive funding in the future.

This does not mean, though, that states are generally coping and proceeding
without federal support. On the contrary, many states had already begun
closing down some local operations early in 1987; since the WIN 90-10 money
provides the core funding for most state work-welfare programs, many states may
not be able sustain programs without a clear commitment of federal funds.
Although.some respondents fully anticipated the Congressional appropriation of
supplemental funds for WIN, several administrators expressed a seriou; ccncern
that they may still lose some of their more experienced and cape*le staff who
are being reassigned or requesting transters.

In general, state administrators ceem to be very open fc various federal
legislative alternatives, but the anxiety level is rising. There is now a
"wvindov of opportunity” for refoiming or restoring the work-welfare system
nationwvide. However, in many states it may be very difficuit to regain the
momentum and expertise in work-welfare programs if Congressional inaction
continues much beyond the summer of 1987.

As discussed earlier, federal welfare-emplcyment policy has been surrounded
by controversy for several decades. Some of the current controversy stems from
differing philosophies about the objectives of federal policy in this area and
the most appropriate roles and responsibilities of the federal and state

governments.
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One of the most critical issues concerns the respective roles of the
federal and state governments. The Reagan administration has emphasized that
the federal role in most domestic policy areas should be minimized to allow
states maximum discretion. Proposals for a decreased federal role are
typically accompanied by proposals for reduced federal spending. Others,
particularly Demograts, amphasize the need for clear national policies in the.
area of social programs. fThe federal AFDC program regulations were gradually
expanded in the 1960s in order to equalize the eligibility standards and
treatment of disadvantaged families across states. National AFDC standards, _
proposals that require minimum or guaranteed benefits, and those that require
all states to implement AFDC-UP components for two-parent families reflect a
" belief that the federal government should ha > some guiding role in welfare
programming.

The major congressional proposals relateé to welfare-employment policy
currently under consideration recognize both positions. There are general
statements that there should be a continuing national policy aimed at helping
wvelfare recipients become independent and self-sufficient. The proposals also
acknovledge, to arying degrees, that states should have maximum discretion in
designing work-welfare jrograms. In addition, all proposals are sensitive to
the continuing federal budget deficit problems and attempt to minimize federal
funds. Given the nature of the current work-welfare system nationally, as
described in Chapter 3, these dual objectives are often at odds.

It appears that the aritical differences among the Congressional work-~
wvelfare proposals relate to funding 1levels and financial arrangements. The
challenge will be to devise federal funding mechanisms and policy requirements

that will assure that all states operate a program at some meaningful level,
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but at the same time not discourage states from continuing or developing policy
initiatives, particularly those that already exist in many states. It is clear
that under existing federal policies, several states have been able to develop
comprehensive work programs for welfare recipients that provide a broad range
of employment, training, education and social social services.

This suggests at least two points. First, current federal policies do
allov for comprehensive activities; states are not necessarily restricted to
providing low-cost job search activities. Any new legislation should allow for
at least as comprehensive a mix of services as is currently available,
othervise it may not be an improvement over the current system. Second,
though, under current policies, most states have not been able to to develop
comprehensive programs, because (1) federal funding and program direction has
been uncertain for seven years making it difficult to develop meaningful short-
or long-term program plans, and (2) many states are not in a fiscal and/or
political position to maximize federal funds through the use of the optional
programs. This suggests that perhaps the most critical need nov is a clear and
long-term commitment by the federal government to fund work-welfare programs.
The annual battle for the past seven years over WIN and its funding, and -
frequent instructions to phase down, close down and phase up the program has
placed a severe administrative and operational burden on many states.

State administrators raised several policy issues and problems related to
these two points that Congress should consider in its attempt to improve the
system. The mosSt serious problem mentioned by the officials interviewed in
this study concerned insufficient funds and uncertainty about federal funding
over the past seven years. Respondents in about half of these states felt that

inadequate and inconsistent funding precludes programs from providing any
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intensive training or education activiiies; the most prevalent activity

nationvide now is job search. A common complaint was voiced about the new food
stamp employment and training program, which has very limited federal funding,
thus forcing states to operate non-intensive programs such as independent job
search. Lack of funds (especially for staff and supportive services) has
caused many states to limit or close work-welfare programs in non-metropolitan
or rural areas. Many respondents noted that uncertainty about federal W~

policy and funds has contribﬁted to very low staff morale.

Many state administrators indicated that federal program regulations also
encourage short-term strategies, such as job search or direct job placement.
That is, it is not just the limited funding that has pushed most states to
emphasize non-intensive activities such as job search. Respondents
particularly noted (1) naticnal and state political pressure for employment and
training programs to show that they have placed large numbers of welfare
clients into jobs, and (2) federal reporting requirements that -equest little
information other than the number of job placements.

