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The Honorable Lloyd Bentsen 
Chairman, Committee on Finance 
United States Senate 

The- Honorable Bob Packwood 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Finance 
United States Senate 

In response to your April 22, 1987, request for in-depth 
information on Work Incentive (WIN) Demonstrations in selected 
states, we have reviewed such programs in four states. The 
programs we reviewed were Employment and Training Choices (ET) 
in Massachusetts; Michigan Opportunity and Skills Training 
(MOST); the Employment Services Program in Texas; and JOBS in 
Oregon. These programs, providing employment and training 
services for participants in the Aid to Families With 
Dependent Children (AFDC) program, can provide insights into 
employment service alternatives being considered as part of 
welfare. reform. 

This fact sheet includes the results of our review, which we 
discussed with your office on September 14, 1987. As agreed 
with your office, this report presents tables analyzing 
selected program attributes and practices in the following 
areas: (1) program overview and funding, (2) participation, 
(3) participant assessment and activity assignments, including 
the use of employability plans, (4) employment-related 
activities provided, (5) interaction with other agencies 
providing services to program participants, (6) child care 
assistance, (7) case management and caseworker backgrounds, 
and (8) program results. 

In our review, we interviewed state welfare employment program 
officials, program caseworkers, and officials of other 
agencies or programs providing services to the AFDC employment 
programs. Program officials also provided statistical 
information. A summary of our results follows; the details 
are presented later. 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

Although only four states were studied, they illustrate a 
range of conditions under which a federally mandated 
employment program would have to operate. The states differed 
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in AFDC population size in 1985, ranging from about 78,000 in 
Oregon in 1985 to about 680,000 in Michigan. Texas had a much 
lower income threshold for the loss of AFDC benefits than the 
other states. Massachusetts' unemployment rate--about 4 percent 
in 1986-- was the lowest; the other states' rates were close to 9 
percent. 

A major problem is the lack of consistently defined and collected 
data to describe program operations and results. 
previously,l 

As we reported 
gaps and discrepancies in information about the 

programs limit comparative analyses. 

Program Overview and Funding 

Massachusetts' ET and Michigan's MOST are complex programs with 
multiple services and providers, in contrast with Texas' 
Employment Services and Oregon's JOBS programs, each of which 
provides one primary service. Both Texas and Oregon are planning 
to refocus on more complex, intensive services, but funding 
constraints may limit substantive changes. 

Comparative program funding shows Massachusetts' relatively large 
financial commitment to its program. While Massachusetts relied 
on federal funds for only 35 percent of total expenditures in 
fiscal year 1986 and Michigan depended on federal funds for about 
half of expenditures, both Texas and Oregon used a little more 
than 70 percent federal funds. Massachusetts spent much.more per 
participant than the other states for which cost per participant 
data were available --$1,257, compared with $410 in Michigan and 
$170 in Texas. Massachusetts spent these funds on relatively 
intensive education and training services, as well as child care 
assistance for both program participants and graduates. 

Participation and Priority Groups 

In fiscal year 1986, comparable proportions of the average monthly 
adult AFDC caseloads were counted as employment program 
participants in Massachusetts (20 percent) and Michigan (24 
percent), with Texas reporting a smaller proportion (13 percent) 
and Oregon a considerably larger one (46 percent). However, 
participation definitions vary between states; Michigan, Texas, 
and Oregon included some AFDC recipients receiving only minimal 
services and their participation estimates should be considered as 
an upper limit. On an annual basis, Massachusetts, Michigan, and 
Texas all counted between 26 and 30 percent of their AFDC 
caseloads as participants. About half of Massachusetts and 
Michigan participants had children under age 6, although the 
Michigan group may include a higher percentage of men from two- 
parent households. 

Only Massachusetts has formal priorities for serving particular 
AFDC participant groups, though these priorities include much of 

lWork and-welfare: Current AFDC Work Programs and Implications 
for Federal Policy (GAO/HRD-87-34, Jan. 29, 1987). 

2 



B-219521 

the caseload. State staff said priorities mean special efforts to 
attract certain groups and the funding of contracts targeted to 
specific groups, such as Hispanics, pregnant and parenting teens, 
and long-term welfare recipients. 

Assessment and Activity Assignment 

In all four states, staff mainly use interviews to assess 
participants' needs. More sophisticated methods, such as aptitude 
testing, would be administered by other agencies, such as Job 
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) service providers. Massachusetts, 
Oregon, and Texas use some type of plan to define steps leading to 
employment. These plans do not extensively catalogue these steps, 
participants' needs, or the services the program will provide. 
Employment program workers spend about 30 minutes to an hour per 
client in assessing participants and developing their plans. 

Employment-Related Activities Provided 

In selecting participant activities, Texas and Oregon emphasize 
job search. Massachusetts and Michigan place relatively large 
proportions of participants in education and training activities. 
Massachusetts' emphasis on long-term services is reflected in its 
higher spending per participant. 

Interaction With Other Agencies 

All four programs use some services provided by nonwelfare 
agencies, such as JTPA or community colleges, though to varying 
degrees. For example, Massachusetts provides all services except 
initial assessment through nonwelfare agencies, primarily using 
performance-based contracts; Oregon's JOBS workers usually provide 
the program's principal service, job search. 

Overall, both AFDC employment program officials and officials of 
nonwelfare agencies were positive about the relationships between 
their programs. Officials of Texas' employment program were most 
likely to feel that nonwelfare agencies were reluctant to take 
their participants. Officials of Texas agencies serving 
employment program participants tended to rate AFDC recipients as 
being less motivated, reliable, and skilled than their other 
participants. In all states, AFDC recipients generally were 
thought to have greater transportation and child care needs than 
other participants. 

Child Care Assistance 
I 

Massachusetts, where child care is a major emphasis, offers the 
most comprehensive services, encouraging participants to use 
program-funded vouchers to pay for care. The program also funds 
care after participants find a job. Program staff in the other 
states frequently urge participants to find care on their own 
before seeking assistance from the program. Program officials in 
all states cited the lack of available care for infants and 
toddlers, as well as for all children after school, at night, and 
on weekends. 
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Case Management and Caseworker Backgrounds 

Oregon JOBS workers had the smallest average caseload of 75 
participants per worker. The other programs' caseloads were much 
larger: an average of 251 participants per worker in Michigan, 
391 participants (of which 121 were employment program 
participants) in Texas, and 567 in Massachusetts. About half the 
Oregon and Massachusetts caseloads were not active in the 
programs. 

Texas had the lowest proportion of employment program caseworkers 
with a 4-year college degree. Both Oregon and Massachusetts drew 
the bulk of their employment program caseworkers from income 
eligibility or WIN backgrounds; data on caseworker backgrounds 
were not available for the other programs. 

Program Results 

Program results cannot be properly evaluated without'measures of 
placement quality, such as job retention and benefits provided, 
and a suitable methodology to determine if participants would have 
found jobs on their own. Massachusetts and Texas, the only two 
states for which placement rates could be calculated, had similar 
rates, 38 percent (Massachusetts) and 37 percent (Texas). 
Massachusetts, Texas, and Oregon --the three states for which the 
information was available-- placed similar proportions of 
participants in full-time jobs, between 65 and 71 percent. The 
average wage --$5.45--for jobs found in Massachusetts was higher 
than those in the other programs, $3.76 in Texas, $4.09 in Oregon, 
and $4.70 in Michigan (though data were available for only a 
portion of placements in Massachusetts, Michigan, and Texas). In 
addition, Massachusetts had by far the highest cost per placement 
($3,333), reflecting ET's emphasis on long-term services, such as 
training and education, as well as child care provided for program 
participants and graduates. 

As agreed with your office, unless you publicly announce its 
contents earlier, we plan no further distribution of this fact 
sheet until 30 days after its issue date. At that time, we will 
send copies to other interested parties and make copies available 
to others who request them. For additional information, please 
call me at 275-6193. 

Franklin Frazier 
Associate Director 
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WORK AND WELFARE: ANALYSIS OF AFDC 
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS IN FOUR STATES 

INTRODUCTION 

Welfare employment programs are a prominent feature of current 
welfare reform proposals. The proposals would require states to 
provide, and recipients of Aid to Families With Dependent Children 
(AFDC) to participate in, activities aimed at increasing 
employability, locating employment, or both. (See app. I for 
details on the employment programs that are part of several welfare 
reform proposals). Much of the interest in using this approach to 
refocus AFDC on promoting independence from welfare stems from 
state efforts permitted by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1981. 

This legislation allowed states more freedom in designing 
welfare employment programs, most notably by permitting state AFDC 
agencies to operate the Work Incentive (WIN) program. Although 
many states continue to operate the WIN program in the old manner 
(jointly by the state welfare and employment security agencies), 
the WIN Demonstrations have drawn much attention and have formed 
the basis for such programs as Massachusetts' Employment and 
Training Choices (ET) and California's Greater Avenues for 
Independence (GAIN) programs. 

In an earlier report,1 we provided a national picture of the 
programs begun as a result of the 1981 legislation. Following that 
review, the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member, Senate Committee 
on Finance, requested in-depth information on welfare employment 
programs in selected states to show how individual programs work 
and to analyze their operations. The states and programs chosen 
were Massachusetts' ET Choices, Michigan's Opportunities and Skills 
Training (MOST), Texas' Employment Services Program, and Oregon's 
JOBS program. All four programs are based on WIN Demonstrations. 

This report presents tables with information on selected 
program attributes and practices in the following areas: (1) 
program overview and funding, (2) participation, (3) participant 
assessment and activity assignment, including use of employability 
plans, (4) employment-related activities provided, (5) interaction 
with other agencies providing services to program clients, (6) 
child care assistance, (7) case management and caseworker 
backgrounds, and (8) program results. A brief narrative 
accompanies each table. 

1Work and Welfare: Current AFDC Work Proqrams and Implications for 
Federal Policy (GAO/HRD-87-34, Jan. 29, 1987). 
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OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND 
METHODOLOGY 

The objective of the review was (1) to provide an in-depth 
look at how an employment program works and (2) to illustrate, by 
analyzing selected elements of several programs, the variations 
that can occur within programs under the same legislation. 

The states studied were selected, in consultation with the 
Committee, in order to provide variety in approach, geographic 
location, and economic bases. We visited all four programs in June 
and July 1987. During the visits, we conducted structured 
interviews to gather information from four groups: (1) state 
officials in the welfare employment programs, (2) local program 
administrators, (3) program caseworkers, and (4) officials of 
nonwelfare agencies or programs providing services to the AFDC 
employment program. Our visits included at least four local 
program sites in each state, selected for intrastate variations in 
populations and economic bases. (See app. II for sites and 
nonwelfare agencies providing services visited during our field 
work). State program officials also provided statistical 
information. In addition, to gain a different perspective, we 
discussed the programs with welfare advocacy groups in each state. 

Problems in Obtaining Comparable Data 

Obtaining comparable data from the four programs was a 
difficult, and in some cases impossible, task. Because the federal 
government requires WIN Demonstrations to report very little data, 
the programs have independently developed information systems that 
track different items and define the same items differently. As a 
result, some of the responses we obtained for the same questions 
are not strictly comparable, and not all data items were obtained 
from all of the states. (See app. III for examples of these 
problems). 

Our attempt to obtain participation rates exposed several 
problems. We asked the states to provide two possible bases for 
such a rate: employment program registrants, which we hoped would 
give us a measure of the eligible or mandatory population, and the 
total number of AFDC cases or adult recipients. However, we found 
that the people required to register for the programs varied: 
Massachusetts and Oregon registered or considered registered all 
AFDC applicants or recipients, even those unable or not required to 
participate, while Michigan and Texas registered only those AFDC 
recipients who were required to participate or who volunteered for 
the programs. (All of the programs require some groups to register 
or participate, as discussed on pp. 34-35. Required groups are 
referred to as mandatory, as opposed to voluntary, participants). 

A comparable count of participants was also impossible to 
obtain. Massachusetts counted as participants only those ET 
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registrants who receive services such as education and training, 
not those receiving only orientation or assessment. Michigan, as 
well as Texas (which does not even use the concept of 
participation), defined participants more broadly to include those 
receiving any "service," including assessment (and even, in Texas, 
self-placement). Oregon had the broadest definition, including 
anyone required to participate in JOBS or who volunteered, even 
those temporarily exempted from participation. However, Oregon was 
able to provide the number of participants only on a monthly, not 
an annual, basis. 

It was also difficult to obtain comparable data on participant 
and AFDC caseload characteristics. We requested data on gender, 
Unemployed Parent (UP) status (two parents in the home), age, race 
(or ethnic background), children, education, work history, and 
welfare use. Texas could provide data on registrants only, not 
participants. Oregon's data were based on a sample of 20 percent 
of participants at 13 of 48 local offices and, in some cases, 
subsamples of this group. Some data items, such as UP status and 
work history, were unavailable for program participants in some 
states. Others, such as age and age of youngest child, were 
available for different categories. Data on past welfare use were 
based on differing time periods. Education data were available 
only for the ET participants included in a 2-percent sample of the 
AFDC caseload and the Texas registrants who were served by the 
Texas Employment Commission (TEC). (See app. III for data problems 
in each state.) 

Comparable data on a crucial aspect of the programs' 
operations, the number of participants in different activities, 
were also difficult to obtain. Texas and Oregon do not track the 
number of participants in different activities. Michigan tracks 
them, but cannot provide an annual unduplicated count of 
participants in each activity, providing only monthly counts. The 
number of participants receiving child care assistance was 
available only in Massachusetts, with other states either 
collecting data only on the number of children receiving care or 
failing to track employment program participants separately from 
other recipients of child care aid. 

It was also difficult to get comparable data on the 
accomplishments of the programs. For example, Michigan counts only 
grant closings and reductions caused by employment, not placements. 
Since one participant may have more than one grant reduction in a 
year, these numbers cannot be added to produce total placements. 
For the same reason, Michigan cannot report the proportion of 
participants placed who leave AFDC; the other three states can each 
report the proportion at a different point in time or for a subset 
of placements. Three of the four states can report the 
characteristics of the jobs found by only a subset of 
participants-- those placed by certain contractors. And data on job’ 
retention are unavailable in Oregon, available for only certain 

11 



placements in Massachusetts and Michigan, and available only at 30 
days after placement in Texas. 
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OVERVIEW OF PROGRAMS 

The environments in which the programs operate, the approaches 
they use, and resources available to them suggest the variety of 
conditions that will affect any new welfare employment program. In 
terms of approach and services offered, the four programs studied 
include different degrees of complexity. But the programs that now 
stress one basic service are seeking to change to a more varied 
approach. However, they are limited by funding constraints. And 
in an era of declining federal funding for WIN, adequate funding 
for more intensive services depends on the state's financial 
commitment to the program. 

Economic and Demographic Factors 

The four states in the study differ in many measures that 
affect their welfare employment programs. For example, operating 
an employment program becomes more complex the larger the AFDC 
population. As shown in table 1, Michigan has the largest number 
of AFDC recipients: 672,600 (7 percent of state population), which 
is considerably more than Texas' 398,900 (2 percent of its 
population) despite Michigan's smaller population. Massachusetts 
has an AFDC population of 236,100; Oregon has a much smaller AFDC 
population than the other states, 78,300. The large geographical 
area of Texas compared with that of the other states makes 
operation of its programs especially difficult. For example, 
Massachusetts' geographical area is about 3 percent of that of 
Texas (not shown in table). 

Texas' relatively small population of AFDC recipients is 
related to its low AFDC payment standard of $184 for a family of 
three. A family with "countable income" 
cannot receive cash benefits.2 

exceeding this amount 
This means that even a low-wage job 

can terminate a Texas family's eligibility for cash benefits. This 
fact, according to state welfare administrators, makes it hard to 
justify to the legislature the funding of a more intensive program 
to prepare people for better-paying jobs. Massachusetts and 
Michigan have the highest maximums, close to $500, whieh means that 
people who find low-wage jobs will not necessarily go off AFDC. 
Oregon has a maximum of about $400. 

Data on the AFDC caseloads of the four states show some 
differences. A much larger proportion of Michigan's caseload is 
made up of UP families, which include a male parent. Male 
recipients are easier to place in jobs because of their greater 

2"Countable income" excludes a standard allowance of $75 per month: 
child care costs of up to $160 per child; and the first $30 of 
earnings after the first 12 months of a job; plus, for the first r 
four months, one third of earnings remaining after deductions. 
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likelihood of work experience. Michigan and Texas have much higher 
minority (black and Hispanic) populations than the other states. 

The unemployment rate in Massachusetts was almost 4 percent in 
1986, less than half that of the other states, which were close to 
9 percent. The availability of jobs clearly affects an employment 
program's ability to place participants. In Massachusetts, a 
shortage of workers forces employers to consider candidates who 
might be rejected in other states. This factor could make the 
employment program's task easier. However, a good economy also may 
mean a more disadvantaged AFDC caseload because more employable 
people can readily find jobs. But without a more rigorous 
evaluation, we do not know the extent to which those who found jobs 
would have done so in the absence of the program. 

The wages and types of jobs to be expected by employment 
program participants are affected by a state's overall wages and 
employment structure. Michigan's average annual pay is the 
highest, almost $23,000; Oregon's is the lowest, not quite 
$18,000. Texas and Massachusetts have similar averages. 
Massachusetts has a higher proportion of service jobs (28 percent) 
than the other states, which have about 20 percent: it also has the 
lowest percentage in government. Texas has the lowest proportion 
in manufacturing (15 percent): Michigan has the highest (27 
percent). 
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Table 1: Economic And Demographic Factors 

Population 
(1985) 

Massachusetts Michiqan Texas 

5,822,OOO 9,088,OOO 16,370,OOO 

Poverty rate (1985) 9% 15% 16% 

Number of 
AFDC recipients 
(1985) 236,100 672,600 398,900 

AFDC recipients 
as percentage of 
population (1985) 4 7 2 

AFDC payment 
standarda for 
family of three 
(1987) $510 $184 

AFDC recipients: 
Black 
Hispanic 
Unemployed Parent 

17% 
21% 

2% 

46% 
2% 

14% 

43% 
38% 

C 

Unemployment rate 
(1986) 4% 9% 9% 

Average annual 
pay (1986)d $20,737 $22,869 $19,976 17,857 

Per capita 
income (1985) $16,380 $13,608 $13,483 $12,622 

Employed (1986):e 
Manufacturing 
Wholesale/retail 
Services 
Government 
Other 

21% 27% 15% 19% 
24% 22% 26% 25% 
28% 22% 21% 22% 
13% 16% 17% 19% 
15% 12% 22% 15% 

Oreqon 

2,687,OOO 

12% 

78,300 

3 

$412 

9% 
4% 
3% 

9% 

Source: Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United 
States, 1987, for total popuiation, welfare receipt, and per capita 
income; Congressional Research Service, Aid to Families With 
Dependent Children (AFDC): Need Standards, Payment Standards, and 
Maximum Benefits for Families with no Countable Income (Sept. 28, 
1987), for AFDC payment standards; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
Employment and Earnings, May 1987, for unemployment and job 
structure: and U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Average Annual Pay (_ 
by State and Industry (Press release, Sept. 1, 1987), for average 
annual pay. For sources of data on AFDC recipients, see table 8. 
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aThe payment standard is the sum from which countable income is 
deducted to determine the amount of the AFDC payment for the 
family. In addition, federal law prohibits the payment of the AFDC 
benefit if the benefit amount is less than $10. 

bMichigan has varied shelter maximums. Shown are benefits for 
Wayne County (Detroit) and Washtenaw County (Ann Arbor). 

