FILE COPY 45-69
DO NOT REMOVE

WORK AND THE AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

' Joel F. Handler
Ellen Jane Hollingsworth i

i STy
e @ng ﬁgﬁr G

THE UNIVERSITY OF




WORK AND TEE AFDC PROGRAM

Joel F. Handler

Ellen Jane Hollingsworth

Mr. Handler is a Visiting Professor of Law at Stanford University,
Califcrnia. Mrs, Hollingsworth was his project specialist while on the
Institute staff. The research reported here was supported by funds
granted to the Imstitute for Research on Pcverty at the University

of Wisconsin by the Office of Economic Opportunity pursuant to the
provisions of the Econonic Opportunity Act of 1964. The conclusions
are the sole responsitility of the author.

November, 1959

L .




WORK A'D THE AFDC PROGRAM
WORK, WELFARE AND THE 1967 AFDC AMENDMENTS

Popular attitudes toward work have always had a significant im-
pact on welfare policy and administration. From the earliest days of
cherity, donors have been concerned that the act of giving endangered
the moral fiber of the recipients, given that morality was defined as
the ability to earn a living and to take care of oneself and one's
family. Charity was for the deserving- poor--those who could not work
and who behaved. ‘Though relief was available for employzbles, the
conditions were made onerous; the poorhouses, the wood yard and stone
pile were designed to deter applicants. Relief was deliberately made
stigmatic for those presumed to be in the labor market. This rough
distinction between employable and nonemployable recipients carried
over when government assumed primary responsibility for welfare.

The taxpaying public has always had more difficulty accepting welfare
programs that included employables than programs for people not in

the labor merket, Benefits were and are generally higher and restric-

tive conditions fewer in programs for the aged, the blind, the widowed,

and the handicapped than in those for people assumed able to work.1
The Aid to Femilies with Dependent Children program (AFDC) has

had a special relationship to the issue of work. It is assumed that,

when these programs were first started in the beginning of this century,

husbandless mothers were consideraed to be outside of the labor force
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and thus their dependent children were among the “deserving poor."
This is a misleading view. Whether or not dependent children were
“deserving” depended upon the social characteristics of their parents
and the reason for the dependency.2 The first statutes pertaining to
AFDC (then called Mother's Peﬁsions or Aid to Dependent Children) were
cast very broadly; they covered mothers who were divorced, deserted,
separated, and never married, as well as those who were widows.3 From
this class, aid was to be given only to the *deserving'’~~those mothers
who were “fit and proper” to raise children. As administered, uvsually
only widows qualified., Questions of morality were raised about the
other categories of husbandless mothers and aid was denied on the ground
that they were not fit. This meant they had to work or rely on the more
work~oriented relief programs or, if they could not support their fam-—
ilies and other sources of support were not available, the children
went to public institutions or to foster homes., Even the “deservipg”
mothers were not considered entirely outside of the labor force. For
example; in Wiscomsin, in 1917, just four years after the ADC program
was enacted, local administrators (county court judges) were given
authority to require the mothers in the program to work as a condition
of receiving aid.4 . -=
By the end of World War II, the concept of the working mother was
accepted. It became recognized that, by working, a mother from any
social class could benefit the family in both economic and noneconomic
ways. Thils change in attitude towards the working mother also coin-

cided with two other chenges in the AFDC program. For a variety of




reasons, the social characteristics of the AFDC rolls changed. The
divorced, scparated, deserted, and unmarried replaced the widows and,
in large urban centers, blacks rceplaced whites. Thea too, there was
an enormous growth in the AFDC rolls. In 1935, when the Federal Gov-
ernment began to finance AFDC through grants-in-aid, it was thought
that the program would wither away. Instead, and especially during
the 1950's, the rolls increased despite periods of full employment.