JTPA provides a clear example of the federal incentive structure. Given
the equitable service provision in JTPA, which clearly was intended to
encourage service to AFDC clients, and the limitation on using JTPA funds for
supportive services and allowances, one might wonder why only 20 percent of the
JTPA enrollees are from AFDC families. One answer may well be that, responding
to federal directions that seem to emphasize pleasing the private sector and
encouraging programs to place participants into jobs as quickly as possible
with the least cost, the JTPA system is forced to focus primarily on those
eligible persons vho are the most employable. AFDC recipients typically have
very low competency levels in reading and mathematics, s;ggesting that a large
proportion of AFDC family heads cannot currently qualif& for JTPA vocational
training, which often rcquires at least a seventh grade competency level or
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higher.52 Unless JTPA is redirected to emphasize remedial education and
long-term training, if is not likely to serve as an option for large numbers of
AFDC clients.

A related problem mentioned by many administrators concerns the work
disincentives present in federal regulations, particularly the loss of the AFDC
disregard and Medicaid after four months of employment. Although there is
little conclusive research to substantiate whether or not these are actﬁally
disincentives, several states are beginning to seriously consider policies that
might help counteract the disincenpives. For example, only four states now-
extend Medicaid coverage for AFDC recipients who become employed beyond what
the federal government allows, but respondents in several other states
indicated that options are being seriously considered. In addition, the
Washington state welfare reform proposals would increase the financial
incentives attached to obtaining employment. Thus, Congress should include

provisions and funds to allow states to extend services such as child care or

52./ An Educational Testing Service study of a national sample of WIN
registrants found that forty-four percent read below the ninth grade level,
(Marlene Goodison, Testing Literacy Levels in the WIN Po ulation, Center
for Occupational and Professional Assessment, Educationa Testing Service,
Princeton, New Jersey, 1982) Similarly, preliminary information from the
Philadelphia Saturation Work Program indicates that for those WIN mandatory
clients who did not have a job in the previous two years, the average
reading competency was at about the fifth or sixth grade level, and the
average math competency was at about the fourth grade level. The group
tested represented 80 percent of all WIN mandatory clients in the
demonstration. (Demetra Smith Nightingale, "Assessing the Employability of
Welfare Clients", The Urban Institute, Vashington, D.C., 1986)
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health coverage after a client becomes employed to help them retain the jobs
they obtain through the work programs.

There is also a strong perception among state administrators that staff and
officials in federal agencies do not understand (or do not consider) the
interrelationships among the various programs related to work-welfare. Two of
the more common complaints are: (1) the separate policies for AFDC and food
stamp work programs require an inordinate amount of time to be spent on
administrative reporting and papervork; and (2) federal agency policy
statements from DOL, HHS and the Department of Agriculture recognize that
wvelfare clients must be trained and educated in order to become employed and
independent, but the statements disregard that there are currently few federal
funds and programs for either those types of activities or for supportive
services (e.g., day care).

More specifically, there were particular concerns about interprogram issues
in the following areas:

o JTPA is not currently designed to allow significant amounts of long-
term training or remedial education which are needed by the majority of
velfare clients;

o job search activity is perceived to be a federal priority for both AFDC
and food stamp work programs, and even the Perkins vocational education
funds need not necessarily be used for training or education, but can
also be used for job search assistance;

o the food stamp employment and training program and the AFDC work
programs are likely to be implemented together by most states, but
federal regulations for the two programs are totally separate and
discourage integration; and

o lack of funds for day care, especially after a client becomes employed,
is a serious problem since the limited Title XX funds in many states
are often not available for providing day care for children with
working parents, and the AFDC child care disregard is helpful only in
the first few months of employment.

There is a fairly strong consensus among state officials that federal

action must be taken to encourage coordination at both the federal and state
levels among the various relevant federal programs and regulations. This goes
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beyond simply coordinating the activities currently funded under WIN and the
AFDC work options. JTPA, Vocational Education/Perkins Act and Title XX funds
are critically needed by state welfare-employment programe, particularly in
those states that do not have state-funds appropriated for the programs (beyond
the required matching amounts) due to fiscal or political limitations.

There are obvious barriers to interagency coo£dination in any program area,
and the historic tension that has existed between the employment side (e.g.,
DOL) and the welfare side (e.g., HHS) in work-welfare policy certainly makes
the problems more serious in this particular area. Because services, funds and
expertise from many different programs and departments are necessary for an
effective work-welfare program, single-agency administration would not
necessarily be able to solve the coordination problems. In fact, in a§out half
of the single-agency WIN demonstration states, respondents complained about the
difficulty the work program has coordinating with other agencies within the
velfare department (e.g., the income maintenance unit). .

The dual agency structure of WIN has been criticized by many, but it is
clear that some state programs are still operating fairly svccessfully within

the dual agency system. Given the continuing budget deficit problems, the dual

or multi-agency approach should not be dismissed totally. Multi-agency

administration is perhaps more complex to administer, but the benefits in terms
of more efficient use of limited resources may outweigh the costs in some
instances. One model that .might be feasible, for example, would be a joint
interagency program staff at the national level (as currently exists in WIN),
but allowing state discretion in choosing the appropriate structure belov the
state level (as proposed in the Hawkins bill).

Although organizational coordination cannot be "forced" upon non-receptive
agencies, some legislative initiatives could encourage closer interaction and
communication regardless of the overall administrative structure. For example,

-121-

146




the Kennedy/JEDI legislation would increase the financial incentives for closer
coordination between thé velfare-vork gsrograms and JTPA. Other possibilities
might include establishing an interagency committee on work and training
programs (DOL, HHS, PFNS, and the Department of Education) to develop
coordinated reporting fequi:ements, program communications, technical
assistance and performance criteria for JTPA, WIN (or its replacement), Perkins
Act proggams, the ES, and the food stamp employment and training program.