CNot applicable. 

dAverages provided are for private employees covered by 
Unemployment Insurance. Data are preliminary. 

ePercentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 

Program Models and Goals 

The four programs studied can be divided into two types: 
relatively complex, multiservice, multiprovider programs 
(Massachusetts and Michigan), and programs with one basic service 
provided primarily by the program (Oregon) or by the program and 
the Employment Service (Texas). Michigan's program varies in 
complexity by county. The program models, goals, and 
administrative structures are shown in table 2. 

Although basic program goals are similar--focusing on helping 
,participants find jobs and become self-supporting--the specific 
types of jobs the programs seek in order to achieve these goals 
differ. Massachusetts seeks higher paid, full-time "career" jobs 
for its participants, building these goals into performance-based 
contracts; the other states generally accept any job paying the 
minimum wage or more. 

Texas and Oregon, which now have programs heavily oriented 
toward job search, plan modifications or pilot programs to increase 
the intensity and diversity of program services. Texas plans to 
shift its emphasis from the number of employment entries to 
providing more training for harder-to-place participants and more 
follow-up and support services for program graduates. For better 
long-term results, Oregon plans an increased emphasis on 
recruitment of people not required to participate and on long-term 
services (such as training). The program will be piloted in 
several sites. 

The programs differ in their administrative structures and the 
division of control between central (or state-level) and local 
offices. In Massachusetts, central office program administrators 
Set ET policy, leaving local offices some discretion over 
implementation issues such as staff roles. Oregon local offices 
must operate within the broad intent of the JOBS program, but may 
make exceptions to program rules if consistent with that intent. 
Texas regional offices may have different policies, but their 
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programs look similar in that they offer the same basic job search 
services. In Michigan, local administrators have great discretion 
over the programs. Thus, the complexity of Michigan's program 
varies by county. 

The four programs also differ in the paths participants must 
follow. In Michigan, income-eligibility workers (those who 
determine AFDC eligibility and benefit levels) refer AFDC 
recipients who are required or wish to participate to MOST workers, 
who assign them to activities and handle support services. In 
Massachusetts, income-eligibility workers refer AFDC recipients 
desiring education or training to ET workers; others are referred 
directly to staff of the Department of Employment Security (DES) 
for job placement. 

In Texas, income-eligibility workers refer AFDC recipients who 
are required or wish to participate to workers in either the Texas 
Department of Human Services (TDHS) unit, which administers the 
employment program, or TEC, 
local offices, 

depending on the local office. In some 
all AFDC recipients who are required to participate 

go to TEC, while voluntary participants go to TDHS. In others, TEC 
handles a specific percentage of mandatory participants. Oregon 
local offices also have flexibility concerning intake procedures. 
In some offices, income-eligibility workers refer mandatory 
participants to JOBS workers. In others, the JOBS workers see AFDC 
applicants first, providing orientation about the program and 
determining if applicants are required to participate. Then those 
applicants who are not required to participate and do not volunteer 
are referred to an income-eligibility worker. 
officials, 

According to local 
this system eliminates confusion for AFDC recipients by 

reducing the number of caseworkers they must see. 
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Table 2: Prqran Models and goals 

Pt-ogran none 

Model 

GOBIS 

Jobs sought for 
pu-ticipants 

Mminisirative 
stru~ure 

Intake procedures 

kSXhUS&tS 

Employmant and Training Cholaes (ET) 

MultIpIe services provided b+ multiple nonwelfare 

aganci es. Progra acts as broker to obta In 
services for patlcipants. 

Place welfare recipients In meaningful Jobs; 
reduce welfare dependency; save lax dol lars. 
Local offices cited helping participants achieve 
self-sufflciefhzy. 

lPriorItytl or 9weningfu111 jobs: those that pay 
$5 or mre per hcur, last 30 days or more, and are 
ful I-time. 

Central office sets policy. Local offloes 
administer, general ly fol lcwlng central off ice 
guidance although some variations do occur. 

InconweIIglblIily caseworkers, who functicn as 
overal I case nwiagers, refer recipients needing 
educat icn or traln ing to ET casworkers. Other 
participants may be referred directly to 
Errploynmnt Security for placenant. Voucher day 
care workers arrmge chl Id care. 

Michigall 

Michigan Oppatunity and Skills Training #lDST) 

progrm 

hltlple services provided both by progra and 

nanwelfare agencies. &ever, prcgrm\ varies by 
10x1 office. 

Help people get off public assistance and beame 
selfsufflclent b overcoming barriers to 
employment and helping then find a Job. 

At least minlnum wage and 50 hours a week. J&s 
lmst be retained for 90 days fcr placelmt credit. 
Caseworkers divided between participants taktng 
any job and taking only Jobe leedlng to self- 
suffici6ncy. 

Local offloes have significant discretion over 
progra ccntent. Variation anmg sites in terne 
of policies and servloss offered. 

Inccnweliglbillty caseworkers refer msndatcry and 
voluntary patictpants to MOST asworkers, who 
assign then to actlvitiee and arrange support 
SWVilRS. 
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Tea Oreson 

Employment Services Program JOBS 

One basic service provided primarily by program One basic service provided primsrlly by prcgran 

staff and Texas Employment Carmission (TEC) under staff. 
antract. 

Achieve rrexirmm number of employment entries. 

Individual regions my aim for higher quality 
p I acemsnts . 

Assist JOBS participants to becane self- 

supPwtirg. 

Many caseworkers aim for the best jobs avai lable Participants rrust accept any bona fide job offer, 

to match interest and skills. In reality, hope including temporary, pemenent, full-time, part- 
for full-time job paying at least mininum wage. time, of seasonal. Mwt pay wage equal to federal 

or state minimm wage. (In practice, caseworkers 
are more fl~ible.1 

State provides general guidance. Administered State office sets broad policy and I-1 offices 

through regions, which have discretion over f Mible within those bounds. Administered 
progran shape. Local offices within the regions, through regional and local offices. 
some of which cover huge areas, deliver the 
pt-cgran services. 

Depending on local offices, in-1 igibil ity Varies by local offices. In sane, in- 

caseworkers refer mandatory and voluntary eligibility workers refer msndatcry participants 
participants either to errployment progra to K%S caseworkew, who arrange tenm of job 
caseworkers or TE for employment-related search and any suppcrt servioas provided. In 
services. Support services arranged by same unit others, JOBS caseworkers are responsible for 
that administers employment program. intake. 
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Program Expenditures 
by Source of Funds 

A comparison of program funding patterns illustrates 
differences in resources and state commitments. Massachusetts has 
the most richly funded program, spending an average $1,257 per 
participant in 1986 (see table 3). This compares with $410 in 
Michigan and $170 in Texas. (We note that some definitions of 
participation include people receiving minimal services, which 
would dilute the expenditures per participant to some extent.) The 
cost per Oregon participant could not be calculated because an 
annual count of participants was not available. 

Massachusetts' higher expenditures are related to a number of 
factors discussed later in the report. ET stresses relatively 
intensive services, such as education and training. Moreover, ET 
pays for most of these services, rather than relying on other 
programs, such as the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), to pay 
for them (see "Program Activities"). Massachusetts also provides 
more assistance with child care than do the other states, including 
assistance for program graduates (see "Child Care Assistance"). ET 
officials feel that the higher costs, which pay for the child care 
and intensive services, are associated with the higher wages 
received by ET participants (see "Program Results"). 

A large state contribution to program resources makes possible 
Massachusetts' generous funding per participant--state funds 
accounted for 65 percent of total 1986 program expenditures. 
Michigan also contributed a substantial portion (slightly less than 
half) of funds for AFDC recipients in the MOST program. Texas and 
Oregon contributed less than 30 percent of their programs' 
expenditures. WIN funds were an important funding source for 
Michigan, accounting for 44 percent of total expenditures; Texas, 
46 percent; and Oregon, 47 percent. 

Findings from our earlier study show that Massachusetts and 
Michigan are exceptions in the proportion of their program budgets 
provided from state funds and, in Massachusetts' case, its reduced 
reliance on WIN funds. In fiscal year 1985, three-fourths of the 
WIN Demonstrations received about 70 percent or more of their 
funding from the federal government. In that year, WIN funds 
accounted for over 60 percent of the WIN Demonstration budgets 
nationally. 
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Table 3: AFDC E&ployment Program Expenditures by Sources of Funds (Fiscal 
Year 1986) 

Dollars in thousands 

Funding source 

Federal: 
IV-A 
WIN (fiscal 

year 1986) 
WINcarried 

forwarda 
Special 

project 

Subtotal 

State: 
Match for 

federal 
Additional 

state 

Subtotal 

Local: 

Massachusetts Michigan Texas Oreqcn 
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

$6,800 

5,100 

3,100 

000 

15.000 

7,600 

20,300 

27,900 

000 
To 

hf&JgL $42,900 

AVWZlge 
expenditures 
per participant 
(actual) $1,257b 

Average 
expenditures / 
per placement 
(actual) $3,333 

aWIN funds not expended 

16 

12 

7 

0 

35 - 

18 

47 

65 - 

0 

100 

$2,429 

14,765 

000 

000 

17,194 

4,070 

12,474 

16,544 

000 

33,738 

$410 

d $457 $8 10 

7 

44 

0 

0 

51 - 

12 

37 

49 - 

0 

gg 

$2,178 24 $2,893 

4,093 46 5,641 

000 0 000 

146 2 000 

6,417 72 8,534 

2,497 

000 

2,497 

000 

$8,914 

28 

0 

28 

0 

g.g 

3,520 

000 

3,520 

000 

$12,054 

$170 C 

24 

47 

0 

0 

71 - 

29 

0 

29 - 

0 

gg 

in 1 year can be carried forward for use in the next. 

bMassachusetts' average child care expenditure per participant was $510 (41 
percent of average expenditures per participant). These figures represent 
total expenditures averaged over all participants and do not reflect an 
actual amount per participnt who received child care. 

'?annot be calculated because total participants unamilable. 

dCannot be calculated because total placements umvailable. 
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PARTICIPATION AND PRIORITY GROUPS 

"Targeting" --directing services to specific groups defined by 
formal priorities-- is an important aspect of most welfare reform 
proposals. In practice, the presence of formal priorities does not 
mean certain people are served before others. Similarly, the 
absence of such priorities does not mean all groups are served. 
Caseworker discretion plays an important role in participant 
selection. In addition, a program's resources and approach can 
affect how many and which people participate. Consequently, the 
profiles of program participants vary from state to state and 
within a state may diverge from the characteristics of the AFDC 
population as a whole. 

Participation Rates 

Monthly average program size in fiscal year 1986 ranged from 
about 13,000 participants in Oregon to over 50,000 in Michigan (see 
table 4). The number of participants for the entire year ran ed 
from about 34,000 in Massachusetts to 82,000 in Michigan, wit 8 
Oregon unable to provide a number. However, the definition of 
participant varies by state (see app. III for a description of 
problems in obtaining participant counts and other specific data 
elements): Massachusetts includes only people receiving services, 
excluding those receiving only orientation or assessment. Michigan 
includes those who receive any service, even orientation or 
assessment. Texas does not use the concept of participation, but 
was able to provide a count of people who were involved in some 
type of activity, including assessment and self-placement. Oregon 
counts anyone required to be in the program or who volunteers for 
it as a participant. 

Comparing the numbers of actual participants in relation to 
the pool of potential participants is difficult because comparable 
measures are not available for all programs. We sought to use 
program registrants as the pool of people from which participants 
could reasonably be drawn. However, various definitions of 
registration and states' inability to provide either monthly or 
annual counts resulted in little comparable data being available. 
The number of participants can also be compared with the number of 
adult AFDC recipients in a state. Although the adult AFDC 
recipient count includes some people who might not be expected to 
participate (such as the disabled or women with young children), it 
does give a basis for comparisons across states. In addition, 
since all four programs include significant proportions of women 
with young children-- the largest group normally not expected to 
participate--basing a participation rate on the entire AFDC adult 
caseload is not unreasonable. 

Annual rates for three of the states show comparable 
proportions participating in the programs: 28 percent in 
Massachusetts, 26 percent in Michigan, and 30 percent in Texas. 
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Oregon was unable to provide an annual number of participants, thus 
making computation of an annual rate impossible. 

Monthly participation rates drop only slightly in 
Massachusetts, to 20 percent, and in Michigan, to 24 percent, 
suggesting that many people are in long-term activities. The Texas 
participation rate drops considerably more, to 13 percent, 
suggesting that activities on average are more short term. Oregon 
has a considerably higher number of participants in relation to its 
AFDC caseload than the other states--about 46 percent. This rate 
may be due in part to its treatment of the program as a 
requirement, not a service. Thus, limited program capacity does 
not affect participation. However, the comparison with other 
states is somewhat deceptive because Oregon’s program involves some 
AFDC applicants who were not approved for welfare and are not 
included in the base of our participation rate. Thus, the rate 
presented here may be overstated. 

We note again, however, that Michigan, Oregon, and Texas 
include as participants some people who received only minimal 
services. Therefore, their participation rates should be viewed as 
an upper limit. 
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Table 4: Participation Rates (Fiscal Year 1986) 

Massachusetts Michiqan 

Adult AFDC 
recipients: 

Monthly 
Annual 

Employment 
program 
registrants: 

Monthly 
Annual 

Employment 
program 
participants:b 

Monthly 
Annual 

Participants as 
percentage of 
registrants: 

Monthly 
Annual 

Participants as 
percentage of 
AFDC recipients: 

Monthly 
Annual 

aNot available. 

16,513 53,140 15,077 13,060 
34,128 82,333 52,540 a 

Texas Oreqon 

84,427 220,050 119,032 28,198 
120,000 312,171 173,508 a 

a 215,844 42,679 a 
a a 85,562 a 

a 25 35 a 
a a 61 a 

20 24 13 46 
28 26 30 a 

bMassachusetts counted as participants those people who received a 
service such as education or training, 
orientation or assessment. 

not those receiving only 
Michigan included all registrants who 

participated in any component of the MOST program, including 
orientation or assessment. Texas counted people who were involved 
in any program activity, including assessment and self-placement. 
Oregon included anyone required to participate or volunteering to 
participate in the JOBS program. 
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Priorities for Serving AFDC Clients 

There has been extensive discussion about whether welfare 
employment programs should serve certain groups of welfare 
recipients before other groups. Some research suggests that 
programs serving AFDC recipients with children under 6 years of age 
and the more disadvantaged recipients (including long-term welfare 
users and those with little education or work experience) might 
produce the greatest benefits in the long run. As a result, 
welfare reform bills often require targeting these groups or 
adjusting required levels of performance to account for the greater 
difficulty of serving disadvantaged, harder-to-serve groups. 

Of the four programs, only the Massachusetts ET program 
reported giving priority to certain groups within the AFDC program, 
as shown in table 5. These priority groups, however, are so broad 
they cover almost the entire AFDC caseload. ET's informal priority 
groups --people on welfare 2 or more years, Hispanics, and public 
housing residents-- are more narrowly defined. The central office 
staff explained that the target groups are not served before other 
welfare recipients since ET operates on a first come, first serve 
basis. Instead, special efforts are made to attract target groups 
into the program, and some contracts are geared to Hispanics, 
pregnant and parenting teens, and long-term welfare recipients. In 
view of this approach to targeting, it is not surprising that none 
of the Massachusetts local administrators interviewed reported 
having priority groups. Most ET caseworkers we interviewed said 
they had no priorities; the remainder had varying priorities. 

TEC, which administers part of Texas' Employment Services 
Program, 
first. 

has an informal policy of serving job-ready registrants 
Since the program's focus is on job search and placement, 

other registrants would need education and training before they 
would be ready for this service. Michigan local administrators 
reported giving high priority to registrants with skills, 
education, or recent work history or registrants from AFDC-UP 
families (who are more likely to be men with recent work 
histories). A major reason for selecting these groups was that 
they were easier to place in jobs since numbers of job placements 
determine local office funding. Of the 11 MOST caseworkers who 
cited priority groups, 8 said they gave priority to registrants 
from AFDC-UP families. Eight also cited characteristics, such as 
having older children, few children, or transportation, which would 
make the participants easier to place. 

Although case workers can give priority to certain groups, they 
can also screen out participation by some people who are not 
formally exempt. In our previous report, we found that program 
staff sometimes screened out people who were difficult or expensive 
to serve or whom caseworkers thought would not be able to find 
employment. 
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In each state visited in this study, at least half the 
caseworkers we interviewed said they screen out participation by 
some AFDC recipients, placing them in an exempt, inactive, holding, 
or suspended category. However, those people screened out in one 
state might be included in another. In Massachusetts, those 
screened out might have severe medical, family, or motivational 
problems. Caseworkers might follow up with these people at a later 
date. Michigan caseworkers screened out those with mental health 
or medical problems and single parents with several small children. 
In Texas, those screened out had problems such as low education 
levels, lack of work experience, or multiple barriers to 
employment. Such recipients might be served in Massachusetts, 
because of the greater availability of training and education. 
Like Michigan caseworkers, those in Oregon and Texas reported 
screening out people with health problems. 