In 1962, when the Kennedy Administration felt that something had
to be done about the growing AFDC rolls, social service oriented amend-
ments were sold to Congress primerily on the ground that welfare rolls

would cdecrease as femilies became self-supperting through social ser-

vices programs.s Prcvisions were made tc encourage states to insti-
tute programs of job céunseling, education, and retreining. In addi-
tion, there wes a liberalization of the treatment of carned income.
The'general rule in AFDC had been to include 21l net income in de-
termining the family's neced for welfare a2id, This meant a 100% tax
rate-~the welfare grant would be reduced by the amount of net earnings
on a dellar-for~dollar basis. According to the authors cof the 1962

amendments, this provided little incentive tc work. Under the new

amenduents, certain amounts of earned income were not to_bae deducted

from the welfare grant. The approach, then, in 1862, was to encourage
AFDC mothers to work.

In 1967,‘£here was another shift in public pclicy. The AFDC pro-
gram was under heavy attack in Congress. The rolls, and the costs te
the Federal Government, hed been rising stcadily despite the promises

of those who urged enactment of the 1562 amendments. Large industrial



states of the north, which had high bencfit programs, were demanding
higher Federally imposed standards to prevent what they claimed was
an influx of poverty stricken families from the rurzl southern states.
It was alsc claimed that the aduinistration of the program was lax;
that many were cn the program whe shouldn't be; that the program en-
couraged immorality (particularly desertion and illegitimacy); and
that the treatument of carned income discouraged people from working.
Congress, in an angry nocd, enacted the 1967 apendments which
were designed to do four things: (1) as of July 1969, a ceiling was
to be put on the proporticn of children under 18 who might receive
AFDC; (2) a new work incentive program, (called WIN) tc increase the
employment of AFDC recipients, was to be established under the joint
responsibility of the Departments of Labor and of Health, Education,
and Welfare; (3) leccal welfare departments would be required to pro-
vide day-care centers for the children of wmothers who were training
or working; and (4) the treatuent of earned income was to be liber-
alized. This was a decided shift in emphasis from the 1962 Congress.
Whercas the previous Federal policy toward work had been permissive
and designed tc fit rehabilitative goals, the 1967 anendments were
bluntly described quite differently in the House Committee on Ways
and Heané report: “The Committee is recommending the enactment of
a series of amendments to carry out its firm intent of reducing the
AFDC rolls by restoring more families tc employment and self-reliance,
thus reducing the Federal finencizl invelvement in the program."6
There was little dcubt =bout the mood of Congress in proposing

the WIN program. Both the House Committee on Ways and Means and the

-




Senate Finance Committee opened their reports by deploring the rising

costs of welfare. The House Committee report went on to say:
Your Committee is very deeply concerned that such a large nuwmber
of families have not achieved independence and self-support, and
is very greatly concerned over the rapidly increasing costs to
the taxpayers. Moreover, your committee is aware that the growth
in this program has received increasingly critical public atten-
tion. . . . It is not 5 years since the enactment of the 1962
legislation, which allowed Federal financial participation in a
wide range of services to AFDC families--services which your
Committee was informed and believed would help reverse these
trends. . . . It is . . . obvious, however, that further and
more definite action is needed if the growth of the AFDC program
1s to be kept under control, The overall plan which the committee
has developed . . . amounts to a new direction for AFDC leg-
islation. . . .7

Needless to say, every major poilnt in the proposed WIN program
was hotly contested before the two congressional committees. State
and local welfare administrators (including the head of the Wisconsin
State Department of Health and Social Services) objected to having
the Department of Labor administer the work incentive program. They
argued that reciplents enrolled in the program would still need social
services and that public welfare agencies could do a better job of train-
ing recipients; they felt that the Department of Labor's commitment was
to serve industrial ne;ds for manpower and not to rehabilitate families.
On the other hand, the National Association of Soclal Workers testified
that social workers cﬁula not motivate clients to accept employment
and that the program should be with Labor.9 HEW also agreed that the
program should be administered by Labor; they argued that manpower
programs should be centralized and Labor had the expertise.lo

As proposed by the President, participation in WIN was to be

volurmtary. Mandatory requirements were inserted by the House Committee

I



ané were strongly protested by HEW and the Department of Labor. They
argued that the proposed programs could not even train all who would
velunteer.tl Others were fearful that this employment program would
become a wvehicle for harrassment and coercion, as were many of the
state employment programs.12 There was also a vigorous attack on the
Hfreeze.