However, although about 25 percent of the administrators contacted thought
that one integrated federal work-welfare program would be a good idea, there
were many concerns, particularly if the integrated program were designed as a
block grant to states. First, an integrated program or block grant would not
necessarily solve the problem of not being able to provide intensive services
nor would it mean more funds would be available for the puograms. In fact,
many respondents fear that federal consolidation or block granting of work
program funds would actually mean fewer fed;ral dollars, particularly for those
states that have been able to maximize the open-ended 50-50 funds under’ the IV-
A job search, grant diversion and CVEP options. Several persons mentioned that
having all the funds in "one pot" would make work-velfare an easier target for
budget reductions at some point in the future. Finally, several respondents
expressed concern that without explicit federal requirements for states to
operate comprehensive work programs for welfare clients, some states might
divert block grant funds away from work programs, or not authorize supportive
services.

Similarly, there was only mixed support for uniform federal financial
participation (matching) rates for all work-welfare programs. Currently VIN is
funded at 90-10; food stamps employment and training provides a 100 percent
federal grant to states but states can be reimbursed at 56-50 if their

expenditures exceed the basic funding level; and the AFDC work options under
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IV-A job search and CWEP are reimbursed at a 50-50 rate. A majority of the
administrators contacted were uncomfortable about a single matching rate

® bacause they associate that with a reduction in total federal funds.

About 20 percent of the respondents also indicated that they felt it would
be very difficult to sustain their work program at its current level without
° some core federal committment 1like the WIN 90-10 funding. As discussed

earlier, not all states place high priority on welfare-employment issues, and
historically the priority has risen and fallen periodically. Without a stable

P and significant commitment of federal funds, welfare-employment prograns may
become more vulnerable to the changing political climate in states, making it
difficult to operate a stable progranm.

Py This suggests that a mixed financing method might best assure that all
states operate programs at some basic level and still encourage states to
expand their programs if the political and financial support are available.

® The new food stamp employment and training program and the provisions in the
Havkins bill provide a basic grant amount to all states (with no state ma.tch
required for the food stamp program, and a ten percent match proposed in the

® Hawvkins bill), but states can supplement that amount, with a higher state match
required for funds exceeding the basic grant level.
The most major problem that became obvidus during the course of this study

PY is the serious lack of comparable data across states and across programs.
Although state administrators understandably may not consider this a problem

for operating their own programs, several did express concern about the added

Py burden imposed by having different reporting requirements for various federal
programs. Most felt that it would be worthwhile to develop consistent
definitions and reporting requiiements across programs, but did not feel that

P it would happen because of interagency coordination problems at the natioral
level. Although many state officials complained about the burden of current
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federal reporting, they did not generally feel that uniform reporting
definitions uniformity would necessarily ease the states’ reporting burden.

Nevertheless, from a national perspective the current lack of consistent
and reliable program data is a very serious problem. In the long-run, future
policy decisions, federal monitoring and program evaluations will be negatively
affected by the lack of even the most basic information. Aside from any other
legislative changes that are made, Congress should carefully examine the
reporting requirements of all relevant programs and assure that there are clear
reporting procedures and definitions for federal accountability purposes. )

The reporting problems are particularly important if funds or bonuses are
to be attached to performance. It is essential that all states perceive that
the performance funds or bonuses are being equitably distributed. 4 large part
of the credibility attached to such funding will be based on the perceived
accuracy and comparability of reporting data. It is clear that currently there
is minimal comparability across state work-welfare programs on even the most
basic information such as number of participants and number of participants who
enter employment. If the bonuses are based on more complicated measures such
as velfare grant savings or the quality of jobs, the reporting comparability
and accuracy will become critical and tremendously difficult problems.

The JEDI bill woﬁld certainly encourage some states to increase JTPA
services to the least employable welfare clients, but it would entail
substantial upfront administrative costs for developing accurate reporting and
trackings system and coordinating client reporting systems between JTPA and
velfare agencies. Many work-welfare programs operating within welfare agencies
have difficulty coordinating such client tracking information; it will probably
be even more difficult for JTPA. Cougress should assure accurate and efficient
reporting by devoting enough resources to encourage states to develop
appropriate systems.
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In general, though, state administrators are not enthusiastic about
performance standards for work-welfare programs, especially if resources are
not substantially increased. In particular, many.administrators stated that
performance measures based primarily on job entries or placements cause program
staff to behave in ways that may not necessarily be intended (e.g., selecting

those clients most employable); and performance measures targeted on the those

least employable means substantial investments must be made in long-term

training, education and supportive services. Many criticisms were raised about
the food stamp employment and training program which appears to focus more on
the process of moving clients through a program rather than on outcomes such as
employment or self-sufficiency. Performance measures that are process-oriented
will tend to discourage program emphasis on outcomes. Several respondents also
noted that states and local areas vary in terms of economic conditions and even
in terms of what types of clients might be considered "most in need"; thus
statistical adjustments to standards are necessary, but there were concerns
that statistical adjustments may ‘not adequately cépture some critical
variations.