The four programs differed in the extent to which registrants 
who were currently unassigned would be contacted at a later date. 
All ET caseworkers said they would follow up with such registrants, 
at intervals ranging from every month to once a year. Ten of 16 
Michigan caseworkers with unassigned cases said they would follow 
up, at intervals ranging from 1 to 6 months. In Texas, 5 of 11 
caseworkers with unassigned cases said they would follow up, 
usually at 6-month intervals. Information on the extent of follow- 
up in Oregon was not available. 
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Table 5: Priorities for Servinq PFOC Participants 

slate: 

hl-lf8l 

Informal 

Loal 

administrators: 

caseworkers: 

People screened 

from 
participsting 

Massachusetts 

Wamn with children 14-18. 
Volunteer registrants. 
Parent I ng teens. 
Dependents (teen* children of recipients). 
Twoparent fami I ies. 

Cn wel fare 2 or nore years. 

Hispanics. 

Public housing residents. 

&st had no priorities; a fa had individual 

priorltles, such as most Wivated, nest 
disadvantaged, lP, single parents, test job ready. 

7 of 14 caseworkers screen; types of participants 

mnt lomd: those with medical, family, or 
notlwticnal problef6. 

Mlchiqan 

Depends on particular service. 

kme. 

3 cited participants with recent work history, 

skills, or education; 3 cited AFOXP participants 
as high priority. 

MIX+; other recipients with Job-r- 

characteristics; some had no priorltles. 

10 of 17 case~%rs screen; types of particlpsnts 

include those with mmtal health or nmdIcal 
problems, single parents with several smsll 
chi Idren. 
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Tges Oregon 

None. 

TEC: Jo&ready participants. 

Job-ready paticipants. 3 sites-none; 1 sitwicipants with recent 

uwk hlstay. 

Job-ready pu-ticipants. Generally, none; ane caseworker reported worklrg 

with the mt actt~3 pai-ticipants. 

11 of 16 caseworkers screen; types of participants 4 of 8 caseworkers screen; lypas of paticrpants 
include those with Icw educational levels, lack of include those with SBVW~ oc rmttlplb bi~kirs, 
work experience. language barriers, health such as lack of work skflls, IeSmlng 
problems, or multiple barriers; those residing in dlsabilitles, nmmtal health probIers, poor 
t-e&e areas or areas without jobs or caring for physical appearance, ard me msdlcally and 

relatives. physical ly dlsadvant0ged. 
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Characteristics of Participants 
and AFDC Caseload 

Data on the characteristics of program participants indicate 
the extent to which the states are serving the harder-to-serve 
(more disadvantaged) AFDC recipients and other groups that might 
benefit from the programs. Such data are also necessary to 
interpret program results since a program serving relatively well- 
educated clients or those with recent work histories would be 
expected to perform better. However, research shows such clients 
are more likely to leave welfare on their own, meaning the program 
would achieve little in true savings.3 

All programs were able to provide most of the participant 
characteristics we requested (see table 6). However, the basis for 
different attributes varied, as shown in appendix III. Our 
previous report found employment programs often did not collect 
information on participants. Thus, any new welfare employment 
program requiring targeting would have to establish uniform methods 
of defining and surveying characteristics. 

As expected, most program participants were women. The highest 
proportion of men was in Michigan, where men were 23 percent of the 
AFDC recipients in the MOST program. Oregon also had a relatively 
high male proportion of 16 percent. When each program's 
participants are compared with the AFDC caseload in the state, the 
programs in general tended to serve more male AFDC recipients than 
the male proportion of AFDC household heads or adults. This was 
particularly true for Michigan, where men were 9 percent of AFDC 
household heads. 

The most striking difference among the employment program 
caseloads was in racial and ethnic characteristics. The majority 
of participants in Massachusetts, Michigan, and Oregon were white 
(non-Hispanic). Within those three states, Oregon's JOBS had few 
minorities (17 percent of participants): in Massachusetts and 
Michigan minorities made up 40 percent of their employment program 
participants. In contrast, 85 percent of Texas' registrants (the 
only group for which Texas could report most characteristics) were 
minorities. Program participants' ethnic composition tends to 
reflect that of the AFDC caseload except in Michigan, where blacks 
represent 46 percent of the caseload and 36 percent of MOST 
participants. 

3See David T. Ellwood, Taroetino "Would-Be" Lonq-Term Recipients of 
a Policv Research Inc., 1986), pp. AFDC (Princeton, NJ: -Mathematic 

41-44; Daniel Friedlander and David Long, A Study of Performance- 
Measures and Subgroup Impacts in Three Welfare Em& 
(New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1987), p. *- 

Dlovment Proarams 

bl. 
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All the states had significant proportions, about one-third to 
one-ha1 f, of participants with children under 6 in their employment 
programs. Oregon and Texas program participants were less likely 
to have a child under 6 years old than AFDC recipients in those 
states; Massachusetts' and Michigan's employment programs have only 
slightly smaller proportions of women with children under 6 years 
as in their AFDC caseloads. About half of participants in both 
Massachusetts' and Michigan's employment programs had children 
under 6 years of age. Michigan's much higher male and UP 
percentages suggest that more of the Michigan participants with 
young children were men from two-parent households rather than 
single parents, thus reducing the need for child care assistance. 

Much of the data needed to assess whether programs are serving 
the more disadvantaged, harder-to-serve clients are not available. 
Data on the education of program participants are available for 
only a small sample in Oregon, a 1987 sample of AFDC recipients in 
Massachusetts, and, in Texas, only for those who went through TEC. 
Because of these small samples and diverse sources, comparisons 
between the states are difficult. 

Recent data on work history are available in Oregon and 
Massachusetts from small samples, but on different bases. And data 
on welfare history are not available on a comparable basis across 
the programs. 
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Table 6: Characteristics of Employment-Program Participants and 
AFDC Caseloads (Fiscal Year 1986) 

All numbers are percentages 

Massachusetts Michiqan Texas 
Characteristic ETd AFDCO MOSTC AFD& ESPe AFDCf JOBS AFDC - ---p-p- 

UP i 

Male 8 

Race/national 
origin: 
White, 

non-Hispanic 60 
Black 19 
Hispanic 20 
Other 1 
Unknown 0 

Number of 
children 

1 45 
2 31 
3+ 24 

Youngest 
child under 6 53 

High school 
degree/GED 38 

Worked in 
past 2 years i 

Ever worked 62 
On AFDC less 

than 2 years 
in total 54" 

2 23 14 j j 

4 23 9 7 3 

i 

16 

3 

10k 

60 60 50 15 18 83 82 
17 36 46 47 43 7 9 
21 2 2 37 38 4 4 

2 1 1 2 1 6 4 
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

38 
37 
25 

60 

52 

i 
82 

i 43 36 
i 32 32 i 25 32 

40 
40 
21 

50 58 38 

56 60 431 

i i i 
i i i 

35 
31 
34 

68 
i 

i 
i 

34 

52m 

70 
i 

50 
29 
21 

65 

61 
i 
i 

58O i i 65" 69" 23p 319 

Note: Percentages for groups of characteristics may not add to 100 
due to rounding. 

aEducation and work history data based on the ET participants 
included in a 2-percent sample of AFDC household heads in fiscal 
year 1987. 

bAge of youngest child data based on fiscal year 1986 AFDC quality 
control sample of AFDC families. UP data based on Department of 
Health and Human Services (HHS) data provided to the Senate Finance 
Committee. Education and work history data based on a 2-percent 
sample of AFDC household heads in fiscal year 1987. Other data 
based on all AFDC household heads at the end of fiscal year 1985. 
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CAge of young est 
participants; 

child data based on a 5-percent sample of MOST 
other data based on all participants. 

dData on race and gender are for all AFDC grantees in June 1986; UP 
data based on HHS data provided to the Senate Finance Committee; 
other data based on fiscal year 1986 AFDC quality control sample of 
AFDC families. 

eExcept education, data are for all Employment Services Program 
registrants. 

fData are for all AFDC caretakers in August 1986. 

gData based on a sample of 20 percent of JOBS participants in 13 
local offices, which were chosen to be representative of the entire 
program; in some cases not all the branches were sampled. 

hUP data based on HHS data provided to the Senate Finance 
Committee; data on gender, ethnicity, number of children, and age 
of youngest child based on fiscal year 1986 AFDC quality control 
samples of AFDC families. Data on education and welfare receipt 
based on Oregon Department of Human Resources study of 145 AFDC 
families. 

iNot available. 

jNOt applicable. 

kData on gender based on all adults, rather than one adult per 
grant, as in the other states. 

lEducation data are for participants served by TEC, who may not be 
representative of all Employment Services Program participants. 

mLevel of education was unknown for 16 percent of the JOBS 
participant sample; these participants' education was assumed to be 
distributed in the same way as the rest of the sample. 

"Based on records covering the most recent spell on AFDC. 

OBased on records covering the last'3 years of welfare receipt. 

pBased on records covering the entire history of welfare receipt. 

qBased on records covering the last 43 months of welfare receipt. 
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Mandatory and Voluntary Aspects of the Programs 

The major welfare reform proposals call for various degrees of 
mandatory participation in employment programs, reflecting the 
debate over the programs' basic nature. As shown in table 7, the 
four programs we studied illustrate the range of variations in 
participation requirements. Massachusetts requires registration of 
all recipients meeting federal requirements for WIN registration 
(the "WIN-mandatory" categories). However, participation in ET is 
voluntary. Texas requires those in the WIN-mandatory categories to 
participate. Oregon and Michigan both have waivers from HHS to 
expand the mandatory pool beyond the WIN categories. Oregon 
requires all caretakers with children 3 years of age and over to 
participate; Michigan extends its requirement to all caretakers of 
children over 6 months. 

In Massachusetts, the ability to attract voluntary 
participation is crucial. Central and local administrators all 
reported extensive efforts to market the program to potential 
participants. In Texas, a considerable effort is made to encourage 
recipients not required to participate to seek services. The 
Oregon and Michigan programs, which have proportionately larger 
mandatory groups, generally do not actively recruit voluntary 
participants. Michigan's state policy encourages volunteers, but 
the local offices we visited generally did not actively recruit 
because they lacked the program capacity. In addition, the degree 
to which an income-eligibility worker "sells" the MOST program 
often depends on the relationship between the income-eligibility 
staff and the MOST staff. In some locations, the two staffs work 
closely together; in others, they do not. 

According to Oregon state-level officials, volunteers are 
actively encouraged, but local administrators said they did not 
actively recruit volunteers or did so infrequently. One official 
said there is no incentive to recruit volunteers because 
performance criteria are geared toward serving mandatory 
participants. 

States that do encourage volunteers tend to rely on income- 
eligibility workers to sell the program to their clients. These 
states also use marketing materials such as brochures, posters, and 
direct mail letters. 

We asked employment program caseworkers for their opinions on 
which type of program works better, voluntary or mandatory. Their 
opinions generally were consistent with the program approach being 
used, though there were exceptions. Workers in favor of a 
voluntary program cited greater motivation among voluntary 
participants. Workers favoring a mandatory approach thought a push 
was needed to bring unmotivated recipients into the programs. In 
Texas, even though the majority of workers interviewed thought 
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mandatory programs worked better, the program overall has succeeded 
in recruiting voluntary registrants. 

Mandatory participation or registration requirements imply 
penalties for noncompliance. Refusal to register or participate in 
an AFDC employment program without good cause can result in a 
temporary reduction or interruption of AFDC benefits, termed a 
"sanction." We obtained information on the number of sanctions 
imposed in Texas and Michigan. In Texas, the number of sanctions 
was a small proportion (1.2 percent) of the number of participants. 
In Michigan, the proportion was larger, but still only 5.6 percent. 
Oregon research staff could not count the number of people against 
whom sanctions were imposed in fiscal year 1986. However, they did 
provide monthly data showing that in June 1986, the number of 
people under sanction was 19 percent of the number of participants. 
Program staff reported that there was not much seasonal variation, 
but the imposition of sanctions is increasing over time. 
Massachusetts, where only registration is mandatory, does not 
collect data on sanctions. 
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Table 7: &ndatoty/VoIuntary Aspects of Progra% 

kkmdatory groups 

Artively encourage 
volunteers? 

km are volunteers 
ehcouraged? 

Percentage of 
patilclpahts who 
are volunteers 

which works 
m*, 
-toryor 
voluntay? 

sanctions inposed 
as percentage of 
paticipants 

kssachusatts 

Registration ITJCJIJ~~-~~ for W1Nmandatof-y 
~teegories; participation mdatoq for no one. 

Yes. 

Encouraged b i ncoimeligibllity and ET 
caseworkers, each with own pitch. Sophisticated 
marketing cmpaigns thrcugh central and local 
off ices. Capalgn has different thene each year. 

Not applicable 

14 casemrkars I ntefv Itwed. 

Voluntary ( IO caseworkers). 
More motivated and ccqxmtlve; can’t mtlvate 
through threats; pat-ticlpaticm seen as positive 
experience. 

I&ndatory (4 caseworkers). 
Would increase participation and bring in 
unmtivated participants and these who are 
comfortable on welfare. 

Lhavai lablmrogram does inpose sanctions on some 
people, but does not col lect data on then. 

MldllC@ll 

WIN-nsndatory recipients, those with children OVBT 

age 6 moths, and a far others nofmal ly em@ 
mst pzrticipahs. 

State said yes; local off/C85 said no. Mber of 
mandatory participants (due to waiver to include 
wcmm with young children) keeps caseloads high. 

FM appl Icable. 

1 

17 caseworkers Interviewed; 1 did not respond. 

Voluntary (3 caseworkers). 
More mtivated. 

kbndatory ( 13 caseworkers), 
Lack of mtivaticm to volunteer: have to be 
forced into situation where can s- benefits of 
participating. Helps find recipients with 
unrepcfted ihons. 

5.6 
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Tges 

WINmandatory recipients rn5t pCticlpat% W1N-mulaiot-y applicants and recipients, those 

with children 3 years and over, and a fm others 
normally e#enpt, rmst paticlpate. 

bS. State said yes, but local administrators said no. 

&~il out marketing material; recruitmmt efforts Thrwgh orientation process, Ilteratve. 

using former participants; signs/posters; I- 
eligibility workers nake pitch 

40 for registrants; data unavailable for 

partlclpan+s. 
2 (nonthly). 

16 caseworkers lnterviared; 3 did not respond. 8 m intervia&; 1 did not respond. 

Voluntary (3 caseworkers). 

Tend to be younger and nore mt ivated 

tbndatory ( 10 cascrorkers) . 
Need the push of the threat of sanctions to get 
off welfare. 

Voluntary (0 caseworkers). 

Mandatory (7 caserxkws). 
Voluntesrs Interested in getting support sBTvla%, 
such as car repairs; ncndatory program needed to 
get paticlpants stated; volunteers are 
unrealistic about wages thq eqect. 

1.2 In June 1966, me number of people against whan 
sanctions had been inposed was 19 percent of the 

nvnber of pa-ticipants. 
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ASSESSMENT AND ACTIVITY ASSIGNMENT 

To provide services, an employment program must first 
determine a participant's needs. The more services a program 
offers, the more important such an assessment becomes. The 
participant's cooperation in choosing services is also essential. 
Thus, we looked at how programs assess their participants and reach 
an agreement on activities and services. Because one feature of 
the welfare reform proposals is an agency-client agreement or 
contract, we also looked at how the programs formalize the decision 
on activities selected. 

Assessment Techniaues 

An initial assessment of participants' needs and skills is a 
basic feature of welfare reform proposals. All the programs we 
studied assess participants in some way. As shown in table 8, in 
their assessments, program staff mainly interview participants 
about work history, educational background, and job interests. 

The Massachusetts and Michigan programs also use contractors 
to assess some of their participants. These assessments are more 
likely to include aptitude, interest, or educational competency 
testing. For example, in Massachusetts, ET participants are 
offered an in-depth assessment called Career Planning, which local 
offices use to varying degrees. This assessment is intended for 
participants who do not know what they want to do while in the 
program. Some Career Planning contractors also provide education 
or training services; this practice was criticized by a contractor 
and an advocacy group because contractors providing assessment 
might try to channel participants into their own services. 

In all states, nonwelfare agencies providing services to AFDC 
employment programs also assess participants to determine if they 
qualify for their services. Again, these assessments are more 
likely to include testing than those performed by employment 
program staff. Thus, a participant could be assessed by (1) a case 
worker to determine what activity he or she should attend, (2) a 
contractor to identify activities for those uncertain about their 
interests, and (3) the agency providing the activity selected. 

Not every participant in Massachusetts receives the same ET- 
sponsored assessment. Most are initially assessed by an ET worker, 
but some do not choose the more intensive Career Planning activity, 
and a few could enter a contractor's program directly without even 
an assessment by an ET worker. In Michigan, policies vary by local 
office and by individual participant characteristics, including 
work experience, skills, and goals. In Texas, state officials said 
policies vary by region; however, officials in all regions we 
visited reported that all participants would go through the same 
assessment steps. Oregon participants all receive the same JOBS 
assessment, though assessments by JTPA may vary. 
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All programs reassess participants periodically. In 
Massachusetts and Michigan, reassessment could be triggered by 
completion of an activity or when a participant has problems in an 
activity. Oregon participants are reassessed at least every 6 
months. In Texas, AFDC recertification seems to be the primary 
trigger for reassessment, though other factors could result in a 
more frequent assessment. In most cases, the reassessment appears 
to be simply a review of the initial assessment. 
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Table 8: Techniques Used to Assess Participants 

&isachusetts 

ksessed by YeS. 

prcgran staff? 

Tech lqws Interviews and revla, of work history and 

educat ha I background. 

Michiqul 

Yes. 

Interviars and revien of worth history and 

aducatimal bsckgmund. A few caseworkers do 
interest and aptitude testing. 

NDmel fare N3nwaIfare agencies provide assessment routinely. NDnweIfare agencies routinely assess; program 

agencl es assess? Program has assessmm t activity cal led Career ccntracts for special assessmsnts when needed. 

Planning, provided 4 contract. 

Techn lques Interest/aptitude testing, including manual ParticIpanti ney receive interest/aptitude and 

dexterity; personality testing, interviews, review personality testing throu# contract or referral. 
of work history. Dther agencies providing services routinely use 

testing for assessments. 

lb all No-some respond directly to nonwelfare agency Varies ty lccal offlce; steps based cf7 

partlclpants go nerketlng; some do not chase Career Planning. participant’s work gtperienoa, ski1 Is, and goals. 
through eech 
step? 