On the other hand, there was a great deal of support for the pro-
vision requiring the states to furnish day-care services—--Mitchell
Ginsberg and John Garduer testificd that the lack of acdequatce day care
was the major reason why women did not work and that the feilure of
previous work and training projects, as well as the liberalization of
the treatuent of earned income, could be traced to the lack of Zay care.
There was very little comment on the‘proposed expansion of social ser-
vice programs to include adulis as well as children,

Under the WIN program, the Department cf Health, Education, and
Welfare (through the state and county department of welfare) refers
welfere recipients to the Department of Labor (i.e., state employment
services) for work or training. Who is eligible for referral? Each
member of an AFDC family aged 16 or older (who is not in school full-
time) is eligible, with the following exceptions: (1) recipients who
are ill, incapacitated, or cf "advanced age'; (2) recipients'”whose
renoteness from a prcject precludes effective participation in werk
or training"”; end (3) recipients 'whose presence in the home on a
substantially coantinuous basis is required because of the illness or

incepacity of enother member of the household.” 1In aiditica, welfare




recipients may request referrels themsclves., A4 recipient making such
a request to the welfare agency must be referred “"unless the State
{welfare] agency determines that participation . . .would be inimical
to the welfare of such person or the family,"l3
The WIN program has teeth. If a person who has been referred to
the department of Labor refuses without “good cause” to perticipate in
a "work incentive progran’ (which can include training) or refuses to
“accept employment in which he is able to engage which is offered through
the public employment offices of the State,"” or rejects a bona fide offer
of employment, then that person's needs will no lomger be teken intc ac~
count in determining the family AFDC grant. Aid for that person can
coutinue for a pericd of 60 days, in the form of protective cr vendor
payments, only i1f that perscn “accepts counseling or other services
(which the State [welfare] agency shall make available . . .) aimed at
persuading such [person] . . . to participate in such progran . Jlé
Recipients referred to the state employment services are tc be
handled in one of three ways: (1) If at all possible, they are to be
moved immediately into regiler employment or on-the~job trei-ding posi-
tions under existing Federal pregrams. In deciding the appropriate
action fer each refg:ral, the state employnment services are to inventory
the work history of all referrals and use aptitude and skili testing if
indicated. The earnings exemption (explained below) wculd bz applic-
eble; but if carnings are high enough, the famlly would leave the

AFDC prograu, (2) The state employment service may recommend training

which could include "basic education, teaching of skills in a classroon
g
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setting, employment skills, worlk exrerience, and any other training

found useful." Recipients would be "assigned to the training suitable
for them and for which joks ﬁere available in the area,"'” Durine the
training neriod, the family would continue to receive its AFRC grant

plus up to $37 a month as a training incentive., The training neriod,

on the average, cannot last more than one year. (3) Snecial work
nrojects would employ "those for whom jobs in the regular economv can-
not be found at the time and for whom training mav not he anpronriate."”
These projects will he furnished bv nublic agencies and nrivate nonprofit
agencies organized for a public purnose, The rccipients who narticipate
in thesa projects will be naid by their emnlover rather than raceive

the AFDC grant, The AFDC grant for =ach participrant (or # parcent of
the wages, whichever fs less) is paid by tha state welfare agency to

the state emplovment service which then reimbursss the emnloyers, Accord-

in

0Q

to the Senats Committee, a verv immortant festurs of this plan is
that "in most instances the recipient would no longer receive a welfare
check, The wage paid by amnlovers to each participent will he a 'true!
wage in the sense that it will % suhject to 211 of the incoma, social
security, and other taxes just as if it wera a wape in repular private
emploYment."l6 The wage has to be at least the minimum wage (if the
minimum wage law is anplicable). Participants are guarantzed that
thelr total income will be at least ~cual to their AFRC grant nlus 27
percent of the wages. If the wages do not equal that amount, then the

state welfare agencieg will ma%2 a supplemental assistance grant,

g
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Congress encouraged the Department of Labor to work at the
development of jobé and placement, Special efforts along these lines
are required since it seems obvious that the regular labor market
channels are insufficient, and sometimes discriminate against those
on welfare," The program is also to provide "followup" services for
those families who return to welfare after an unsatisfactory work ex-
perience. Authority is granted to help families relocate '"in order
to enable them to become permenently employable and self-supporting.”
However, no family is to be required to relocate,

According to the Senate Committee, the sccial services that were
furnished under the 1962 amendments were primarily for AFDC children,
Under the 1967 amendments, these programs were to be extended to
include adults as well., The states would now be required to provide
those social services ''meeded for an effactive work incentive program."