In conclusion, the descriptions of state work-velfare programs as they
existed at the end of 1986 and the discussions with state administrators
indicate that although perhaps ten or eleven states might continue to move
forwvard ir developing state welfare-employment initiatives regardless of
federal policy, at least that many states are unlikely to operate any program
without clear federal directions, guidelines and funds. Most other states are
somevhere between these two extremes, and their program capacity is rapidly
declining while Congress debates the future of welfare, WIN and its funding.

It would be unvise to pattern federal legislation after the heavily-funded
experiences in the few exemplary states such as Massachusetts or California,
wvithout a substaitial federal commitment of resources for training, education
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and supportive services. .0st states are not in a position, fiscally or

politically, to increase funding for their work programs. If Congress wants a

national policy on work requirements or work and training opportunities for
AFDC clients, the primary funding and political support will have to come from
the federal government to assure stability from one year to the next. If the
wational work-welfare system as a whole is expected to do better than it is
currently doing, Congress must prov:‘- for intensive programs and services.
Vithout federal direction and commitment, Congress must accept that some states
may not do much to help welfare clients become self-sufficient.

State administrators were eager to discuss their work-welfare programs,
both successes and problems, and their ide:s for federal policy, but it was
evident that in many states the current "window ¢ £ opportunity" for maintaining
QOme minimal program capacity is gradually closing. If federal action is not
taken soon, it may take a substantial amount of time and money to rebuild the
basic expertise and operationzl structure for work-wzlfare progranms.

The urgency'is very clear. In. trying to reform the entire welfare system
AFDC, food stamps, Medicaid, WIN -- Congress may be undertaking a large and
controversial task that realistically cannot be completed in a short period of
time. In fact, history suggests that large-scale welfare reform efforts are
very 2ifficult to enact; the 1987 effort may not be any more successful than
the efforts in the 1973z, It may make more sense for Congress to immediately
consiﬁer work-velfare legislation or reform, separately from other welfare
issues, perhaps building on the JEDI and Hawkins bills or revising current WIN
legislation. One message from the states is that the national income
maintenance system will survive with or without welfare reform, but the
national work-welfare system may not survive unless some federal policy action

is taken soon.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX TABRLE I
PENDING STATE LEGISLATION/NEW INITIATIVES/PROPOSED CHANGES

State Description of Legislation/Initiatives/Chanqges

Alabana none

Alaska Department preparing a bill to increase services within WIN, also considering cwep.

Ariszona Preparing for WIN phase-out June 30. Considering AFDC-U.

Arkansas Department making contingency plans for shut-dowa in June.

California Bill to provide AFDC recipients training in entrepreneurial gkills.

Colorado IV-A job search and grant diversion authoriszed but no funds appropriated for staff as
yet. Applying for a waiver to extend Medicaid benefits after employment for those not
covered.,

Connecticut Conasidering expansion of supported work; increases in medically néedy level,
raise child care subsidies and income levels to qualify for daycare. Department
looking for ways to atregthen case management and guality control.

Delaware none

District of Columbie

Florida

Georgia
Hawaii

Xdaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kentucky

Department considering consolidation of welfare department work activities under the
income maintenance unit and extended modical coverage up to 15 months.

B8ill to require toen mothers to stay in school, provide for remedial and vocational
sducation, and lowers age of youngest child to 3. Bill (based on GAIN) requiring
workfare and lowers age of youngest child to 1. Departmental initiatives to work
cioser with JTPA, develp model to get moro services to clients. Anticipating 30-50%
reduction in staff with loss of WIN.

Additional funding requested to expand PEACH.

Applying for WIN Demo.

Department trying to saxtend CWEP to more areas, may implement IV-A job search, and
grant diversion in coming months. May phase out WIN and replace with IV-A programs.

FY86 budget request for additional fuads for special contractors and extra staff for
Project chance. Legislative study group looking at ways of improving work-welfare
program.

Request for funds to operate naw “abrella prograx.

Proposing increased funding and staff, and more comprehensive services such as 1 A
literacy, GED, classroom training. E)‘i

Expect more counties phased out in March or April in rosponse to cuts.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

State Description Of Legisiation/Initiatives/Changes

Louisiana none

Maine Request to legislature for additional funds to replace cuts. Also interest in
consolidating adult education and training. Departmental initiative to get funds for
transitional services for first year of eamployment.

Marylond More state money roquested for 1JO, improving daycare, reorienting department to
employment and training.

Nassachusetts New departmental emphasis on ¢-~-. management; targeting on teenage parents and long
term dependents. Reques. for mure day care funds.

Michigan Departmental initiative to sc.ve transportation problea with van pooling and dcvelop a
program for learning impaired and illiterate. .

Minnesota Funds reguested for AFDC entrepreneurial program and teen parent program.
Departmental initiative to implement IV-A job search and examine alternatives to WIN;
anticipating WIN phase-out by June.

Mississippi Bills being intzoduced for CWEP and grant diversion, and jodb search in all countiesn.
Expect to phase-~out WIN by June.