Resssessed? Yes. YeS. 

when? ~?WI paticipant finishes activity, fails to After canpleting activity or when axperlencing 

carplete activity, cr se~6 to be spinning wheels. problems while in an activity. 

kW? Similar to initial assessment; nuy include Discussion between c aseuorker and pu-ticipant; 

canceling or reevaluating goals and retesting. schools nuy reassess to determlne progress. 
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Te#as 

Y8S. 

Oregcn 

YeS. 

Interviars and revler of work hlstcry and 

educational background; a few workers checked 
particlpantst references; one administered 
proficiency tests. 

TEC and JlPA provide routinely; occasicnal ly 

others. 

Interviar, reviar of work hlstuy/educatlonaI 
background, yrne testing. 

mds on individual reglonrs pol Icles. Al I 

regions visiiad did send everyone through each 
step. 

yes. 

During rerxtiflcatlons or when changes occur. 

Review initial assessment In light of subsequent 

changes and prcgrees. 

Interviens, revier of work history and educaticnal 

background, oaxslonally interest and aptitude 
testing and reference checks. 

JTPA does assessment for Its am pupcees. 

May involve interviars, revicu of work history and 
educxrflonal background, Interest and aptitude 
testing, personality testing, reference checks, 
IabPr market orlentatlon, and career decision- 
rrsking. 

Al I pu-ticlpants go through the sans JOBS 

assesment. In JlPA programs, varies by SDA. 

yes. 

Every 6 mmths, thw# nrxe frequently In sum 

CaseS. 

Update fonm, assess changes, nnke adJustmnts. 
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specifying the maximum amount the program will pay. Finally, the 
participant signs a statement that he or she (1) understands what 
is required and the possible consequences of not carrying out the 
activities and (2) agrees to comply with the plan. 

Welfare reform proposals would use the agency-client agreement 
to define the state's obligation to provide services as well as the 
AFDC recipient's obligation to participate. Therefore, we 
discussed with program officials what happens when the state cannot 
provide an activity in the plan. The officials did not consider 
such occurrences a problem. Texas and Oregon mainly offer job 
search, which is easy to provide. Because participation in 
Massachusetts is voluntary, the participant can choose to wait 
until the activity becomes available or accept a second choice. 

In actual practice among the states, however, caseworkers may 
not include unavailable activities in a plan in the first place. 
Similarly, disagreement between caseworkers and participants over 
the plans' contents does not seem to be a problem, perhaps because 
choices of services are limited or, in the case of Massachusetts, 
the participants have the final decision. These responses suggest 
that requiring agency-client agreements would not necessarily 
ensure that states provide the services participants need. If a 
type of service was unavailable, the agreement or contract probably 
would not include it and the state thus would not be required to 
provide it. 

The average amount of time caseworkers reported spending on 
assessment and development of the employability plan was 30 to 45 
minutes per client for most workers in Massachusetts, about 50 
minutes in Oregon, and about an hour in Texas. Caseworkers 
generally felt the plans were useful tools in meeting employability 
needs. In Oregon, however, JOBS caseworkers said the plans were 
only as meaningful as the program itself, voicing dissatisfaction 
with the content of the JOBS program. 
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Table 9: Use of Enployabi I II-y Plans 

Are plans used? 

Wat plan cantalns 

what happens when 
state cannot 
provide 
activity? 

when caseworker 

and patlcipant 
disagee 

Now effective are 

plans? 

Tim, spent on 

assessment and 

PIan 

Massachwe+rs 

Yes, employment plan. 

Gosls, steps In achieving them, support services. 

Often f I I led out s each step ccqleted, rather 
than when participant initially enters program. 

Plan could be amended to select another activlly, 
or participant carld wait until activity beccm~ 
available. 

lkusl ly final decision up to participant. be 

caseuorker tries to refer patlcipant to 
assessment activity; one lets particlpents have 
first choi ca, but they mt6t acaept casarorker 
reamwmndation if that dces not work out. 

Useful for Identifying needs, guiding 

partlclpants, measuring success, and tracking 
participants. Cme worker vlwed a5 contract. 

Majority of caaeuorkers: 30-45 minutes. 

Range: 15 minutes to 1 hour. 

Michlqal 

No. 

Not applicable. 

Not appl icable. 

Not applicable. 

Not appl Icable. 

Not applicable. 
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Yes, enployabi I ity plan. Yes, JOBS Actlon Plan. 

Activities, acceptable and unacceptable jobs, 

expected sa lacy or wages, transport-at ion 
avallable, desired work hours, participant 
responslbl I itles. 

Rquirenrnts for participation in Job search 

activities; suppart service needs; time franms for 

rrngletlfg activities. 

Plan could be amended, but education and tralnlng Not an Issu3-prinary activihl is job search. 
usually not included If not available. 

General ly negotiate and are able to readr an 

agreement. 
Disagreement rare; cascnnrker negotiates with 
patlclpant, who msy discuss with supsrvlsor. 
Nt#t step would be fair hewing, but used mainly 
when sanctlons appl led. 

Vsry effective in meeting employabIlity needs. As mmnlngful or useful as program itself. 

Caseworkers had cafplaints about content of 
wowa. 

Average: appralnstely 1 hour. Average: about 50 minutes, 

Range: 30 minutes to 2 hours. Range: 30 minutes to 1 hour. 
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services to qualify for these jobs. Thus, the legislature has 
little incentive to appropriate money for such services. 

Oregon officials said the job search emphasis was to get 
people into jobs quickly. Education and training are permitted on 
a limited basis because of a restricted budget, but the program 
tries to assure that harder-to-place participants have training and 
educational activities if job search is unsuccessful. 

Michigan program officials at state and local levels cited 
different program emphases. State officials said their program 
emphasizes job search, but when caseworkers were asked what 
services they emphasize for their participants, eight said 
education and five said vocational training. Massachusetts does 
not emphasize any particular service. 

Only Oregon had an activity or sequence of activities 
mandatory for all participants. All JOBS participants perform job 
search when entering the program. Those considered hardest to 
place may later enter education or training. In practice, most 
participants only receive job search services, with few going on to 
education and training. Most Texas participants also perform job 
search. Caseworkers in Massachusetts and Michigan described a 
variety of common sequences, including job search either before or 
after other types of services. 

47 



Table 10: Asslgnlng Patlclpants to AdlVitieS 

Final decision WI 

is55 i gnlmnt 

1p paticlpanls 

treated 
differently? 

Ku: applicants 

patlclpate? 

Services differ? 

Actlvltles 

arphas I red 

set squence? 

ccmllul seqwnce 

k+isachusetfs 

Paticlpant-buf caseworkers scmtlne~ trV to 

Influence decisions. 

Yes In pol Icy, ho In practice; supposed to go 

directly to OES, but actml ly go to appropriate ET 
actlvlty. 

May participate. 

Not ellglble for day care unless both parmts In 

ET. 

Nne. 

No. 

Education, training, job search. 

Supported work, job smrch. 
Various education Steps, job search. 

Job sesrch. 

Michigan 

Slate policy gives final decision to the 

caseworker If participant does hot choose ah 
XtiVity. usually the caseworksr, but 4 said the 

particlpent has the final decision and 3 said it 
was a joint decision. 

Local off ice option. 

Prlnnrlly receive jab search. 

State officials sald Job search; 8 caseworkers 
sald education; 5 said vocational tralnlq; 2 sald 

Job s-r&. 

No, thou@ mst do Job search. 

Job club/Job search. 

Job search, then education, tralnlng, or CIJEP. 
Education, training, cr C%EP, then job search. 
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Tges 

lkually the caseworker, but 6 said it was a Joint 

dSClSlCn. 

orega\ 

State policy gives declslon to caseworker, brrt 

one-half the cmewwkers al Icw It to be a Joint 
declslon. 

Not appl Icable. 

Not applicable. 

Job sesrch. 

No. Job search for al I applicants and recipients. 

Job sewch instruction, actwl Job search. Job search. 

got permitted to participate In work 

suppleant3ltation. 

IW permitted to participate in OJT. 

Job sewch. 
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Policies and Practices on Assignment 
to Specific Activities 

Michigan has more formal criteria for which participants 
should receive particular services than the other states (see table 
11). For example, work experience (work assignment to provide 
experience or training and develop good work habits) may be 
required if other employment and training activities are 
inappropriate or unavailable or if the work experience offered is 
needed. Job search is required for participants with a 
baccalaureate degree and may be required for those with a high 
school diploma or GED (see the Glossary for definitions of all 
activities). 

Oregon allows on-the-job training (OJT), vocational skills 
training, and education only for hard-to-place participants. 
However, one caseworker commented that these participants often are 
not appropriate for CUT positions. A local administrator noted 
that it is difficult for a participant to meet the hard-to-place 
criteria and be a viable candidate for skills training. 
Participants not in the hard-to-place category must continue to 
meet job search requirements when they seek training. Sanctions (a 
reduction or interruption of AFDC benefits) are applied to many 
participants who do not fit into this category when they are in 
unapproved education or training. For example, in March 1987, 
there were 2,700 cases against whom sanctions had been imposed; 760 
of them were due to unauthorized education or training. In our 
site visits, officials reported recipients removing themselves from 
the AFDC grant so they could take training. 

Massachusetts encourages placing certain types of participants 
in specific activities such as education, but has formal 
requirements only for participants who enter supported work and 
ET's job development and placement component, which includes job 
search.4 Texas has no formal policies about assignment to 
activities, and most participants receive job search services. 

Some welfare reform proposals would compel states to require 
or offer education for participants without a high school 
education. Michigan urges that education be considered for those 
without a high school diploma or equivalent, a policy which seems 
to be followed at the local level. In Massachusetts, any 
participant can choose education; those with poor basic skills or 
without a high school diploma seem to be encouraged to pursue an 
education. Massachusetts ET workers reported that despite some 
apprehension, most participants to whom they have recommended 
education agreed that they needed it. Michigan caseworkers 

lsupported work is subsidized work or training where work standards 
are gradually increased to those of an unsubsidized job. 
is provided by counselors and peers. 

Support 
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reported some initial reluctance to going back to school, 
particularly among older participants. However, many caseworkers 
also noted that once the participants became acclimated to the 
classroom setting, they felt more comfortable and positive about 
getting an education. 
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Table 11: Policiers and Practices on Assignment to Specific Activities 

Massachusetts Michigan 

Work experience: 

Pal icy Mo formal policy. Those for whom other activities are inappropriate 
cr unavailable or who need pat-tlcular experience. 

Practice Those who need conf ldence; lack work history or MO recent work experience or work history; 

work habits; out of work for a whl I e; have ski I Is participants who are uncaperative. 
and don’t need a lot of tralniq. 

OJT: 

Policy 

Practice 

No formal policy. Job-ready participants who lack speci tic ski I Is or 
need to update ski I Is. 

Varies widely. mentioned: those looklq at Job ready; have high school diploms or GED; 
specl f ic occupation, both w lth and w lthwt previcus work experlsnca. 
tralniq, or those who dcn’t want education; 
declsicm dependent cm what’s available; caseworker 
sends to JTPA and they decide. 

Supported work: 

Pol Icy On KDC 2 years or nOre; unemplcysd 9 of past 12 
mOnthS. 

tit appl Icable. 

Pratt ice Most frequently mentioned: out of a job for a Not applicable. 

long time; lacklq confidence ard in need of peer 
support; on welfare a long time; no ski I Is or 
skills needlq updatlq. 

VocatIonal ski I Is 

training: 
Policy 

Practice 

No forwml policy. Those needlq retraining, ski1 Is upgrading, or 
training to meet employers’ mininun requirements. 

Those with few or no ski I Is; those who request it; No marketable ski I Is; Interest In training in 

ttmse who want a particular trade. particular areas; wwl ly must have high school 
diplcnn or GED. 
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Service not offered (except for local volunteer 

progr-1. 

Service not offered, except for local volunteer 
activities. 

Not appl icable. where used, those placed raqed from the Job r-4 
to those nadlq a recBnt work history or self- 
esteanto the hard to place. 

No form1 policy. 

Not available. 

Not appl icable. Not appl Icable. 

Ncrt applicable. Not applicable. 

Hard-to-place participati (i.e., 2 of 3 criteria: 
unsuccessful work search for at least 3 ms.; 
un~luyed 1 yr. or limited work history for 3 
yrs.; nultlple barrIersI 

Generally, hard-to-plaae partlclpants. Harever, 
several casBIockers said It is offered to al I 

participants. 

No fornml pal Icy. Hard-to-place participants. 

Those without skil Is; those who t-quest tralnlq. General ly, those who request it or lack ski I Is. 
has nut nm~~ Job sesrch requlfwmnts lifted. 

Contlnwd on next page 
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Table 114t inued 

Educat Ion: 

Pol icy 

Practice 

Individual job 

search: 
Policy 

Massachusetts Michigan 

Youths and people without high schcol dlplams or Should be ccnsidered for participants wlthout high 
GEOs encouraged to enter educat loo. school diplam or GED. 

Those without basic skll Is, high school diplma, 
or GED; Icy reading and writing ski I Is (grade 
level varias by caseworker). 

No high schml dlplam or GED; those interested in 

education. 

Must be detenined job ready: have marketable 
skill, literate in English, no serious social 
service barriers. 

Practice Those with work history and skills; those who are Completed another actlvlly; Job ready or have 

motivated or need to lcok for a job right away. recent skil Is or e*perienc.e. 

Group job search: 

Policy Sam as indlvidwl job search. 

Pratt I ce Same as lndividwl job search. 

Direct placement: 
Policy Same as Individual job search. 

Pratt I ca Same as Individual job sasrch. 

ConsIdered for those with recent work history and 
readily marketable skills; rqulred for those with 
bachelor% degree or higher; “ay be required for 
those with hlgh school completion or GED. 

Sane as lndivldwl Job search. 

job ready, ~151811~ with recent work foros 

connect Ian or skl I Is to offer. 

Enccurage job ready. 

Job-rm3cly participants. 
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Tmas 

No fonml policy. 

Those wltlmt GED or basic education skil Is; 
occasionally participants who request education. 

Oregon 

Hrd to place, where barriers identified. 

Those without high school educatim, who are 
Interested, or who need ESL. 

No formal policy. Al I patiicipants. 

lrbst job ready. Sam caseworkers said all parficlpants; others 

said only job-ready participants. 

No formal policy. No fomml policy. 

Fbjoriiy of caseworkers sald all participants 

except the very job ready; 2 said the very job- 
‘-eady. 

Groups mantiald: those for whm It ‘LBS feasible 

to attend group sessions; anyone who is Job reedy; 
those without restms or unfocused on what tm 
want to do. 

No fomsl policy. Most qwl if led paticlpants as jobs becom 

aval lable. 

Very job resdy; one caseworker said least Job k6t caseworkers match patlcipants with Job 

ready, because they need assistance. opanlqs as they becure available. 
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PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

The scope of participant activities is a major issue in 
designing a welfare employment program. Current welfare reform 
proposals differ in the extent to which states are required to 
offer specific activities. However, findings from our earlier 
study suggest the extent to which each activity is used, rather 
than the number of activities offered, is the main issue. We found 
that while on paper most WIN Demonstrations nationally offered a 
wide range of services, including education and training, in 
practice most participants were only given job search services.5 
The four programs in this review include both the exception to the 
constriction of services into less intensive activities and the 
rule. 

Another important issue is how services are provided. A 
concern in establishing employment programs specifically for AFDC 
recipients is unnecessary duplication of services offered by other 
education and training systems. In this section, we look at how 
the four programs provided employment-related activities. 

Participation by Activity 

On paper, all four programs offer a wide range of employment 
and training services (see table 12). The exceptions are that only 
Massachusetts offers supported work: and Texas and Oregon do not 
offer work experience (though a few regions or local offices in 
these states have small volunteer programs). 

Table 12: Activities Offered by Program 

Activity Massachusetts Michigan Texas Oregon 

Work experience 
OJT 
Supported work 
Vocational training 
Education 
Individual job search 
Group job search 
Direct placement 

Note: Y = Yes, has activity; N = No, does not have activity. 

In reality, according to Texas and Oregon officials, these 
states' programs provide training or education services to only a 
few participants. Neither Texas nor Oregon could provide actual 
numbers of participants by activity. However, Oregon program staff 

5 Work and Welfare, p. 69. 
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explained that all participants are in job search unless they are 
"suspended" to allow them to take training or some other activity 
or sanctions have been imposed. Program officials could not 
provide the number of people in training or other activities, but 
estimated that it is very small. For example, in a sample of nine 
local offices, an estimated 4 percent of the JOBS caseload was in 
education and training, as compared with 55 percent in job search. 
(Some additional cases that were in sanction status may also have 
been in education and training.) Texas officials said most of 
their participants also are given job search services. 

Massachusetts and Michigan both provided monthly data on 
participation in activities. During an average month, a relatively 
large proportion of participants receive training and education 
services (see table 13). For example, 20 percent of ET 
participants and 27 percent of MOST participants received 
vocational skills training. (Additional ET participants received 
skills training from community colleges and were included under 
post-high school education.) 

Table 13: Percentage of Monthly Participants in Different 
Activities (Fiscal Year 1986) 

All numbers are percentages 

Activity Massachusetts Michigan Texas 

Orientation/assessment 
Career planning 

(detailed assessment) 
"World of work" 
Work experience 
OJT 
Supported work 
Skills training 
Adult basic education 
GED/high school 
English as 2nd language 
Post-high school 
Individual job search 
Group job search 
Direct placement 
Other 

aNot available. 

bActivity not offered. 

28 

6 
1 
oc 

.4 

3 
8 
6 

26e 
15 

1 
a 
1 

19 

ii 
10 

2 
27 

2 
20 

a 
a 

16 
9 
a 
1 

CA small, unknown number of ET participants were 
experience. 

a 

b b 
b b 
b b 

: PI 
a a 
a a 
a a 
a a 
a a 
a a 
a a 
a a 
a a 

in work 

Oregon 

a 

dThose Massachusetts ET participants classified as in skills 
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training do not include those in vocational courses at community 
colleges. 

eThe post-high school activity includes participants in vocational 
courses at community colleges as well as those in nonvocational 
community college and 4-year college programs. It also includes 
those receiving remedial education and GED preparation at community 
colleges through ET's college voucher program. 

Massachusetts: Annual 
Participation Data 

Massachusetts was the only state that could report the number 
of participants in individual activities on an annual basis (see 
table 14). In comparing annual participation to monthly data 
(shown in table 13), the annual percentage of participants in 
several education and training services drops in relation to the 
monthly percentage while the annual percentages of participants 
receiving job search services increases in relation to the monthly 
percentage. These changes reflect the longer time periods for 
education and training as well as the number of participants 
performing job search after completing other components. However, 
Massachusetts' emphasis on intensive services, such as training and 
education, is still clear. These types of services composed almost 
50 percent of all services (excluding orientation) provided in 
1986. 