The Committee believed "that many mothers of children on AFDC
would like to work and improve the econcmic situation of their families
if they could be assured of good facilities in which to leave their
children diring working hours."l7 Accordingly, state welfare agencies
were required to make "arrangements for adequate day care facilities."
Thgfgtate agencies were also encouraged to explore the possibility of
using AFDC mothers to care for the children of the other AFDC mothers
who took jobs,

The 1987 emendments liberalized the treatment of earned income,
The Senate Committee said: "A key element in any program for work

and training fer assistance recipients is an incentive feor people to
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take employment. If all the earnings of a needy person are deducted
from his assistance payment, he has no gain for his effort,"18 The
1967 amendments superseded all of the prior rules governing the treat-
ment of earned income, Under the new law, all of the earnings of chil-
dren, up to a maximum of $150 per family, are exempt as long as the
child is in school full time of, if in school part time, not a full
time employee., All other employed AFDC family members can retain the
first $30 of their monthly earnings plus one-third of all of the rest,
without reduction in their welfare benefits,

The ceiling or "freeze" on the number of children on the AFDC
rolls was designed to complement the WIN program, This amendment was
viewed as an incentive to the states to develop the WIN program. In
the words of Wilbur Mills, "It is there to get the States to act on
the other provisions of the bill requiring them to do something to
reduce dependency and to take people off welfare who should not be
there, It is as simple as that,"!9 The "freeze" applies to children
receiving AFDC because of the absence of the father; it does not apply
to children receiving AFDC because of the death or incapacity or unem-
ployment of the father.

Although the Department of Labor administers the WIN prngrém, AFDC
recipients musf be referred by state welfare agencies. BHow much dis-
cretion do the welfarzs agencies have in deciding who to relar? The
statute says that the state welfare agenciss shall make provisio; for
the "prompt referral" of "asppropriate" persons, with three stated

exceptions (noted above), which are fairly narrowly drawn. The Senate
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Committee Report listed two other exceptions, neither of which appeared
in the final legislation. One exception was for a mother (or a person
acting as a mother) who wés in fact caring for one or more preschool
age children and whose presence in the home was necessary and in "the
best interest of the children.'" The other was even more broadly drawn.
A person need not be referred "whose participation the State welfare
égency finds would not be in his best interest and would be incon-
sistent with the objectives of the program,' However, these very
broadly drawn discretionary exceptions were not included in the final
bill because the House-Senate Conference Committee thought that the
state welfare agencies would have this power anyway when they decided
who was “appropriéte.”zo In other words, a state welfare agency

cannot refer a person who falls within any of three stated exceptions;
but the state welfare agency must still decide, from among those

r

potentially eligible, who is "apprepriate.”

The regulations of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare atteépt to guide the state and county departments of welfare
in deciding "appropriate” referrals.21 First, HEW adds to the list
those persons who cennot be referred: (1) 2 child attending school
full time; and (2) "a person whose presence in the home is required
because adequate child-care services cannot be furnished." This
latter provision could be wvery important and may even defeat the
coercive features of the WIN program-altogetﬂér. Tha regulations

state that out-~of-home child-care services must mect state ond federal

licensing requirements. In~home care must meet state standards which,

at

per——




12

in turn, "must be reasonably in accord with the recommended standards
of related national standard setting organizations, such as the Child
Welfare League of America and the National Council for Homemaker
Services." But in any event, "such care must be suitable for the

individual child, and the parents must be involved and agree to the

type of the care provided."?? In other words, according to the regu-

lations, the mother has a veto power over the referral decision. The
language is clear-~the mother has to agree to the type of child care
provided. MNo doubt, a "reasonableness" requirement will be read in--
the mother's refusal has to be "reasonable." It would seem that, if
the day-care services failed to meet statutory and regulatory standeards,
refusal to agree could not be considered "unreasonable.,” In any event,
despite the clear language of the HEW regulations dealing with day care,
there will be leeway for state and local administrative discretion,