Missouri Governor requesting funds for Learnfacs Program: consolidation and expansion of the
exiasting progranm.

Montana none

Nebraska none

Nevada none

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico
Mew York

Sorth Catolina
North Dakota

ohio

Okiahoma

155

State DHHS requested additional monies for services (037, CT, Basic Education, and
counseling). Also proposal to allow clients to purchase medical insurance from
DHHS and to transfer AFDC surplus from previous years to day care account.

Governor’s initiative REACH Program: fold in WIN with emphasis on women with young
children. Department developing Adolescent Parent Unit.

none
Planning phase-out of WIN.
Interest in expanding CWEP.

none

Authorisation pending to go statewide with Work Programs. Already phasing-down
WIN counties. <Considering extension of medical benefits.

Proposal for noditizd APDC-UP program {limited to & months, with workfare).
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX TABLE I (CONTINUED)

State Description 0f Legislation/Initiatives/Changes

Oregon 3 pending proposals: to consolidate all employment program in one department, to
consolidate all daycare programs, to prohibit restrictions for JTPA participation.
Governor’s Task Force looking at welfare. Department initiatives to improve child
care, to decrease teen pregnancy and drug abuse, to increase employability of young
parents.

Pennsylvania If no new WIN funds, may not be able to renevw contract with Employment Service,

Rhods Island

South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennesses
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginie

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyonming

looking at ways to avoid duplication of services.

Pending legislation to provide more child care funds. Considering extension of
medical benefits.

Probably phase~-out WIN by June 30; requesting additional soney for the Work Suggport
Program. Applied for wavier to extend Medicaid.

none
none
Departmental proposal to extend Medicaid.
Departmental proposal to ¢liminate licensing of daycare centers and use uoﬂoy saved
to fund day carte. Also proposal to eliminate direct payment of child care to
providers, dollars will be put into client grant.
Formulating contingency plans if WIN not refunded.
Governor’'s task force on employment and training.
Governor’s proposal of Family Independence Program: uducation, training and work
program with incentive system (allows retention of earnings up to 135% of benchmark),

and transitional services.

Request for research,project to help women become self-employed and request for more
staff.

none
Interest in pursuing IV-A job search and/or APDC-JP program with a work

component. Depariment may classify additional counties as remote, expecting loss of
WIN in June.

Note: This table represents responses to several question: is there new legislation pending (1n the state), are there new
initiatives by the governor, are there new initiatives by the department, do you anticipate any changes in reaction to recent
federal budget cats or the possibility of a new nrogram?
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APPENDIX TABLE II

BY PERCEFTAGE OF STATES'

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE POPULATION
IN COVERED COUNTIES

$ Covered % Covered % Covered by 1§ Covered by
§ of P. A. % Covered by IV-A % Covered by Grant Food Stamp Yood Stamp
State Houasholda by WIN Job Search by CWEP Diveraion Job_Search Workfare
Alabams 107,464 3s.1 6.5 $7.7
Alaaka 6,333 57.7 57.7 55.4
Arisona 37,644 66.9 66.9 70.1
Atkansaa 59,537 100.0 44.3 4.4
California 569,400 95.9 96.2 23.1 16.2 19.1 6.9
Colorado 39,607 76.8 57.3 5.2 28.6
Connecticut 51,841 100.0 100.0 100.0
Delavare 11,772 100.0 100.0 105.0
Diatrict of cCol. 20,642 100.0
Plorida 181,978 95.1 95.1 . $5.1 87.7 3.0
Georgia 134,324 36.5 36.5 B 36.5 32.1
Nawaii 21,111 75.8 75.8
Idaho 12,600 75.7 62.9 55.8
Illincia 224,695 100.0 63.6 63.6
Indiana 40,256 70.5
Iova 44,580 54.1 46.8 100.0
Kanaas 31,2482 42.8 61.6 65.3 48.7
Keantucky 94,788 32.7 25.3
Louiaiana 112,946 30.8
Maine 26,607 93.2 93.2 93.2 58.4
Maryland 81,251 87.3 50.5 87.0
Maaaachusetts 138,613 100.0 100.0 100.0
Michigan 234,666 100.0 98.8 47.4
Minnesota 59,122 74.1 6.4 15.7 67.6
Miaaiaaippi 85,770 24.3 27.7
Miaaouri 93,468 29.7 100.0
Montana 10,334 53.2 53.2
Nebraska 17,854 100.0 100.0 100.0 12.3
Nevada 8,548 82.9 82.9 85.6
Nev Hampshire 11,794 73.17 100.0
Hew Jeraey 154,462 90.4 90.4 72.7 100.0
New Mexico 25,743 54.0 22.9 72.4
Nevw York 450,135 91.5 79.1 84.7 16.7
North Carolina 126,830 46.7 3s8.5 79.8 4.9
North Dakota 7,075 76.4 56.5
Ohio 213,268 r00.0 23.9 23.9 23.9
oklahoma 57,723 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 47.6
oregon 45,027 100.0 100.0 100.0
Pennaylvania 262,523 100.0 100.0
Rhode Ialand 22,865 100.0 100.0
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APPENDIX TABLE XI (CONTINUED)