Table 14: Massachusetts: Annual Participation Data 
(Fiscal Year 1986) 

Activity 

Appraisal, reappraisal 
Career planning 
Displaced homemakers 
Work experience 
On-the-job training 
Supported work 
Vocational skills training 
Adult basic education/literacy 
High school completion/GED 
English as a 2nd language 
Post-high school 
Individual job search 
Group job search 
Direct placement assistance 
Other (participant-initiated 

job search, pre-employment 
activities) 

Number 
participating 

Percentage 
of total 

participants 

a a 
4,972 15 

151 0.4 
Ob Ob 

126 0.4 
1,822 5 
4,754 14 
1,764 5 
1,807 5 
1,043 3 
5,798 17 
9,556 28 

667 2 
C C 

1,114 3 
=Cannot obtain unduplicated count since participants may go through 
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appraisal and reappraisal more than once. 

bA small, unknown number of ET participants were in work 
experience. 

CDirect job placements included in individual job search totals. 

Massachusetts: Expenditures for 
Employment-Related Services 

Massachusetts was also the only state providing detailed 
expenditure data for fiscal year 1986. As shown in table 15, ET 
spent half of its fiscal year 1986 budget on contracted employment- 
related services (that is, program activities). Almost one-third 
of funds for employment-related services was spent on job 
development and placement: almost one-fourth was spent on training. 

Table 15: Massachusetts: Expenditures for Employment-Related 
Services (Fiscal Year 1986) 

Dollars in thousands 

Activity Amount 

Percentage of Percentage 
total spent of total 
on activities ET funds 

Assessment/ 
career planning 

Education 
Training 
Job development/ 

placement 
Othera 

$1,140 5 
2,750 13 % 
5,120 24 12 

7,020 32 16 
5,580 26 13 

Total for contracted 
services 
(activities) $21,610 100 50 

Total ET 
expenditures $42,900 b 100 

aSupported work, Displaced Homemakers, Youth Transitional Services. 

bNot applicable. 

An additional 44 percent of Massachusetts' total ET 
expenditures was for support services, primarily child care. The 
remaining funds were spent on direct administrative costs and 
program marketing. 
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How Activities Are Provided 

Except for Massachusetts, the program staff provide some 
employment-related services other than assessment (see table 16). 
However, they frequently use nonwelfare agencies to provide 
training and education services. These agencies include other 
government organizations as well as private entities. 
Massachusetts provides all services through nonwelfare agencies, 
with contracts being the predominant funding arrangement, though 
some participants are referred to nonwelfare agencies at no charge 
to the ET program. For example, under an interagency agreement, ET 
purchases some slots in the JTPA program and JTPA provides 
additional slots at no cost to the ET program.6 Participants also 
may receive education through the public schools. Community-based 
organizations provide some of the education and training. DES, 
whose staff often are located in the welfare offices, provides job 
search and placement under contract. 

All of ET's contracts are performance based. In the current 
fiscal year, contractors receive 60 percent of their per- 
participant payment upon enrollment and the remaining 40 percent 
upon placement in a job that lasts at least 30 days. All jobs now 
must be full-time and pay at least $5.00 per hour. Contractors 
also receive bonuses for each participant whose wages exceed a set 
amount. In Michigan, contracts are prepared at the local level. 
Payment is based upon performance, but the outcome measures used 
can vary. 

The extensive interaction between ET and other organizations 
creates a somewhat tangled employment and training network. Some 
ET education and training contractors are umbrella organizations, 
which in turn contract with service providers. For example, 
employment and training services are provided under contract to ET 
participants by the 15 Massachusetts Service Delivery Areas (SDAs), 
which are responsible for delivering JTPA services. Another such 
contractor is the Bay State Skills Corporation, a partnership (part 
public and part private) that channels funds to training programs. 
In some areas, the relationship between ET, the umbrella 
organizations, and the service providers creates complexity and 
paperwork burdens for the actual providers. For example, both ET 
and a local JTPA administrative entity buy slots in one training 
program. But ET also contracts with JTPA, which may place some of 
its ET participants in the same program, creating a complex funding 
pattern. The lack of integration between various systems means 

6Annually, ET and JTPA agree on how many welfare recipients will be 
served with federal JTPA funds and how many with ET funds in the 
JTPA program. Over time, JTPA's title IIa funds have decreased, 
and ET has provided more funds to keep JTPA serving a constant 
number and proportion of AFDC recipients. 
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service agencies must write several funding proposals for one 
program. 

In Texas, both the AFDC employment program staff and TEC staff, on 
a contract and referral basis, provide the main program service, 
job search. The program exclusively uses nonwelfare agencies to 
provide OJT, training, or education, obtaining their services on a 
referral basis. Oregon's program uses both program staff and 
nonwelfare agency staff to provide all services but education, 
which is provided only by nonwelfare agencies. JOBS workers are 
the primary providers of job search activities. Nonwelfare 
agencies provide services on a referral basis, with the exception 
of education, where the JOBS program sometimes purchases space in 
GED classes directly from the provider. 

Table 16: How Activities Are Provided 

HOW activity provided/funding arrangementa 
Activity Massachusetts Texas Oregon 

Work experience 
OJT 
Supported work 
Vocational training 
Education 
Individual job search 
Group job search 
Direct placement 

o/c 
o/c 
o/c 
o/c 
o/c 
o/c 
o/c 
o/c 

b b 
OR 

b 
BR 

b 
O/R B/R 
O/R O/R,D 
B/C,R B/R 
B/C,R B/R 
B/C,R B/R 

Note: The following letters indicate how an activity was provided: 

P = only directly by program staff; 
0= only by nonwelfare agencies; and 
B= both by program staff and nonwelfare agencies. 

The following letters indicate the funding arrangement when 
nonwelfare agencies are used: 

C = contract; 
R= referral (at no cost to AFDC employment program); and 
D= direct purchase (AFDC employment program pays on one-time 

basis, e.g., for tuition). 

Funding arrangements are predominant arrangements. However, in 
Texas and Oregon, the predominant arrangement may vary by the local 
office. 

aFor Michigan, see table 17. 

bNot applicable. 
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In Michigan, the MOST program contracts with other public 
agencies and private providers for assessment as well as employment 
and training services. As shown in table 17, local office 
practices vary with regard to which services are offered and how 
they are provided. However, education is provided mainly by the 
public school system at no cost to the MOST program. In general, 
MOST participants are in regular classes with other students, but 
special classes sometimes are arranged for them. 

Table 17: Michiqan Activities for Sites Included in GAO Survey 

Activity 

work experience 
OJT 
Supported work 
Vocational 

training 
Education 
Individual job 

search 
Group job search 
Direct placement 

Total sites 
visited 

Sites 
offering 
activity 

8 0 8 0 5 5 
8 0 8 0 1 8 

7 3 1 3 2 3 
6 2 3 1 3 
7 0 3 4 : 5 

8 

How provided Fundinqa 
Program Nonwelfare 
staff agencies Both Contract Referral 

7 0 1 1 0 
1 5 1 3 5 

aFunding arrangements apply only to sites using nonwelfare agencies 
to provide services. Some sites have multiple funding 
arrangements. 

bNot applicable. 
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INTERACTION WITH OTHER AGENCIES 

Using nonwelfare agencies' services is necessary if AFDC 
employment programs are not to duplicate unnecessarily employment 
and training services already available. Yet, good relationships 
can be difficult to cultivate. On the one hand, the employment 
program, perhaps with little or no money for purchasing services, 
seeks education or training for its disadvantaged participants. 
On the other hand, nonwelfare agencies may have performance 
standards that they must meet and limited openings. We discussed 
the successes and problems of coordination with officials of both 
the employment programs and nonwelfare agencies providing services. 
In Massachusetts and Michigan, we spoke with a variety of 
nonwelfare agency officials. In Texas and Oregon, our interviews 
were limited mainly to Employment Security and JTPA officials. 

Willingness of Other Aqencies to Cooperate 
With AFDC Employment Program 

On the whole, employment program officials felt nonwelfare 
agencies were willing to serve their participants. Responses about 
specific programs and types of agencies are shown in table 18. We 
asked about public and private nonwelfare agencies in general and 
JTPA and the public schools in particular. 

The most negative opinions were expressed in Texas where local 
administrators and a few caseworkers thought JTPA providers were 
"fairly unwilling" to serve AFDC participants. Program 
administrators noted that JTPA standards were too high for AFDC 
participants to qualify. State officials said JTPA SDAs varied in 
their willingness, commenting that there is prejudice against 
welfare recipients, blacks, and Hispanics in the business 
community, which controls JTPA. Staff in one region said JTPA 
accepts only the "cream of the crop," making it difficult to place 
AFDC recipients who often score low on JTPA tests. Three of the 
local AFDC employment program administrators also thought the 
public schools were "indifferent" to "fairly unwilling" in terms of 
cooperation. 

Oregon local AFDC employment program staff mentioned that JTPA 
screens participants and only wants highly motivated participants, 
so their services are not available to most JOBS participants. 
Michigan officials also mentioned "skimming" and rejection of 
participants referred to OJT. 

In Massachusetts, where staff at all levels agreed on other 
agencies' willingness to serve ET participants, this willingness is 
probably related to ET's ability to pay for these services. 
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Table 18: WI I I lngness of Other &qmcies to Cooperate 

JTF’A: 
very wll ling 
Fairly ullllrg 
Ihdlfferant 
Fairly uwllllrg 
veq unwll llng 
om’tlumornot 

applicable 

MFisWElTS 
State Local Caseukrs. -- 

PubI Ic sclmols: 
vary rll llhg 
Fairly wllllq 
Indiffermt 
Fairly uwIlllrg 
very umil llrg 
Dm’t knw or not 

appl lcabls 

0th~ prbl Ic qencies: 
vary wllllng 
Fairly willing 
Indiffemlt 
Fairly uwllllng 
very umil llrg 
Lbl’tknawoclwt 

appl lcablo 

Private agencies: 
vuy rll llng 
Fairly rlll lng 
lndlffm-ent 
Fairly unwll llng 
very unullllng 
cbn’tknmornot 

appl lcable 

Total Ihtewiws 

0 

1 

3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

4 

12 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 

14 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

11 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 

11 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 

14 

0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
C 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

8 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

a 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

8 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
3 
0 
0 
0 
4 

8 

11 0 1 6 
3 0 0 5 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 6 3 
0 0 0 0 
3 Varies 0 2 

10 
5 
0 
1 
0 
1 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
C 

1 

4 
0 
2 
1 
0 
0 

3 
2 
1 
1 
0 
0 

3 
0 
2 
0 
0 
2 

7 17 16 

State Local Caseuks. State Locala Gtse~krs.~ -v -- 

KITE: More than ohe offlclal my have hem p-t In state ad laal admlnlstratw Intervlaus. 
off Iclalsm ansaws. 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
C 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

2 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 

1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 

1 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 

4 

2 
4 
0 
0 
0 
2 

2 
1 
1 
1 
0 
3 

8 

The arlsuers ref 1-t tfmse 

a AltMqh we did no) ask specifIcal ly about amunity col Iqes, three local admlnistratom cllW thse oqanizaticns as kveq 
*I II Ing.” 

b Althwgh nut speclf lcal ly asksd, SIX t2mmh~~ desalw ccmnnlty col Iegos as “vry *II Ilngk and two descrlti than as 
kfalrly WI II 1ng.n 

C State officials were asked abut ‘wher agmciaa~~ ultfwt dlstlrgulshlrg buhmen public and prllrste. 
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Problems Other Agencies 
Experienced With AFDC Participants 

We asked nonwelfare agency officials about problems they 
encounter in dealing with AFDC participants, specifically 
mentioning little education, few skills, and a lack of motivation. 
Their responses are shown in table 19. In Texas and Oregon, most 
respondents mentioned these characteristics. Texas state program 
officials believe that the state's low payment standards result in 
an exceptionally disadvantaged caseload, which creates problems for 
nonwelfare agencies providing services. In Massachusetts, almost 
half of the officials interviewed cited little education and few 
skills as problems. However, officials in several nonwelfare 
agencies said that although these characteristics are present, they 
do not present problems. The same was true in Michigan, where some 
nonwelfare agencies said all of their participants had little 
education and few skills. In Massachusetts and Michigan, officials 
generally did not see lack of motivation as a problem. 

In discussing problems our list did not include, Texas and 
Massachusetts respondents frequently mentioned the support service 
needs of AFDC participants as a problem. In Massachusetts, welfare 
participants were seen as lacking in self-confidence or self- 
esteem, rather than motivation. Massachusetts nonwelfare agency 
officials also mentioned the difficulties participants have staying 
with a training program because of problems with their own health 
or that of their children and problems with housing. 
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Table 19: Problems Nonwelfare Agencies Experienced With AFDC 
Participants 

Problemb 

Number of nonwelfare agencies responding 
Massachusetts Michigana Texas Oregon 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

Little education SC 
Few skills 5c 
Lack of 

motivation 2d 

Other: 
Child care 8 
Transportation 5 
Lack of self- 

confidence/ 
esteem 6 

Housing 3 
Family 

problems-- 
abuse, lack 
of support 2 

Illness, mental 
health 
problems, and 
disability 2 

No shows/not 
punctual 0 

Total 
respondents 11 

45 
45 

18 

73 1 10 6 
45 1 10 6 

55 0 0 0 
27 0 0 0 

18 0 0 0 

18 

0 

100 

0 

1 

10 

20 
20 

20 

0 

10 

100 

11 
11 

9 

0 

0 

12 

92 
92 

75 

50 
50 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

100 

3 100 
3 100 

3 100 

0 0 
0 0 

1 33 
0 0 

1 33 

1 33 

0 0 

3 100 

aOfficials interviewed at eight of the nonwelfare agencies said 
there were no particular problems, were unable to separate out the 
MOST participants from others served, or did not know if problems 
existed. One who reported "no problems" stated that this was due 
to their other participants having the same characteristics as the 
MOST participants. In other words, generally they all have little 
education and few skills. 

bRespondents were specifically asked about the first three 
problems, but volunteered the problems listed under "Other." 
Therefore, problems in the latter group may have existed for other 
respondents who did not mention them. 

COfficials at three additional nonwelfare agencies said this 
exists, but is not a problem. 

dOfficials at one additional nonwelfare agency said this exists, 
but is not a problem. Officials at another nonwelfare agency were 
evenly divided as to whether or not it was a problem. 
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Comparison of Attributes of AFDC Participants 
With Those of Other Participants 

Nonwelfare agencies serving AFDC participants also have 
participants from other groups. We asked officials of nonwelfare 
agencies to compare participants from the AFDC employment programs 
with those from other groups. Their responses are shown in table 
20. On characteristics such as motivation, skills, and 
reliability, Massachusetts and Michigan nonwelfare agency staff 
generally thought AFDC participants were the same as those from 
other groups. In fact, officials of four agencies in Massachusetts 
thought AFDC participants were more motivated than those in other 
groups. In Texas, however, nonwelfare agency officials were more 
likely to rate AFDC participants as less motivated, skilled, and 
reliable. Again, state program officials believe these responses 
are due to the relatively disadvantaged nature of their caseload. 
Two of the nonwelfare officials interviewed in Oregon did not think 
they had enough direct knowledge of AFDC participants to respond. 

Staff of nonwelfare agencies in Massachusetts, Michigan, and 
Texas generally found AFDC participants equal in comprehension to 
those from other groups. And staff in all states consistently 
reported that AFDC participants needed support services, such as 
child care and transportation, more than those from other groups. 
In Texas, staff of several nonwelfare agencies said that AFDC 
participants were in poorer health than those from other groups and 
were more likely to quit their jobs when public assistance 
benefits, especially Medicaid, were terminated. Two Massachusetts 
nonwelfare agency officials also mentioned difficulties in making 
the transition from welfare to work, particularly when participants 
only break even financially. 
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Table 20: Comparison of Attributes of AFDC Participants With Those 
of Other Participants 

Number of nonwelfare agencies responding 
Massachusetts Michigan Texas Oreqon 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

Motivation: 
More 
Same 
Less 
Don't know 

Comprehension: 
More 
Same 
Less 
Don't know 

Skills: 
More 
Same 
Less 
Don't know 

Reliability: 
More 
Same 
Less 
Don't know 

Need for 

4 36 1 10 
4 36 7 70 
1 9 1 10 
2a 18 1 10 

0 0 1 10 
9 82 7 70 
1 9 1 10 
1 9 1 10 

0 0 1 10 
8 73 6 60 
3 27 2 20 
0 0 1 20 

1 9 0 0 
7 64 7 70 
2 18 2 20 
1 9 1 10 

transportation: 
More 10 
Same 1 
Less 0 
Don't know 0 

Need for child 
care: 

IYore 10 
Same 1 
Less 0 
Don't know 0 

Total 
respondents 11 

91 
9 
0 
0 

91 
9 
0 
0 

100 

6 60 
3 30 
0 0 
1 10 

7 
2 
0 
1 

10 

70 
20 

0 
10 

100 

2 
4 
5 
1 

0 
9 
2 
1 

0 
1 

10 
1 

0 
7 
4 
1 

9 
2 
0 
1 

7 
3 
1 
1 

12 

17 
33 
42 

8 

0 
75 
17 

8 

0 
8 

83 
8 

0 
58 
33 

8 

75 
17 

0 
8 

58 
25 

8 
8 

100 

0 
0 
0 
3a 

0 
0 
1 
2 

0 
0 
1 
2 

0 
0 
0 
3a 

2 
0 
0 
1 

2 
0 
0 
1 

3 

0 
0 
0 

100 

0 
0 

33 
67 

0 
0 

33 
67 

0 
0 
0 

100 

67 
0 
0 

33 

67 
0 
0 

33 

100 

aOne respondent could not characterize AFDC participants overall, 
saying some displayed more of this attribute and some displayed 
less. 
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Problems Nonwelfare Agencies Experienced 
With AFDC Employment Programs 

Almost all nonwelfare agency officials we interviewed rated 
their relationship with the AFDC employment program as successful 
or very successful. However, we also asked them about problems in 
dealing with the AFDC employment program, such as the program's 
referring too many participants to the nonwelfare agency (see table 
21). Of the problems we mentioned specifically, they cited most 
frequently too few referrals from the AFDC employment program to 
the nonwelfare agency, referrals who were unprepared, and 
unreasonable expectations on the part of employment program staff 
about what the AFDC participants could achieve. 