From the pool of potentially eligible referrals {(i.e.,, those
determined to be "appropriate"), HEW says that the state welfare agencies

can decide who is eligible for mandatory referrals or optional referrals,

The difference between the two methods of referral is that the sanctions
for refusal to participate or for quitting without good cause appl&

only to those who are referred on a mandatory basis, Unemployed fathers
and children 16 and over who are not "substantially full-time in school,
at work, or in training, and for whom there are no educational plans,”
must be included in the mandatory referral category. All other AFDC

recipients can be considered in the onticnal category if a state so

wishes., Alternatively a state may decide that al1 others would be
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referred on a mandatory basis, or that only some of the others would
be in the mandatory referral category. For example, mothers with no
pregschool children could be referred on a mandatory basis, whereas
mothers with preschool children could be on an optional basis. But
all recipients who volunteer must be referrad on an optional basis. 23

The Wiscensin State Department of Health and Social Services has
taken the narrowest allowable vposition--only the unemployed fathers
and the children 16 and over are te be referred on 2 mandatery basis,
All others are to be considered, in effect, volunteers. That is, at
least according to the State Department, there shall be ne coercion
of AFDC mothers,2%

Howvever, even though the state regulations are binding on the
county departments of welfare for some arcas of the AFDC prngram,
this is not the case with employment, Here, the legislature has
specifically said that discretionary authority lies with the counties
and not with the state government, The statute reads: "The county
agency may require the mother to do such remunerative work as in its
judgment she can do without detriment tc her health=or the neglect
of her children or her home,"2° The State Department regulations
urge, but do not mandate, the counties to fo;}ow its philosophy that
the decision to work should be woluntary.

In any event, the Department of Labor takes the positirn that
AFDC recipients shbuld not be coerced into accepting employment or

training through its definition of what constitutes 'good cruze" %

refusal to participate.26 Some of the reasoms that are to be
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considered "good cause" simply restate the legislation--incapacitation;
others are fairly narrow-—the job offer is helow Department of Labor
wage requirements; but others are quite broad--"the mother's child
care plan has broken down and‘alternative child care cannot be arranged;
the job 1s not within the physical or mental capacity of the persdn;
acceptance of the assignment wnuld be detrimental to the family life
of the individual; and acceptance of the =zssignment would be detrimen-
tal to the health or safety of the individual or to family members,"

In sum, the referral process as ocutlined ip the Federal legislation,
HEW regulations, the Department of Labor regulations, and the Wisconsin
welfare regulations, looks as follows:

All AFDC-U unemployed fathers and children cver 16 who are not
in school full time or in training must be referred by the welfare
agencies to the state employment services,

From the remaining AFDC recipients, there can be no referrals of
(2) recipients who are ill, incapacitated, or of "advanced age'; (b)
recipients who live too far away from a preoject to participate; (c)
recipients who are needed in the home because a member of the house-
hold is ill or incapacitated; (d) a child attending school full time;

or {e) a perscn who is needed in the home because of the lack nf ade-

quate day~care service,
From those that are left~~that is, thosc who dn not fall within
any of the five exceptions~—the welfare agencies than decide who is

"appropriate" for referral,
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The state employment service then applies its priorities——
employment, retraining, and special work projects--but excuses
those who refuse to participate for "good cause,"