$ Covered $ Covered % Covered by & Covered by

§ of P. A. § Covered by IV-A $ Covered by Grant Food Stamp Food Stamp
State Households by WIN Job Search by CwEP Divexrsion Job Sesrch Workfare
South Csrolins 74,035 26.5 100.0 ° 7.1 M.A. 8.3
South Dakots 9,485 100.0 100.0 46.9
Tennesseo 110,938 50.3 . 69.6
Texas 221,451 100.0 100.0 65.8
Utah 16,960 7¢.0 100.0 100.0
Vermont 10,230 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 30.7
Virginia 95,512 100.0 100.0 100.0 34.6 1.2
Washingten 67,075 100.0 100.0 11.6 17.0 100.0
West Virginia 45,121 100.0 100.0 100.0
Wisconsin 88,518 73.3 73.3 2.9 20.5 0.5
Wyoming 3,763 100.0
Percentage of Nationasl P. A.
Ccaseload Covered 82.¢ 41.3 32.3 29,2 35.7 4.4

Note: Dsts for programs opersting at the conclusjon of 1986.
Information for counties opersting Pood Stamp Job Sesrch in South Cerolins wss not available.

Dats for Public Assistence caseloads were gathered from the 1980 U.S. Census of Population, General Social and Economic
Characteristics, Tables 72 and 181.
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APPENDIX TABLE III

GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE OF FEDERAL WORK PROGRAM OPTIONS
BY MUMBER OF COUNTIES, BY STATS

Total § of IV-A Grant Food Stamp Pood Stamp
. , Btate Counties wIN Job Search CWEP Diversion Job Sesrch Workfare
]

Alsbama (Y 7 3
Alaska 23 5 5

Arisons 15 2

Arkansas 76 76

Californias 58 32 33 ; 1
Colorado 63 21 ' 25
Connecticut 8 8 ]

Delavara 3 3 3
District of Col. 1 1

Florids 67 46 46

Georgia 159 16 16 16
Rawaii 5 1

Idaho ! 44 14 ]
Illinois 102 102

Indians 922 19

Iows 99 49 57
Kansas 105 4 17 19
Kentucky 120 10

Louisiana 64 3

Maine 16 13 13

Maryland 24 10 2

Massachusetts 14 14 14

Michigan 83 83 75
Minnesota 87 27 7
Rississippi 82 [ ]

Missouri 115 9

Montans 57 6

Nebrasks 93 93 93 93
Nevada 17 2 : 2
New Hampshire 10 5

New Jersey N 13 16

New Mexico 32 ¢ 5
New York 62 39 27
Rorth Carolins 100 25 27
North Dakota 53 19 10
ohio a8 08 19 19
Oklahona 77 ) 77 17
oregon 36 36 k13

Pennsylvenis 67 67 67
Rhode Island 5 5 5
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APPENDIX TABLE III {CONTINUED)

Total § of IV-A Grant Food Stamp Pood Stamp
State Counties WIN Job Search CWEP Diveraion Job Search wWorlfare
fouth Casolina 46 s 46 2 21 2
South Dakota 66 1 66 13
Tennesseoe 95 23 33
Texas 254 254 254 a0
Utah 29 4 29 29
Vermont 14 14 14 14 14 2
Virginia 136 136 136 136 21 1
Washington 39 39 39 6 2 39
West Virginia 55 55 55 55
Wisconsin 72 22 22 4 8 2
Wyoming 23 23
Total § of Counties 3,139 1,708 940 864 319 75 18
Percent of Counties Covered 54.4% 30.0% 27.5% 10.2% 24.0% 0.6%

Note: Data for programs operating at the conclusion of 1986.
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APPENDLIX TABLE 1V
ROLE OF STATE WELFARE AND EMPLOYMENT SECURITY
AGENCIES IN AFDC WORK PROGRAMS BY STATE

Regular WIN WIN Demo

No Major Change Increased Role for Major ES ES in No Formal
State Welfare Agency 1/ Contract Select Areas ES Role 2/

Alsbama x
Alaska x
Arizona x
Arkansas x
California x
Colorado x
Connecticut . x
Delaware i X
District of Columbia e
Florida x
Georgia 3/ x
Hawait x
Idaho x
Illinois X
Indiana X
Iowa X
Kansas x
Kentucky X
Loutsiana x
Maine x
Maryland X
167 |
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APPENDIX TABLE 1v (CONTiINUED)

Regular WIN WIN Demo
No Major Change Increased Role for Major ES ES in No Formal
State Welfare Agency 1/ Contract Select Areas ES Role 2/

Massachusetts X
Michigan X

Minnesota x

Mississippt x
Migsourt X
Montana x
Nebraska x
Nevada )
New Hampshire x
New Jersey ]
New Mextico .
New York .
North Carolina x
North Dakota .
Ohio .
Oklahoma )
Oregon x
Peﬁnsylvanla )
Rhode Island 4/ x .
South Carolina . 166
South Dakota )
Tennessee x
Q
v e e e e
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APPENDI(X TABLE IV (CONTINUED)