In addition to problems we did not list specifically, 
nonwelfare agency officials in Michigan and Massachusetts cited 
problems with the performance standards in their contracts: for 
example, failure to adjust placement rates for harder-to-serve 
participants or to give credit for outcomes other than employment, 
such as entrance into further education or training. In Oregon, 
JTPA officials cited differing goals between JOBS and programs such 
as JTPA. JOBS is an immediate placement program; JTPA prefers to 
train for more permanent jobs. JOBS places a 92-day limit on 
training, which the JTPA official thought is not enough time to 
train people, especially if they need to improve basic reading or 
math skills first. (However, one SDA official said the average 
length of time people spent in training was 7 weeks.) An SDA 
official put it more strongly, charging that the AFDC program used 
referral to JTPA as a step in the sanctioning process and not for a 
positive step toward employability. (As discussed above, only 
participants meeting hard-to-place criteria are allowed to 
participate in training and education in Oregon. Others may lose 
AFDC benefits if they do not continue their job search activities.) 
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Table 21: Problems Nonwelfare Aqencies Experienced With AFDC 
Employment Programs 

Problema 
Number of nonwelfare agencies respondinq 

Massachusetts Michigan Texas Oreqon 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

Too many 
referrals 0 

Too few 
referrals 9 

Referrals who 
were unpreparedc 6 

Lack of 
communication 1 

Unreasonable 
expectations 6 

Don't know 0 

Other: 
Placements (who 

gets credit, 
what is 
counted) 2 

Performance 
standardsd 3 

Paperwork 
burden 2 

Eligibility- 
worker 
attitudese 2 

Transportation 0 
Medicaid 

expiration 0 
Lack of 

integration 
among systems 1 

Counting of 
expense 
payments as 
income 0 

Variations in 
policy 0 

Eligibility 
requirements 0 

Differing goals, 
philosophies, 
and 
time frames 0 

Total 
respondents 11 

0 

82 

55 

9 

55 
0 

18 

27 

18 

1 

3 

1 

2 

3 
0 

0 

2 

0 

i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10 

70 

10 

30 

10 

20 

30 
0 

0 

20 

0 

i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100 

2 

5 

5 

3 

3 
1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
3 

3 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

12 

17 

42 

42 

25 

25 
8 

67 

0 

0 

33 

67 
0 

18 
0 

0 

0 
25 

25 

9 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100 

0 

0 

100 

2b 

0 

0 

1 

2 
0 

0 

0 

0 

: 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

: 

0 

0 

0 

33 

0 

100 

100 



aRespondents were specifically asked about the first five problems, 
but volunteered the problems listed under "Other." Therefore, 
problems under "Other" may have existed for respondents who did not 
mention them. 

bToo many inappropriate referrals. 

cparticipants who did not have proper prerequisites or preparation 
for the activity to which they were referred. 

dFor example, failure to give credit for outcomes other than 
placements and failure to adjust performance standards for working 
with the harder-to-serve. 

eTwo ET contractors complained about welfare income-eligibility 
caseworkers who discouraged ET participants from training or job 
placements that they thought would not provide sufficient financial 
security. 
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CHILD CAPE ASSISTANCE 

Child care can be the critical support service enabling an 
AFDC recipient to participate in an employment program or hold a 
job. This issue is particularly important in programs such as 
those in Michigan and Oregon, which require women with young 
children to participate. And it is equally important in 
discussions of welfare reform proposals that would also lower the 
age of children whose parents must participate. Opinions vary, 
however, as to the magnitude of the need for child care assistance 
and the extent to which programs cannot meet it. None of the 
states could provide data on how many people could not participate 
because of the need for child care. We discussed with AFDC 
employment program officials and caseworkers (1) the services each 
program provides and (2) their opinions on the adequacy of these 
services. 

Child Care Assistance Available 

The four programs differ considerably in the way they address 
participants' child care needs, as shown in table 22. 
Massachusetts (as would be expected because of ET's emphasis on 
child care) provides the most comprehensive services, spending 41 
percent of its total program budget on child care. ET provides 
assistance primarily through vouchers, though it sometimes places 
children in slots in the state's income-based contract system-- 
funded in part through the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG)--and 
will, for a limited amount of time, reimburse participants for 
sitters. Michigan provides child care money for MOST participants 
through special needs payments in the participant's welfare grant. 
Texas provides care only through the state's SSBG-funded system. 
Oregon reimburses participants for child care expenses of up to $96 
per month per child. 

Texas and Oregon both require participants to look for unpaid 
child care before obtaining program child care aid. This practice 
is to conserve funds. In Michigan, state and local officials said 
they did not require this, but half of the caseworkers we 
interviewed said they do require participants to first seek care on 
their own. In contrast, Massachusetts officials and caseworkers 
uniformly reported that they have no such requirement. Instead, 
they strongly encourage participants to use formal sources of care 
funded by ET vouchers because they feel that these sources are less 
likely to break down and disrupt training or employment. As a 
result of this policy, caseworkers in Massachusetts reported that 
few participants use relatives or friends to supply care, in 
contrast with other states in which close to or more than half do. 

Participants seemed most likely to receive assistance in 
locating care in Massachusetts. Under contract with the state 
Department of Social Services, ten private organizations administer 
the vouchers, providing child care resource and referral services. 
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Staff of these organizations refer ET participants needing 
assistance to several different child care providers. Employment 
program participants receive some assistance in Texas (where the 
same workers administer the employment program and the state child 
care system) and the least assistance in Michigan and Oregon. 

When child care cannot be found, ET caseworkers usually place 
the client in inactive status or on a waiting list. In Michigan, 
most caseworkers would either exempt participants or place them in 
an inactive status. However, caseworkers said this problem arises 
infrequently since they believe the majority find care on their 
own. 

Although most Texas caseworkers require registrants without 
child care to participate anyway, several emphasized they would do 
so only during school hours. Participation in Texas is mandatory 
only for people with children 6 or over. Therefore, caseworkers 
agreed, the ability to schedule activities during school hours 
minimizes child care problems. 

Most caseworkers in Oregon also said they require people who 
cannot locate care to participate anyway. Three JOBS workers 
interviewed said participants can find care if they want to: if 
they do not, it is their own fault. However, two JOBS workers 
mentioned that they would give a grace period before the job search 
began or include searching for child care in the activities on the 
Action Plan. While child care needs can be minimized to some 
extent by scheduling job search during school hours, the child care 
issue is more critical in Oregon because of its waiver to require 
participation of people with children ages 3 to 5. 

Massachusetts has standards for child care providers, 
including teacher-to-child ratios, facility requirements, and 
teacher qualifications. Child care in Texas is covered under its 
standards for SSBG contractors. Michigan has no state standards 
for care purchased using special needs payments, though a few local 
sites have age requirements for the providers. Oregon has no 
requirements for providers who receive payment from JOBS program 
funds. 

Massachusetts is the only state continuing program-funded 
child care after a participant finds a job. Voucher care is 
extended for a year, during which time the program tries to get the 
participant into the income-based contract system. Vouchers are 
extended beyond a year for a small number of participants whose 
children are in family day care homes, which cannot participate in 
the contract system. In the other states, former participants with 
low incomes would be eligible for child care funded through SSBG or 
state-funded systems. 

Michigan and Massachusetts use or train participants as child 
care providers. Michigan's Department of Social Services uses 
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participants as providers in Community Work Experience Program 
(that is, work in exchange for welfare) positions. State officials 
said, however, this does not work well and is not efficient. Pilot 
projects to provide training have been somewhat successful, but 
that success has been limited by the fact that low wages for child 
care providers hinder participants from leaving AFDC rolls even 
though they are trained and can get work. 

Massachusetts has provided child care training through a 
supported work program, education, and training contracts and now 
has one contract for child care training. The DPW support services 
coordinator thought that past efforts were somewhat successful. A 
major problem was that participants trained to operate family day 
care homes often could not meet state standards for the conditions 
of the home, particularly because many lived in public housing. On 
the other hand, applicants for child care center jobs must meet 
high educational standards, thereby making it difficult to train 
many AFDC recipients for these jobs. 
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Table 22: Child Care Assistance in the Programs 

t4nsachuselts Mlchigal 

Sour-s of 

ass lstance 

Co particl pants 

have to seek 
care before 
program will 
help? 

W prrrvided? 

who locates? 

Anwnts paid 

Stsndards care 
must met 

AFDZ enpioymsnt program; slate/Social Services 

Block Grant ESBS) 

No, unpaid arrangements tend to break dcwn or be 

of low qua1 ity. 

Voucher (primary), placement in lncune+ased 

contract slots, reimbursement for bebysitters. 

Voucher care worker and participant. 

Cbi ly Rates 

Full-time P&-t-tlfm 

by care center 
Infant . . . . . . . . . . . . . s24.49-$38.55 $14.69-523.13 

Infant/toddler ..... 18.26-32.81 10.96-19.69 
Toddler.. .......... 18.74-30.28 11.24-18.17 
Pre+hcoI.. ....... 13X-22.80 8.35-13.68 
school age.. ....... 8.86-13.27 Rot applicable 

Faily day care.... $15.96-521.79 Nut appi icable 

lnde$lendent faml iy 

day care .,.....,. 112.47 

Independent child 

care............. Slhur 

Centers and fanl I y day care systems mrst be 
licensed, which requires then to m 

teacher/child ratios, facility requiremnts, and 
teacher quai ifications. lndepardent fami iy day 
ca-e providers nust be registered, which requires 
then to meet tescha/chIld ratlos and facility 
requirements. 

AFDC special needs payments (prirrary) 

State and local administrators said no, but half 

of caseworkers said yes. Administrators said 
child care is an Integral part of program and is a 
sel I irg point. 

Reiti rsemmnt through AFCC grant. 

Patiicipents, but casewwker wil I help. Most 

caseworkers said participants must locate. 

Special needs payments: Fbxinum hourly rates 

Day carecenter .................. $125 
Provider’s hum or 

9-p m ..................... 1.05 
Patlclpant’s 0111 home ........... 0.85 

bbxinum per month . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5160.00 

No state standards for care faded through special 
needs payments; 5 of 8 laai sites had none; 2 had 
minimum age of 16 for provider; and 1 had minirmm 

age of 18. 

independent child care providers mrst be 16 yrs., 

though some casewrkms tlghtened requirements. 
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Tges Oregon 

SSBG 

Yes, to casave slate chi id care ftnds. 

Placement in stateASE i ncome-based system. Reimbursenant. 

Caseworker at 3 sites; particlpsnt at 1 site. 

Mxirmm daily rates 

Pate qroup Ful i-day klf-day 

O-2 yrs................. 514.21 $924 
3school age (1st grade) 10.28 6.B 
School age-14 YW....... 7.28 4.73 
09chcoI age . . . . . . . . . . . . 12.91 8.39 
O-14 yrs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.67 6.94 

MIX employmrt prcgran 

Yes, budgetary reasons; hcwever, Portland 

casarorkers and 2 local administratcrs said no; 
cne said prefers participants to have reliable and 

consistent care. 

Participant, though caseworkers nny have lists of 

providers. 

Up to 1% per aonth per child or provider’s uslsi 

zmd custanary charge, whIchever is less. 

a Provider must select rate group describing the 
srral lest range of ages that enmpasses the ages 
of al I the children the provider serves. 

Centers are I iansed by the state. Workers rmst 
be 18, with high school diplam or ED. Family 
kxms are limited to 12 children and nust be 
registered and undergo perlodlc inspections. 

None for care pu-chased using JOBS program funds. 
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Table ZZ-Gntinued 

blassachuselts Mlchiqal 

Gasworker tijority thought most participants used forfn?ti Caseworkers bei leve half or more of participants 

estinute of use care. Highest estimate for using relatives or use relatives or friwids. 
of relatives and frlsnds was half of caseload. 
fr lends 

Why participants PeMnaI prefermce, anvBn lance, knw the person Participant preface, feel more canfortable, 

L6e relatives or and feel not-8 amfortable for young children, fear program funds inadequate for canters. 

fr lends of formal providers, and forms1 resources 
unavai Iable. 

when partlcipsnts Placed cn waiting list or exempted, Generaily gcenpted or placed in inactive status. 

can’t find care 

Asslstanca after Voudrers continue for 1 year, though Wended May mter state/SS8G system based a7 iname. 

finding a job under certain circunstanaes. During year, try to 
get participants into in-based cantract system 
Lsss). 

Particl pants 31% (monthly average using voucher care) Not awl iable. 
receiving chi Id 
care ass i stance 

Chl id care 

fLndlng: 
Progrun $17.4 million $3.1 mii lion 

Percentage of 41 

v-cm 
expenditures 

15 

Not avai labie. Not awl iabie. 

Use patilcipants No. 
ELS providers? 

Yes, CWV petiicipants are used as providers. 

Program officials bei ieve does not work uei I. 

Trafn participants Yes, through education and training contracts. Yes, thtwgh pilot projects. 

as providers? 

kkw effective? Sanarhat suaessfui: There are prcbiene for 

family day care providers in meeting faciilty 
standards; participants trainsd for centers have 
problene meeting education standards. 

scmwhat suaxssfui: Lav wages for child care 

workers prevent participants trained from going 
off WCC. 
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Tewas 

wrkm estimated on average abut two-f i fits 

of participants use relatives or friends. 

Average estlmte of caseworkers was about 60%; 

answers ranged Iran 25 to 90%. 

Personal preference and oonvenien~. Rexms include ccwenience, nwe control, feel 

safer, cniy type available. Two casaworlwrs 
thought rafes I imited choices; one +hought thq 
de no difference. 

bbst caseworkers require participation anyway 

because focus on job search pefmits scheduilng 
during school hours. 

Required to pa-tlclpate anyway. Focus on job 

search gives schedui ing f ie#lbil II-y. Searching 
for child care satrtines included in Action Plan. 

Since care is through stat&SE system, extended May enter starry progra based QI Incane. 

as long as person renains inwme eligible. 

M avai iable. 

koe. 

Not applicable. 

$11.5 miillon NDne. 

No. 

FM appi Icable. Not appl Icabie. 

Not awl iabie. 

$214,400 

2 
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Table 23: Mequaq of Child Care 

Massachusetts 

Available cam 

EdQCJUSte? 

No. 

Extent to which 

lack of child 
care prevents 
pwticipatial: 

Chl I dren 6 and State: 

WW Lccai: 

Chl idren ages State: 

3-5 Local: 

Chi I dren under State: 

age3 Local: 

Moderate extant. 
Little or no extent. 

Little or no ewtmt. 

Little or no to moderate extent. 

Great (Infants), tierate (toddlers). 

Moderate to very great edant. 

Probier with Not enough day care slots; not enough providers 

child care for infants and toddlers; not enou@ care after 

SUPPlY school and at odd hours. 

Factcrs limiting Schedui it-g activities during school hours; some 

probl- sdmols have on-site day care. 

Michigan 

State and 5 of 8 local sites visited said yes. 

State: Not applicable. 
Local: Little or no to tierate extent. 

State: Not appl icabie. 

Local: Little or no to very great extent. 

State: Not applicable. 

Local: Little or no to vary great exterrt. 

Lack of care for young children, especlaliy 

infants; noney pald by prqram inadequate; nu&er 
of day care sites insufficient; difficulty finding 
care at night; lack of transportation to day cam. 

Scheduilng activities during school hours; on-site 

child care in a far locations; one location 
focused on two-parent fami I les. 
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Adequacy of Child Care 

Questions about the adequacy of available child care to meet 
the needs of employment program participants continually arise in 
discussions about these programs. We obtained program officials' 
opinions about child care problems in general and the availability 
of care for specific age groups. (The results are shown in table 
23.) Our discussions focused on adequacy in a quantitative sense 
rather than a qualitative one. 

Michigan is the only state where the majority of state and 
local administrators said available child care is adequate to meet 
needs. However, state officials said affordable care is not 
available, and the program's child care is not adequately funded. 
In Oregon, state officials thought care is inadequate, but three of 
four local administrators thought it adequate. In Texas, state 
officials and two of four local administrators reported an 
inadequate supply of child care. State officials said the SSBG 
system and Head Start together meet only 10 percent of the need for 
child care. Massachusetts officials believed care to be 
inadequate. The result is that many registrants must wait some 
time before they can participate in ET. 

Program officials' opinions on how the lack of care available 
for specific age groups prevented participation were fairly 
consistent. Most thought lack of care for children 6 years of age 
and over prevents participation to a moderate extent at most. 
However, Texas and Massachusetts staff mentioned the problems of 
transporting children from school to a child care facility. 
Officials in Texas and Oregon thought lack of care for children 
between the ages of 3 and 5 prevents participation from a 
"moderate" to a "very great" extent. In Michigan, some sites 
experienced few problems with child care for this age group, while 
others thought child care needs prevent participation from a 
"moderate" to a "very great" extent. In Massachusetts, program 
staff said preschool care is plentiful. In all four states, care 
for children under the age of 3 usually was described as preventing 
participation from a "great" to "very great" extent. Massachusetts 
officials said the shortage of care for toddlers is less acute than 
that for infants. ET staff believe ET'S voucher child care system 
has helped increase the supply and distribution of child care 
resources, especially for toddlers. 

Problems cited by program officials in all states included a 
lack of child care slots for children of all ages, for infants and 
toddlers in particular, as well as for children after school, in 
the evenings, or on weekends. Michigan and Oregon caseworkers 
mentioned that amounts paid by the programs are insufficient to 
find care. And Texas caseworkers at one site said the contract 
system is too cumbersome. Some providers are unwilling to contract 
with the state and the state is unable to contract with centers in 
small towns that have few low-income families. These caseworkers 
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suggested that a voucher system might solve these problems. Texas 
state program officials and a welfare advocate also suggested that 
child care for low-income families may be more of a problem than it 
appears. They believe AFDC recipients are so desperate for work 
that they will accept a job when they have no source of child care, 
even if it means jeopardizing their children. 

All four programs cited the ability to schedule activities 
during school hours as a program feature limiting child care 
problems. In Massachusetts and Michigan, a few training or 
education facilities have on-site day care. 
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Tges 

Sbte -Id no; 2 of 4 local sites said no. 

Oregon 

State said no; 1 of 4 local sites said r)(l. 

State: I&Mate extent. 

Local: Little or ho to moderate extent. 