The effect, then, of the WIN amendments is as follows: (1)
The very troublesome issues of work and welfare, which have always
plagued welfare policy and administration, are not "resolved" by the
1967 Congress despite its rhetoric, These issues were once again
delegated to state and local governments, (2) New weapons ars given
to those welfare agencies that want to reduce #elfare rolls by
requiring recipients to work. Most of these agencies already had
discretionary power over employment and many, no doubt, reduced wel-
fare rolls by requiring neople to work even when legal power was
lacking., But the WIN amendments will help these agencies when they
meet resistence from clients, client organizations (and their lawyers),
and HEW, (3) The WIN program, if adequately financed by Congress and
capably administered by the Department of Labor, will assist those
-welfare agencies that want to help welfare recipients who want to be-
come self-supporting through work or retraining. Greater opportumities
and incentives can now be made available, (4) Agencies that are indif-

ferent to work and retraining can probably continue as before, In

sum, the WIN amendments have introduced another government agency
(the Department of Labor) into the work and welfarc mix, but local
welfare agency discretion still remains a key element in the admin-
istration of employment progrems for welfare recipients, Nobody gets
to a WIN program unless he goes himself or gets a referral from the

department of welfare,

M
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THE ADMINISTRATION OF WIN IN WISCONSIN

The WIN program in Wisconsin is administered by the Wisconsin
State Employment Service.27 For the first year of operation--July 1,
1968 to Jﬁne 30, 1969--the program was in operation in six areas of
the state. In each of these areas there was a WIN team which admin-
istered the program, except in Milwaukee where there were four teams.
A team is composed of seven members: a Project Difector, Vocational
Counselor, Training Specialist, Job Developer, two Job Coaches, and
a Secretary. The Job Coaches and Secretary are supposed to be from
A¥DC rolls, and the other four are college trained.

When a person is referred to WIN, they first go through a two-
week orientation course conducted by the WIN staff., During this time
an employment and training program is worked out for each person indi-
vidually., WIN itself does not train anyone; it buys training and
tailors it to the specific requirements of the individual, Nermally,

raining is provided in the area picked by the enrollee, unless psycho-
logical tests show the person to be unfit for that type of work, For
many enrollees, a first step will be participation in a job experience
program; an enrollee is found a job, at no cost to the employer, for

a short period of time. This experience will allow him to determine
whether he really wants that particular jobj it will improve his work
habits, or will provide him with a2 better recommendation, if the-
enrollee has a bad work record. The cost of training or counseling

a person for a pericd of one year is provided through WIN "slots' or
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positions. Even if a person is placed in a job right away, he is
still allocated a funded slot to proviae for follow-up counseling.,

Although the WIN program has been in operation for less than a
full year, it is fairly obvious that many of the claims made about
it--both positively and negatively--at the time of its enactment will
never be realized., Despite congressional statements tc the contrary,
we have seen that welfare still retains crucial control over employment
decisions involving most AFDC families. On June 30th, 1969 the "freeze"
was quietly repealed by Congress. The new taxing rule on earned
income--the $30 and 1/3 rule--was mandated on the states as of July 1,
1969, but Wisconsin, as well as other states, is not in compliance
because state law has not yet been changed, It is also quite clear
that WIN will not make much of a dent in welfare rolls, First, not
enough positions are funded. Second, in weighting the economics of
working versus staying on welfare, the new taxing rules favor staying
on welfare, since the break-even point is now higher.

In 1967, when WIN was enacted, there were approximately 1,2
million AFDC families in the nation, comprising nearly 5 million
individuals, Congress authorized training for 100,000 persomns in
1968, with the proposed number trained to be increased each year up
to 280,000 in. 1972, or a total after five years of 860,000, The
Senate Finance Committce estimated that there would be no full-
time job placements during the first year og_the program {1968),
approximately 50,000 in 1969, with an increase to 95,000 in 1972,

for a total of 290,000 full~time job placements after five years of
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operating. Of course, we have no reason to suppose that AFDC rolls
will not continue to increase too.