Regular WIN WIN Demo
No Major Change Increased Role for Major ES ES 1in No Pormal
State Welfare Agency 1/ _Contract Select Areas ES Rq}gﬁll

Texas ’ . x

Utah x

Vermont x

Virginia x
Washington x

West Virginia x
Wigconain x

Wyoming x

1/ For example welfare agency may administer non-WIN AFDC options, or programs for volunteers or
unassigned registanta,

2/ MHay be a non-financial agreement,
3/ Phasing out ES in 1987,

4/ Shifting to WIN Demo in 1987,
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APPENDIX TABLE V
ROLE OF JTPA IN STATE AFDC WORK PROGRAMS,

BY STATE

Referrals Encouragement / Delivers in Delivers in
State Only 1/ Support Activities 2/ Some Areas 3/  All Areas 4/
Alabama x
Alaska X
arizona X
Arkansas x
California X
Colorado . X
Comnecticut x
Delaware X
District of Columbia X
Florida X .
Georgia b4
Hawail X
Idano x
Illinois X
Indiana P 3
Iova x
Kansas X
Kentucky X
Lowdsiana p 3
Maine X
Marylard X
Massachusetts x
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APPENDIX TABLE V (CONTINUED)

Referrals Encouragement/ Delivers in Delivers in
State Only 1/ Support Activities 2/ Some Areas 3/  All Areas 4/
Michdgan X
Mimnesota X
Mississippd, b4
Missouri X
Montama X
Nebraska X
Nevada x
New Hampshire X
New Jersey x
New Mexdico X
New York X
North Carolina x '
North Dakota X
Ohio x
Oklahama X
Oregon X
Pernsylvania X
Riode Island X
South Carolina X
South Dakota x
Termessee X
Texas X
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APPENDIX TABLE V (JONTINUED)

Referrals Encouragement/ Delivers in
Support Activities 2/  Same Areas 3/

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington

Wisconsin
Wyaming

WodcpmgmreferdientsmmA,bxmwspecialprioritymwelfam;maybea
on-financial agreement,

JIPA is encouraged to serve more clients and Supports some work—melfare activities
(e.g., training slots set aside, state incentives/penalties, local coordinators,
state performance standards, or JIPA provides same resources for some work—elfare

JIPA has ahighpriorityonAFm_aLi;delivers some work-welfare components in some local
areas, ﬂﬁscategoryindnﬂssta:amemmApmgransareacnmuycmmctedm
deﬁverawnponmc;tknsevﬁchpmvide&ﬂcrjobplacamtdmghmfmalaremt
inladed.

J'EAhasatﬂghprioritymAFDC@_deJiverssanemrkvelfaremments in all local
areas,
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APPENDIX TABLE VI
o SERVICES TO AFDC APPLICANTS IN IV-A JOB SEARCH AND WIN, BY STATE
State IV-A VIN
Alabama
d Alaska X
Arizona ' X
Arkansas ' X
o California X
(in EPP and GAIN counties)
Colorado X
® Connecticut X X
Delaware
District of Columbia
® Florida
Georgia
éawaii
PY Idaho X
Illinois
Indiana . X
PY Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky X
(no longer after 1987)
¢ Louisiana X
(in twvo counties)
Maine
e Maryland X X
(in two counties)
Massachusetts X X
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' APPENDIX TABLE VI (CONTINUED)

State IV-A WIN e

Michigen X

Minnesota

Mississippi X

Missouri ) X

Montana pid

Nebraska X X

Nevada X

New Hampshire

Nev Jersey X X
(in 16 counties)

New Mexico b4

New York

North Carolina X

North Dakota | X

Ohio

Oklahoma X X

Oregon X X

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina X X

South Dakota X

Tennessee X

Texas

Utah X X
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APPENDIX TABLE VI (CONTINUED)

State Iv-aA VIN
Vermont X X
Virginia X X
Vashington X X
“West Virginia X
Visconsin

Wyoming X




APPENDIX TABLE VII
CLIENT SERVICE MODEY, USED IN STAIE WORK- a
WELFARE PROGRAMS, BY STATE .

State

Assessment Specified Sequence
Determines JS First Assessment After e
Services JS Detenminzs Sequence

Alzbam
Alaska

Arizona

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware *
Disrriot of Columbia
Fiorida

Georgia

Bavad i

Idaho

P x P
(w/vk. exp.) v

X

x X
(4FIC) (AFDC-U) L

X

X

(non IETP)
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APPENDIX TABLE VII (CONTINUED)

State

Specified Sequence
Determines JS First Assessment After
Services -JS Detemmines Sequence

Maryland

Mimmesota
Mississippi

Moatana

Nebraska

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Permsylvanda
Rhode Island
South Caralima

(mod WIN)

(applicants)
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APPENDIX TABLE VII (CONTINUED)

Assessment Specified Sequence
Determines JS First Assessment After 9

State Services JS Detenmines Sequence




APPPMDIX TABLE VIII
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING COMPONENTS CFFERED
BY STATE AFDC WORK PROGRAMS, RY STATE