State: Great extent. 
Local: R&rate to grest extent. 

State: very great EFKrmt. State: Great actent. 
Local: Greet to vary great extent. kCi?ti: Great ewteue. 

Care unavailable In cerialn geographical areas; 

unwl I I ingness of providers to contract with lDl-6; 
certain care unavailable at any cast; sane caters 
w I I I not accept infants; need for care after hours 
and cm weekends; lack of transportation to day 
care. 

Scheduling activities during school hours. 

State: Moderate ertent. 

hai: Some exterft. 

state: Great extent. 
Local: Moderate extent. 

General iy: Lack of providers and rates prcgrm 

pays. For children mder 6: Lack of 
transporlatim to day care; need for care during 
extmdad hours; far providers for infant care; 
can’t find care at the rate prcgra pays. 

Schedullhg activities during school hours; one 

off ice concentrates job s-rch on one day per 
Week. 
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Caseworkers' Opinions on Participants' 
Need for Child Care Assistance 

Caseworker views on participants' need for child care 
assistance in order to participate diverged somewhat among programs 
(see table 24). ET caseworkers were more likely to say that large 
portions of their caseloads needed assistance. Among Massachusetts 
caseworkers, 65 percent said more than half or almost all 
participants needed child care; in the other states, 38 to 47 
percent of workers said the same. These findings correspond with 
the caseworkers' views on participant preferences for using 
relatives or friends to provide care, shown in table 23 above. 
Caseworkers in Michigan, Texas, and Oregon generally believed large 
proportions of participants used their own informal arrangements, 
and the predominant reason given was personal preference. In 
Massachusetts, where child care assistance is readily available and 
its use encouraged, caseworkers believed participants more 
frequently chose to use formal child care arrangements. 

Almost all caseworkers across states thought the majority of 
registrants needing assistance received it. However, none of the 
programs could give us an estimate of unmet need, that is, the 
number of potential participants who needed child care, but could 
not get it. 

84 



Table 24: Caseworkers' Views on Participants' Need for and Receipt 
of Child Care 

Proportion 
needing 

child carea 

All, almost all 
More than half 
About half 
Less than half 
None, hardly any 
Don't know 

Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

36 5 29 0 0 2 25 
29 3 18 6 38 1 13 
21 5 29 1 6 3 38 

0 3 18 5 31 0 0 
7 0 0 1 6 2 25 
7 1 6 3 19 0 0 

Proportion 
receiving 
child careb 

All, almost all 8 57 13 76 9 56 7 88 
More than half 6 43 3 18 3 19 1 13 
About half 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 
Less than half 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 
None, hardly any 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Don't know 0 0 0 0 3 19 0 0 

Total 

Caseworkers responding 
Massachusetts Michigan Texas Oregon -- 

No. 

caseworkers 
responding 14 100 17 100 16 100 8 100 

aCaseworkers were asked this question: "We'd like to know how many 
registrants cannot obtain the child care they need without 
assistance from the work program or another public source. 
Approximately what proportion of registrants need child care 
assistance in order to participate?" 

bCaseworkers were asked this question: "What proportion of those 
[registrants] needing child care assistance to participate actually 
receive it?" 
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CASE MANAGEMENT AND CASEWORKER BACKGROUNDS 

Several welfare reform bills require or allow states to assign 
a case manager to each participant. Depending on the bill, the 
responsibilities of the case manager may include obtaining and 
brokering any other services needed to assure participation, 
monitoring progress, and reviewing and renegotiating the plan or 
agreement. We looked at the current duties of caseworkers, the 
number of cases for which they are responsible, and their 
backgrounds. 

We found that in every state most participants are assigned to 
a caseworker, as shown in table 25. The welfare departments in 
Massachusetts, Michigan, and Oregon have special staff, rather than 
regular welfare staff, to erform case management functions for 
their employment programs. P 

In Texas, the workers who handle employment services also 
handle child care and several health-related services, which are 
grouped under Family Self-Support Services. Moreover, some 
participants are referred directly to TEC staff, who perform some 
case management functions such as employment plan development and 
referral to activities provided by other agencies. But those 
participants who need support services are referred to TDHS staff. 

Caseworkers currently perform the types of functions described 
in the welfare reform bills. Their duties generally include 
assessment, employment plan development, referral to activities, 
monitoring of participants' progress in job search or activities 
provided by other agencies, and arrangement of support services 
(such as child care and transportation reimbursement). Texas and 
Oregon caseworkers also perform some additional functions. In 
Texas, caseworkers handle several other programs, as mentioned 
above. In Oregon, caseworkers conduct job search workshops, 
provide individual job search assistance and work with employers to 
develop jobs. In Massachusetts, ET caseworkers do not have the 
major responsibility for child care assistance, which is provided 
mainly by staff of private voucher management agencies under 
contract with DPW, rather than by ET workers. 

We found that the amount of attention caseworkers can provide 
to participants is limited by high caseloads. None of the states 
had official upper or lower limits on the caseloads of employment 

7Under the Massachusetts Department of Public Welfare's new case 
management system, AFDC financial assistance workers, now called 
"case managers," are supposed to help AFDC recipients develop a 
route out of poverty, becoming involved, along with the ET workers, 
with participants' employment and training activities as well as 
other services they receive to promote self-sufficiency. 
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Table 25: Case F(anagmt zmd Badqromds of Errgloymnt Program Caseworkers 

who performs case 

magement 
functions7 

MBssachusetts 

Special work progrm staff (fl workers) perfOn 

work program f met ImS. H3feVer, ctaSSachuSe+tS 
has case managers who perform broad- fUnctiWS 
and would refer participants to ET workers. 

MlchiQan 

Special work pmgran staff. 

Caseworker lntervien and assess needs, goals, End servlms; Assist patlcipants in ampleting SeIf-asSeGment; 

desalptlals of develop eqloyabiliiy plan; gcplain services; assign patiicipants to activities; help obtain 
responslbl I ities enrol I md track participants. suppat servicas; mnitor on as-needed basis. 

State guide1 ines 

for caseloads? 
No. No. 

Average total Active: 292 ACtiVe: 251 

caseload (active 
and inactive) Inactive: 275 InactIve: 0 

Total: 567 (Includes soim general assistance Toial: 251 (Includes sam general assistance 

participants) participants) 

Range of active Highest: 372 Highest: Not awl lable. 

caseloads (local 
off ice averages) Lame: 106 Laest: Not available. 
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Oregon 

Special work progran staff. TEC staff also 

perfom some case mmgenmt functions for sane 
participants. 

Interviars, assessmnts, enployabillty plans, 

child care assistance, placements, follcu-ups, and 
assistance with health and fmily planning. 

Active: NcJt available. 

Inactive: Not avai table. 

Total: 391 (121 AFDC work program partlcipants) 

Highest: Not aval Iable. 

Lo+mst: Not available. 

Special m-k progran staff. 

Assessment; help identify and t-move barriers; 

hold job search workshops; mnitor; impose 
sanctlcns; help with support services; work with 
enplaY-. 

Active: 4ia 

I nactlve: 34a 

Total: 75a 

Highest: 66a 

Lowest: 19s, b 

a Eased on a saple of local offices. 

b Sane Oregon casemrkgrs with Icn caselceds have other duties in ccnnectlcn with JOBS, such as job 
developmnt. 

Ccntinued m n& paqe , 
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Table 25-Continued -- 

Required education 

and EPtperleme 
for mployment 

prog- 
caseworkers 

Educational 

backgrmd of 
enpIw”=t 
program 
cisemrkers 

Work history of 

enp1cyment 
program 
casemrkers 

Massachusetts Michiqall 

En--level workers must have 2 years experieme 

In social, financial, personnel, or camsellng 
work. 

Bachelorts degree, service backgrand. 

Less than high school: 

High school or equivalent: 

Z-year cot lege degree: 

4-y-r col lege degree: 

M3ster’s or above: 

Incomeeligibility: 

Other social service: 

WIN: 

Other emp I oyrmnt and 

training: 

Other: 

Less than high school: OS 

High school or equivalent: 0% 

2-year ml lege degree: 1% 

4yeur college degree: 9% 

Master’s or above: 0% 

Not available. 
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Teas Oregon 

4ywr degree; 1 year of social work experience 

can be substiMed for 1 year of college. 

No requirement for degree; need certain mount of 

experience. Local abnlnlstralws emphasized need 
for @ altitude, mtivation, ard people skills. 

Less thm high school: .H 

High school or equivalent: 12$ 

2yeer col lege degree: ?Jw 

4year col lege degree: 431 

Master’s or almve: 712 

Not avai lable. 

Less than high school: OS 

High school or equivalmt: 351 

2-year col lege degree: OS 

4year ml lqe degree: 591 

Master’s or above: 6% 

Income el lglbil ity: 

Other social service: 

WIN: 

Other enplqnmnt and 
training: 

Other: 

43s 

71 

435 

41 

4s 

a Percentage includes anyone with college credit, but no degree. 
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PROGRAM RESULTS 

It is difficult to measure the success of a welfare employment 
program. To measure success, the four programs we studied use (1) 
job placements or welfare reductions and (2) sometimes, the wages 
for the jobs participants find. But without a more rigorous 
evaluation, one cannot tell whether participants who take jobs or 
leave the welfare rolls would have done so in the absence of the 
programs.8 It is thus difficult to use available data to assess 
and compare the success of different programs. 

Another problem is the lack of data about the quality of the 
placements. Only two states had data on the average wage of all 
program participants. As shown in appendix III, a broad 
classification of the jobs found was available for only a subset of 
program participants in three of the four programs. Data on the 
proportion of those placed retaining jobs beyond 30 days were 
either not available or available for a subset of placements. 

Job Placements and Waqe Rates 

The number of program participants who obtained jobs in 1986 
(whether through the program or on their own) ranged from 12,870 in 
Massachusetts, 38 percent of participants, to 19,509 in Texas, 37 
percent of participants (see table 26). Texas and Massachusetts 
were the only states for which rates could be calculated. In 
Massachusetts, 68 percent of the jobs were full-time; in Oregon, 65 
percent; and in Texas, 71 percent. These data were not available 
for Michigan. 

The average wages for the jobs found varied greatly by 
program. Massachusetts' ET had the highest average hourly wage for 
program placements, $5.45, followed by $4.70 for Michigan's MOST, 
$4.09 for Oregon's JOBS, and $3.76 for Texas' Employment Services 
Program. (However, all states but Oregon provided data based only 
on a subset of placements.) In contrast, average annual pay for 
workers in general, as shown in table 1, was highest in Michigan 
and lowest in Oregon. The data on wage distribution show that 
Massachusetts had far more former program participants earning 
$5.00 or more per hour than the other states--38 percent as 
compared with 11 percent in Texas and 1 percent in Oregon. ET 
officials tie the higher wages of program graduates to the 
performance-based contracting system. Oregon's placements seem 

8A study of the ET program by the Massachusetts Taxpayers 
Foundation estimated that both ET and the economy have reduced the 
AFDC caseload in Massachusetts. See Massachusetts Taxpayers 
Foundation, Training People to Live Without Welfare (Boston, 
Aug. 1987). The Urban Institute is currently conducting an 
evaluation of ET using a comparison group methodology. 
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concentrated closely around its average wage of $4.09, and the 
majority of Texas placements were at wages below $4.00. 

The relatively high wages of Massachusetts' ET placements were 
purchased through higher expenditures: Massachusetts spent over 
$3,300 for each placement compared with $457 in Texas and $658 in 
Oregon. As discussed previously, Massachusetts' higher costs 
reflect the more intensive education and training services provided 
to many participants as well as generous child care funding, which 
also includes services to successful program graduates. 
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Table 26: Job Placements and Wage Rates, 1986 

Massachusetts Michigan Texas 

Number placed in jobs 12,870 
Placement rate 

(percent)b 38 
Percentage full-time 
Average wage ss% 

a 

a 

$4JOd 

19,509 

37 

s3.s 

Percentage earning 
hourly wage of: 

Under $3.35 
$3.35-$4.00 
$4.01-$5.00 
$5.01-$6.00 
$6.01 or more 

Percentage retaining jobs: 
30 days 
90 days 
180 days 
270 days 
360 days 

Percentage of AFDC grant 
closures lasting: 

90 days 
180 days 
270 days 
360 days 

0 ld 4e 0 
32 a 70e 34 
30 a 16e 65 
18 a 7e 1 
20 17d 4e 0 

85f a 81 a 
a 76d a a 
82f 6gd a a 
a 64d a a 
a 61d a a 

a 76 849 a 
a 69 689 a 
a 64 a a 
86 61 56'3 a 

Cost per placement 

aNot available. 

$3,333 

Oregon 

18,324 

a 

$4.:; 

a $457 $658 

bNumber of participants finding jobs during the 
percentage of annual participants. 

year as a 

CData are only for full-time jobs. 

dData are only for placements made by contractors, which serve 
about half of MOST participants. 

eBased on placements made by TEC, which were 31 percent of all 
placements. 

fBased on all DES placements, representing 50 percent of all ET 
placements. Program staff believe they are representative of all 
placements. 

gFisca1 year 1985 data. 
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Job Placements by Occupation 

Only Oregon could provide occupational information for all 
placements. The other states provided data on subsets of their 
participants, which in some cases may not be representative of all 
placements. The data supplied by all programs are shown in table 
27. Massachusetts' ET had the highest proportion of participants 
in professional, technical, and managerial jobs, but still placed 
only 10 percent in that category. Massachusetts also had the 
highest percentage in clerical jobs, 34 percent, as compared with 
about 20 percent in Texas and Oregon and 11 percent in Michigan. 
Massachusetts and Michigan had more placements in the traditionally 
male categories, such as machine trades, bench work, 
structural/construction, and packing and handling jobs. In these 
categories, Massachusetts had a total of 26 percent; Michigan, 29 
percent. In comparison, Texas had 9 percent and Oregon, 8 percent. 
Both Texas and Oregon classified about 50 percent of their 
placements as service, as opposed to 18 percent in Massachusetts 
and 27 percent in Michigan. Oregon had the largest percentage of 
placements in farming, forestry, and fishing (10 percent) and 
processing materials such as glass, food, or paper (6 percent). 
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Table 27: Job Placements by Occupation (Fiscal Year 1986) 

All numbers are percentages 

Placements in cateqory 
Occupational category Massachusettsa Michiganb TexasC Oregond 

Professional, technical, 
managerial 

Clerical 
Sales 
Service/domestic 
Farming, forestry, 

fishing 
Processing 
Machine trades 
Bench work 
Structural/construction 
Transportation 
Packing/handling 
Helpers and laborers 
Other 

10 3 3 
34 11 20 
4 5 6 
18 27 54 

3 

2&l 
f 
7 
3 
f 

18 
1 

1 10 
3 6 
1 2 
6 4 
2 2 
lh f 
f f 
f f 
5 4 

5 
19 

4: 

aBased on all DES placements, representing 50 percent of all ET 
placements. Program staff believe they are representative of all 
placements. 

bBased on placements by MOST contractors, who served about half of 
program participants in 1986. 

CInformation is for participants finding jobs through TEC, 
representing 31 percent of total placements. 

dInformation is for all placements. 

eThis category is included in clerical occupations. 

fNot applicable (the program does not use this category). 

gIncludes occupations described as "Mechanical/repair" and 
"Production," some of which may belong in categories other than 
"Machine trades." 

hDescribed as "Motor freight transportation." 
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APPENDIX I 

WELFARE REFORM PROPOSALS 

APPENDIX I 

We analyzed proposed employment program changes in four versions of 
welfare reform: 

-- H.R. 1720, Family Welfare Reform Act of 1987 as reported by 
the House Committee on Ways and Means. Employment portion 
called National Education, Training and Work (NETWork) 
Program. 

-- H.R. 1720, as amended by the House Committee on Education 
and Labor. Employment portion called Fair Work 
Opportunities Program. 

-- H.R. 3200, AFDC Employment and Training Reorganization Act 
of 1987. Employment portion called Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Program. 

-- s. 1511, Family Security Act of 1987. Employment portion 
called Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program. 

We chose these versions of the proposals to illustrate a range of 
proposals (see table I. 1). 
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APPENDIX I 

Table 1.1: Welfare Reform Proposals 

APPENDIX I 

Element 

Parficlpatlon 

requlrermnts 
(people wim 
young children) 

ktdatorj 

pa~icipation 
levels 

Pr lor i t lee/target 

graJPs 

Mministratlon 

Flnanclng 

HP. 1720: Ways and Means 

People with children under age 3 not required to 

parflci pate. lbmver, states fmy be permitted to 
extad requirerrent to people with children ages 1 
and 2 if appropriate child care is available and 
guaranteed, and participation is part-time. Those 
with chlldra ages 3 to 5 msy be required only if 
day care is guaranteed end participation part- 
time. 

be. 

First priority to volunteers frun families (a) 
with teenage parents or with parent under 18 when 
first child born; (b) receiving AFIX continuously 
for 2 or more yesrs; and (c) with children under 

6. 

Federal: M. 

State: AJxc agency. 

Funded as entitlement. Education and training 

receive 65-percent federal share. AdmInistrative 
costs, Including case nnnaganent, receive a 5G 
percent federal share. Child care and other work- 
related c#penses natched at rate at which 
assistance payments notched. 

HR. 1720: Education and Labor 

People with chlldren vlder age 3 nwty not be 

required to participate under any ciramstances, 
but states rmst encourage participation by those 
with children ages 1 and 2 where appropriate day 
care is guaranteed and parficlpaticn Is par+time. 
Al I day care mrst be wappropriatew and nust be 
provided for children ages 6 to 14 when they are 
not in school and not otherwise receiving care. 

No mandatory levels. Prohibits use of activlly or 

participation levels as a performance standard. 

First ccnslderation given to those who actively 
seek to participate, whether nmdatory or 
VollWlts~. States shal I make %pecial efforts” to 
serve the three groups identified by Ways ard 
Means, plus frmilles with a parent who has not 
been arployed during previous 12 months, lack 
high school education, cr has special educational 
needs, and famf I les with older children in which 
the youngest child is within 2 years of being 
inel lgible for assistance. 

Federal: CCL 

State: Governor chooses between welfare agency, 

snplcyfmnt security agency, or other slate agency. 

1988~-5650 mi I I ton authorized for program 

gtpenses, of which $150 milllcn is for chi.ld care 
when appropriation levels exceed 5200 mi I I ion. 