¢ st Job Searil}/ V.c.yrk / CUEP/ /Classroom4’, .
ate Job Club+/ Experience</ Workfare Training 0JT
| Alabama X X
@
Alaska X X X
Arizona X
Arkansas’ X X X
L
California6/ X X X X X
Colorado X X X X X
Cennecticyt X X X
e :
Delawai = X X X
District of Columbiz X X
Florida X X
® Georgia X X
Hawaii X X
Idaho X X
° Illinois X X X
Indiana X X
fova X X X X
* Kansas X X
Rentucky X
Louisiana X X X
® Maine X ):4 )4
. rland X X X
Massochusatts X X X X
¢ Michigan X X X X
J{nnesota )4 X X X X
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APPENDIX TABLE VIII (CONTINUED)

Job Search/ Vork CVEP/ Classroom ]
State Job Clubl/ ExperienceZ/ Vorkfare3/ Training®/ 0JT1°/
Mississippi X
“issouri X X
Montana X
Nebraska X X X X
Nevada X X X X X
New Hamphsire X X
New Jersey X p.4 X
New Mexico X X
New York X X X X X
North Carolina X X X
North Dakota X X X
Ohio X X X X X
Oklahoma X X X X
Oregon X X X
Penusylvania X X X X X
Rhode Island X
South Carolira X X X X
South Dakcta X X X X
Tennessee X X X
Texas X
Utah X X
Vermont X X X X X
Virginia X X
Vashington X X X X
Vest Virginia X X X
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APPENDIX TABLE IX (CONTINUED)
Title AFDC State
® State XX WIN  Spec. Needs JIPA Davcare
Maine pd X X X
PY Maryland X X X
Massachusetts X X X X X
(pending)
Michigan x x X
® -
Mimesota X X X R X
Mississippd X X ®
Missouri X X
o
tiontana X X X
(limited)
Nebraska X X X
® Nevada X X
News Hampshire x X
New Jersey X X
® New Mexico X X X
New York X X b4 X X
(rarely)
® North Carolima X X X
North Dakota 4 X X
Ohio X X
° (limited)
Cklahom x X x X
(supp. to
Title xx)
® Oregm X X
Pennsylvania x
Khode Island x x x x

South Carolina x : x x




AFPPENDIX TABLE IX (CQONTINUED)

Title AFDC State
State X WIN Spec. Needs JIPA Daycare o
South Dakota X X X
Termesses X X X
Texas X X .;
Utah X '3
Vexrmont: b 4 X
(Uimited)
. @
Virginia X X X X
Washington x X X X
(supp. to
AFDC) °
West Virginia X
Wisconsin X X X
chmig X X X @
X (limited)
o
()
o
®
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'APPENDIX TABLE VIII (CONTINUED)

Job Searih/ Vork CWEP/ Classroom
State Job Clubl/ Experience?/ Yorkfared/ TrainingA/ 0Jto/
Visconsin X X X X X
Vyoming X
Note:

17 Job search/job club includes individual) and group job search from WIN or
IV-A job search funding.

2/ gork experience can include WIN work experience or supportad work.

3/ CVEP includes aztivities paid for by CWEP funding even where respondents
noted that it is not a "traditional" grant abatement program.

4/ Classroom training %s WIN classroom training.
5/ 0JT includes WIN 0JT, or training paid for with grant diversion funds.

6/ Applies only to counties with GAIN. Services under EPP are limited to job
search, yet San Diego offers CWEP.
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APPENDIX TABIE IX
SOURCES OF DAYCARE FUNDS FOR STATE

WORK-WELFARE PROGRAMS AS IDENTIFIED BY RESPONDENTS, BY STATE

Title AFDC State
State X WIN Spec. Needs JIPA Daycare
Alabama b4 x X
(limited)
Alaska X X
Ari: xna X
Arkansasg X x X
California ® X b d
Colorado b4 b4 X % X
Commecticut X X X
(Hdmited)
Delaware b4 X
Dstrict of Colunbia x %
Florida X x X X
(limited)
Georgia X X x X
(limited)
Bzwaii X x X
(limited)
Idaho b:4 X X
Ilinois X X X
Indiana X X X
Iowa x x
Kansas x x PN
(Qimited)
x x X
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APFENDIX TABLE IX (CONTINUED)

Title AFDC State

State X WIN Spec, veeds  JTPA Daycare
Maine X X X X
Maryland b X X
Massachusetts X X X X X

(pending)
Michigan X X X
Mirmesota X X X X b4
Mississippd X X X
Misscaxi X X
Montana X X X
(ldimited)
Nebraska X X X
Nevada X X
New Hampshire X X
New Jersey X X
New Mexico X X X
New York X X X X X
(rarely)
North Carolina X X X
North Dakota X X X
Ohio X X
(Umited)
Cklahoma X X X X
(supp. to
Title xx)

Cregon X X
Pemnsylvania X
Riode Island x X X
South Carolina




APPENDIX TABLE IX (ONTTNUED)

<)
o

Title FDC State
State X WIN Spec. Needs JTPA Daycare -
o
South Dakora X X X
Temnessee X X X ‘
Texas X X 1
o
Utah X X
Vermont X X
(limited)
Virginia X X X X o
Washington X X X X
(supp. to
AFTC)
- ®
X X X
X X X
X (limited) o
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