*percent federal match to 1986 WIN al locaticn. 
Then, education, training, child care, and other 
supportive services notched at 80 percent; other 
ccsts, including administrative, matched at 70 

percent. 

98 



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

HJ?. 3200 

People with children age 6 months and over. 

s. 1511 

People with children age 3 and over and, at State 
option, ages I and 2, t-rust participate. 

By end of first yea, I5 percent of caseload must 

participate, increasing incrementally to 70 
percent at the md of the 9th yeer. For teen 
parrnts and other teens, 80 percent by end of 
third year. 

W of mmbers of high priorih/ groups placed 

in school or jobs after M 1989 affects funding 
al locations. Omups include (a) those who have 
not completed high school or its equivalent, (b) 
unwed mothers with children under 3, (cl 
recipients under age 22. 

None. 

To oblaln a higher federal ftnding rate, progrm 

nut spend 60 percent of funds on pzrticipants who 
(a) are receiving or applying for -fits and 
have received benefits for any 30 of the preceding 
60 ncnths; (b) are custodial parents under age 22 
without a high school education and are not 
enrolled in hlgh school; (c) are parents In a W 
family. 

Federal: Gtabl ishes Off 1 ce of Work Progra 
within !-i-El Office of Faily Assistance. 

state: AFCC agency. 

Federal: M-S. 

State: MDC agency. 

Funded through appropriation; GO0 ml I I ion 90-percent federal share up to 5140 mi I I ion. 

authorized for fiscal yeer 1988. Up to amount Then, 60-percent federal share for expenditures 
spent in fiscal year 1987, federal matching rate beyond state share of appropriated ftnds. Costs 
based on effective rmtching rate for that year of assessments, case msnagemnt services, and 
(estimated to average at about 79 percent). Over contract development and administration, receive a 
amxnts spent in fiscal year 1987, federal SO-percant federal share. Pate drops to 50 
matching rate is 50 percent. percent in al I cases 1 f nore then 40 percent of 

nonfederal share provided In kind or less than 60 
percent spent on target groups. Ch I I d care 
matched at Medicald rate. 

Continued cn nW paqe 
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Table I .l-Continued 

Elenrent H.R. 1720: Ways and Mesns H.R. 1720: Educatiar and La&r 

Assesswnt and 

agency/c I i ent 

w--=‘t 

States required to assess education, ski I IS, and Similar to Ways a7d Means. Assessm of 

enployabll Ily and negotiate an agenq/cIisnt educational needs nust include testing. 
agremmt specifying acflvitles and other Pat-tic/pant given up to IO days to review 
particlpatlon terws as wel I as services the state agreement. 
Is committed to provide. 

case lmnagelmnt Required to assign case nenager to arrange or Same as Ways and Means. 
trcker services and monitor progress. 

Program set-v ices State mtst nake available high schcol or 
equivalent education, renedial education, ESL, 
special lzed advance educaticn, group and 
indlvldual job s-rch, ski I Is tralnlng, job 
readiness activities, ccunsellng and referral, job 
developfmnt and placanant. Must offer two of the 
fol larlng: OJT, work suppIemmtaticn, CW9, and 
other ttalning and education actlvltles. w 
requ I t-e Job search for appl lcants and at other 
tills. 

Services shal I Include job search, education, 
training progrmts (Job resdiness, Job ski I Is, OJT, 
work gtperlence), n-wy support sef~ices, 
ccunsel ing and referrals, Job developnent, 
placermnt, and follcw-up. May include 
transitional enploynmnt, work experience, and work 
supp I smmtat Ion. Education rmst be offeced first, 
where plan identifies it as a need. kby rqulm 
Job search for app I lcants and at other times. 

High school 
dJcat km 

Participants lacking high school educaticn nust be Participants withart high school eduoatlcm nust 
offered opportunity to participate in activities participate first In an appropriate -ion 
addressing these needs. No other activities can program. Na other activities nsy be al lored to 
be permitted to interfere with this component. interfere. 

Child care and States m&t provide or reimburse for day care: Ooes not address provlsian or reintursenmt of 
otherwork- S175/mxlth for children age 2 or over, $2OO/nonth child care. b require slates to -5~85s 
related expenses for infants under age 2. adequacy and appropriateness of chi Id care and 

sets aside Slw) mi I I Ion for chi Id care 
Up to S lOC/nonth for transportat ion and other lnprovemnts after appropriations resch $2CO 
work-related e#penses or S2OIMmnth If partlcipent ml I I Ion. 
nusttravel lCOmilesornwe (eschway perday) 
to activity. 
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HP. 3200 s. 1511 

States nsy develop errployability plans for 

recipients. 

Required to assess education and emplcyment ski I Is 

and nay develop enplayability plan. States nay 
require individuals to negotiate md enter Into 
contracts ref lectlng participants obligations and 

states’ amnitlmllts for services. 

b&j provision. 

Services states xoffer include those authorized 

mder WIN or WIN OemDnstratlons, CWEF’, work 
suppl~taticn, job search, or work denonstration 

program. States nay require applicants to 
participate in job search, 

APPENDIX I 

States my assign a case manager responsible for 

obtaining and brokering services needed to assure 
partiClptiOll. 

State tmy rmke available hlgh school or equivalent 

education. remedial education, ESL, post-seconday 
education, OJT, skil Is training, work 
supplcmentatlon, CWE’, Job search, job readiness 
training, and Job development, placenmnt, and 
fol lcw-up. lyly require Job sesnh for appl lcants 
and at other times. 

In fami I ies required to participate, caretaker States my rsqulre certain c&odiaI parents urder 

relatives and anyone at least age 16 but less than age 22 without a high school education to 
19 without a high school education nuy be required patlcipate In education activities. 
to enter a high school or GEfI program. 

Chi Id care, transportation, and other necessary 

assistance mrst be provided. 
Federal governrmn t reltirses child care up to 

I lmit of SMO/nonth per child. 

Other work-related aperises up to aaount of 

inltial esmed inanm disregard. 

Continued on nexf paqe 
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Table I .l-Contlnued 

APPENDIX I 

E lenmt H,R. 1720: Ways and Means 

Transition 

b@lef its 

HJ?. 1720: Education and Labor 

Child care avat lable to working famil les for 6 

nontk after leaving AFCC, cm an in-based 
scale of payments. 

Ooes not address this section. 

Medicaid &ended to working families for 6 

rnmths. 

Job referrals May not require participants to accept Jobs 

resulting In net loss of Income, Including 
lnsuance value of health benefits to family. 

Performance 

standards 

tieloped withln 1 year of enactment. Will 

include went to which priority groups are 
targeted, intensive services are ml lored to 
individual needs, volunteers emphasized, placemmt 
and education canpletion expectations for priority 
groups are met, and program results In job 
retention, as well as case closings, educational 
improvements, and placement in jobs with health 
benefits. Must also consider effectiveness of 

enplqment program in producing welfare savings 
zmd the effect of unemployment and other ecuxmic 
factors on prcgrrm results. 

No participant mJst accept a job paying less than 

me minimn wage. Establ 1st’~ supplementary 
progrm, to make up difference between wages and 
benefits lost for 1 year for participants 
accepting such jobs. 

Final standards developed within 2 yeas of 

enactment. Include mwsurament of s- In 
enabl Ing participants to achieve self-sufficiency 
and reducing welfare cc&s; nrrasuremnis of 
placement rates, wages, job retention, education 
iq~~-~~enmnts, and placemen ts with health or child 
care benefits; recognition of difficulties of 
serving participants with greater qlqment 
barriers; and recqniticn of differing ccnditions 

between the states. 
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Chi Id care available for fami I ies with income less Ch’i Id care r-ins awl lable to fami I ies whose 

than 150 percent of federal poverty line, which eligibility for bsnefits has lapsed If they have 
received A!TC within the past 3 rmxtths, but are received benefits in 3 of 6 preceding nrxtths. 
ineligible because of increased earnings, and pay Available for 9 rnmth after last receipt of 
at least 10, but no more than 90 percent of the benefits md for a total of 9 ninths in the 
ccet. preceding 36-wcnth period. 

Medlcaid available fa- up to 9 nxxtths. After 4 

manths, lnaxne-bssed coverage where fami I ies’ 

gross earnings less child care expenses are not 
m3re than 165 percent of poverty I lne. 

jobs mtst be at least mininun wage. Wy not be required to accept a job resulting in 

net loss of income, including food stamps and 
insurance value of health benefits, unless slate 
n&es up difference in supplementary payments. 

After 2 y-s, fundlng allocation fornula takes Developed wlthin 5 yesrs of enactnent. Based, In 

into account relative efflclency of placing pert, on studies of progra inplemeni-aticm and 
potential long-term recipients In jobs lasting at ad effectiveness of various state approshes for 
least 6 nmtts. serving lcng-ttenn recipients. 
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DETAIL ON SITE VISITS 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Locations: State-level offices--Boston; local offices--Grove 
Hall, Cambridge, New Bedford, Southbridge 

Nonwelfare Agencies: 

Department of Employment Security (central office, 
Boston) 

Office of Training and Employment Policy (state-level 
JTPA, Boston) 

Bay State Skills Corporation (Boston) 
Dimock Community Health Center (Roxbury) 
La Alianza Hispana (Boston) 
SCALE, Somerville Public Schools (Somerville) 
Employment Resources, Inc. (Cambridge) 
Office for Job Partnerships (JTPA-New Bedford) 
McKinnon Training Center (Southbridge) 
Massachusetts Job Training Inc. (Worcester) 
Elm Park Center (Worcester) 

MICHIGAN 

Locations: State-level offices--Lansing; local offices--Wayne 
County (Detroit, four sites: Hamtramck, Jefferson/ 
Algonquin, Lincoln Park, Romulus), Jackson, Oscoda, 
Kalkaska, Crawford 

Nonwelfare Agencies: 

Ross Learning Inc. 
Wayne County Community College 
Downriver Community Conference (JTPA) 
JTPA-City of Detroit 
Salvation Army 
Jackson Business Institute 
Goodwill Industries-Project NOW 
Jackson MESC (Employment Security Commission) 
Jackson Community College 
Kalkaska MESC 

TEXAS 

Locations: State-level offices--Austin; regional offices-- 
Austin, Houston, Edinburg, Abilene 
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Nonwelfare Agencies: 

TEC, state office--Austin 
TEC, regional offices--Austin, Houston, Edinburg,and 

Abilene 
Texas Department of Community Affairs (JTPA), state 

office --Austin 
JTPA-Houston, Edinburg, Abilene 
Neighborhood Centers, Inc. (Houston) 
Women's Employment Education Service (Edinburg) 
Day Nursery of Abilene 

OREGON 

Locations: State-level offices--Salem; local offices--Portland, 
Lebanon, Springfield, and Bend 

Nonwelfare Agencies: 

JTPA-state office 
Oregon Consortium (JTPA-Albany) 
Community Services Consortium (JTPA-Corvallis) 
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APPENDIX III 
PROBLEMS IN OBTAINING WPRPBLE DATA ON EWLOIFEhT FWXMl PPRTICIPANTS 

APPENDIX 111 

Msssachuselts Mlchiqan 

Errgloyrmnt program All AFCC household heads, including those All AFIX reclplents who are nmdatory for PMT ard 

reg I strants disabled, Ineligible, and with Infants, register al I volunteers register for K6T. An annuel total 
for FT. of registrants is not available. 

ErnpWmt mgra Farticipsntsh are those who receive a service Varticipentstl include al I registrants who 

part i ci pants such as education or training, not those receiving participate in any KST component, Including 

only orientation or assessment. orientation and assessment. 

Participant Education and work history data based on a randun 

characteristics: sample of 2 percent of AFDC recipients in fiscal 
Source of data yser 1987; other data based on al I fiscal year 

1986 participants. 

Participant 

characteristics: 

Regular vs. W Cannot distinguish regular frcm W. 

Available but cannot be brcken out into desired 

categories. 

pge of Available but cannot be broken out into desired 

youngest child categories. 

Educet ion Avallable only for fiscal year 1987 2 percent 

sanple. 

Work history Available only fw f lscal year 1987 2 percent 

sanole. 

Past welfare Only latest spell on AFCC is kna*n. 

use 

lblber of Cannot bresk out oamunity college attendees by 
participants in type of education, such as r&ill, GED, or 
each activity vomt!onaI. 

Age of youngest child based on a 5-percent saple 

of KI6T partlclpmts; other data based cn all 
patlcipants. 

Aval lable. 

Awl lable. 

Aveilable. 

Available. 

Nut available. 

Not available because system shcus only date of 

last event, which could have been an adjustment 
cnly. 

Cannot provide annual undupl icated ccunt. 
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All ARC recipients who are required to 

participate and al I voluntwrs are ccnsidered 
reglstered. 

This term is not normally used. Were able to 

generate a count of indlviduals Involved in any 
actlviiy, including assessment and self-placement. 

Not available for participants; provided (except 

education) for al I registrants. 

Everyone applylng for AFCC Is consldered 

registered. 

‘%rticipentP include anyone required to 
participate in JCI3S a- volunteering to 
participate, mcept those sancticned. This 
includes those who are temporarily exempted fff 
mdical or other mesons. An annual unduplicated 
count was not available. 

Based on a 20-percentsargle of 13 (and in sum 

cases fewer) of 48 local offices. Sane data based 
on a subsample of 133 cases. 

Not applicable (Texas dces not have W’ progra). 

Avei lable. 

Cannot distinguish regula frun IP. 

Available but cannot be broken cut into desired 

categories. 

Available. Available. 

AvaIlable only for participants In activities 
pmvlded by T8c in 1985. 

Available. 

kt available. Awl lable. 

Based al last 3 yeas. Based on client’s entlre history of welfare 

receipt. 

Not avai Iable. Not alvai lable. 
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Ccntlnued 

Expenditures by 

service 

Awi lable. 

Massachusetts 

Nmber of people 
sanct icoed 

InformtIm not available. 

hmber of people Available on a monthly basis fa voucher care 

receiving chi Id only. 
care aid 

Caseload Coat only those scheduled to enter adIve 

coqcmnt, not those who are on I y registered. But 
scm of those counted are currently Inactive. 

Nunber of 

placenmts 

Available. 

Propat Ion of Nut knwn; kncu only percentage of placemants in 

those placed who hpriorIiy jobs” (full-time and paying at least 
leeve AFDZ rol Is SS/hour) off AKC after 60 days. 

Wages and Characteristics knarn only for the 50 percant of 

characteristics placements obtained through the Enploymsnt 
of jobs found setv Ice. 

Job relent ion Z&lay and l&l-day retention rates available for 

DES only; 1 yeer for JTPA cnly. 

Michigan 

Fcr fiscal year 1986, expcndltures classified not 

by sefvice, but by cutclxne. over half of ccntract 
expenditures are for contracts with nDce than cm8 

cutcane, nnking them InpossIble to clessify by 
se-vi ae. 

KJXM her many grants closed or reduced due to 
san&ions but not nurber of people against whun 
sanctions are inposed. 

State tracks total nunkw of reclplmts of child 

care payments in AFOC grant, but cannot tel I hoe 
my are WST puilcipants. 

Count only active MDST registrants. 

Count only grant closures and grant reductions due 

to eqqment, not placefmnts. grant rductials 
cannot be added to produce an mnua I count because 
one person rmy have sewal grant reductions In a 

yew. 

Mutknounbecausedonotknaftotal nunbecof 

placenetlts. 

Wages and Job chamcteristia avallable only for 

contract placemnts, which are40 percent of all 
placemmts and probably not a representative 

smple. 

may retention rate awilable for contract 

placemnts only. 
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Texas 

Available. Cartot break out contracted servloes, support 

services, local adminlstraticn, and central 
administration. 

Knew only nunber of sanctions, not number of 

people against whom sanctions are Inposed. 

Carnot obtain undupl icated count. 

Can provide count only of children, not 
participants receiving aid. 

Not aval lable. 

Includes al I people classified as participants. 

Do not know what proportion is inactive. 

Based QI sample of 9 local offlces; includes both 

active ard Inactive paticipants; can tell what 
proportion inacflve. 

Available. Available. 

Knarn at sane point within 3 month of enplqment. Known after 180 days. 

Wages and job characteristics knoun only for the Available for all participants. 
31 percent of placmts obtained through the TEC. 

Known only for Xl days after entering cnployment. lnfonmtion not available. 
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GLOSSARY 

Assessment 

Career planning 

Direct placement 
assistance 

Education 

Group job search 

Process to determine a participant's 
employment and education background and 
service needs. 

In-depth assessment, including testing 
and other techniques, used in 
Massachusetts for certain participants 
such as those who are uncertain about 
the activity they wish to attend or have 
barriers to employment. 

Job developer in program or at 
Employment Service tries to match client 
to jobs and refer him or her directly to 
employer. 

Instruction, including 

--remedial and Adult Basic Education 
(ABE) --instruction to raise basic 
reading and math skills; 

--GED/high school--instruction leading 
to a high school diploma or its 
equivalent; 

--English as a Second Language (ESL)-- 
instruction to provide English- 
language skills to those participants 
for whom English is not their native 
language; and 

--post-high school--nonvocational 
instruction provided in a college or 
community college. 

Groups of participants receive training 
in job search techniques and, under an 
instructor's supervision, identify and 
contact potential employers. 
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Individual job search Participant looks for employment, 
sometimes with requirement of reporting 
to program staff the number of employers 
contacted. 

On-the-job training 

Orientation 

Supported work 

Vocational skills 
training 

Work experience 

"World of work" 

(105444) 

*U.S. G.P.O. 1987~201-749:6021O 

Training placement, usually subsidized, 
in which participants are hired by 
employers and work while being trained. 

Session at which participants or 
prospective participants learn about 
their obligations to participate (if 
any), and program services offered. 

Subsidized work experience or training 
in which work standards are gradually 
increased to those of an unsubsidized 
job. Support is provided by counselors 
and peers. 

Occupationally oriented skills training 
usually provided through classroom 
instruction. 

Two basic types: 

Community Work Experience Programs 
(CWEPs) --Experience or training provided 
through work in public or private 
nonprofit agency in return for AFDC 
benefits: hours usually determined by 
dividing AFDC grant by minimum wage. 

WIN work experience--Work in public or 
private nonprofit agency to develop 
basic work habits and practice skills: 
state sets hours. 

Massachusetts activity to help displaced 
homemakers prepare for employment and 
training services. The activity 
includes career assessment and planning, 
employment counseling, goal setting, 
decisionmaking, and job search 
techniques. 
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