In 1969, on the average, there were over 21,000 families on
AFDC in Wisconsin, (including 1057 on AFDC-UP); the number of WIN

slots allocated for the state was 1786, In 1969-70, AFDC rolls are

expected to climb to about 23,0N0 families and the requested WIN slots

will be 2,280, AFDC-UP accounts for a little more than 5 percent of
the total AFDC caseload in Wisconsin, but because AFDC-UP fathers
must be referred first, they have already taken 40 percent of the
WIN slots, Finally, during the first year of operation of WIN, only
about 70 percent of the slots were filled. We will discuss the rea-
sons for this below and it could be that within the next year or so
all the WIN slots will be filled., But even so, the total number of
mothers on AFDC will not decrease appreciably, and this is simply
because the WIN program will reach so few recipients,

It is hard to predict what effect the new tax rates will have
on AFDC caseloads and welfare costs. As pointed out, in several
parts of the country the rates are not yet in effect. Also, there
ig great doubt about what the effective tax rate is now on the earned
income of recipients, Initially, at least in theory, costs should
rise. For tﬁose AFDC recipients who are working and are taxed at
100 percent, more of their carnings will become "tax free' and their
welfare payments will Q;obably increase., Leonard J. Hausmen, in
his article, "The AFDC Amendments of 1967: Their Impact on the
Capacity for Self-Support and the Employability of AFDC Family Heads,"

says:
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The major source of concern of welfare departments should

be the impact of the new earnings exemptions on those recipi-
ents who, in the absence of such an exemption, would have be~-
come employed and left the welfare rolls. The concern should
result from the inescapable arithmetic of income maintenance
programs: as you raise the minimum payment in the absence of
other income to be more humanc, and as you reduce the 'tax
rates' on earnings that are built into the program to provide
financial incentives to work, vou raise the level of income

at which the program payments are reduced to zero. For exam—
ple, in the case of an AFDC mother who now receives $2,000 per
year in assistance payments, reducing the welfare tax rate from
100 percent to the zero — 66 2/3 percent combination of the new
law results in her being allowed to get some welfare payments
until her earnings reach $4,110--her new 'breakeven' level of
income, 28 '

Using Hausmen's figures, we have a breakeven of $4,287 per year
for a four person family in Wisconsin with the $30 and 1/3 rule, or
just over $82 per week.
AFDC caseload is capable of self-support. Nor will retraining make
that much difference. After analyzing wages of welfare recipients who
completed MDTA trairing, Hausman concludes: ", . .[T]he WIN program

can, if property implemented, enhance the employability of recipients;

but it cannot, given their present productive powers and the amount of

regsources that will be invested in their rehabilitagéon, bring a large

n29

proportion of them to total self-support within the near future,
Several Wisconsin officials dealing with the administration of WIN
agree with this cenclusion, particularly witﬁfregard to female~headed
households. They view the WIN program as a way of getting mors money
to _the family by reducing, but not eliminating, welfare nayments and

of giving the mother work experience tc prepare her for the time when

she leaves welfare,

At this figure, only 5 percent of the Wisconsin
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During its first year of operation, Wisconsin WIN was only able
to f111 about 70 percent of the allocated slots, In part this was
due to delays in getting the Department of Labor guldelines, federal
delays in funding, and the difficulties in hiring new staff., In some
areas of the state, the WIN staff cannot now handle the number of
recipients being referred; in other areas, the welfare agencies are
not able to provide enough referrals to keép the WIN staff working
to capacity. One problem is arranging day care that complies with
federal standards, particularly if the mother wants to leave the child
with neighbors, which seems to be the preferred alternative, A more
basic problem of low referrals has to do with the welfare agencies,
WIN officials complain that ceseworkers are not referring clients
because they are unfamiliar with the WIN program, are not much in
favor of cmployment and retraining, or are especially suspicious of
WIN because of its legislative history and crercive provisions, Case-
worker turnover and vacancies, perennial problems in public assistance,
also serve to reduce referrals. Many caseworkers are simply not that
familiar with their clients to_recommend referral, Milwaukee, for
example, is having a great deal of difficulty in making referrals for

this reason and, with forty caseworker vacancies, is having difficulty

in just keeping up with its cwn work. Finally, AFDC-UP fathers must
be referred first; these take a considerable nmortion of caseworker
time, which further cuts down on the number of AFDC referrals.

"The result of this division of responsibility between the state

and HEW is that WIN officials say they spend a great deal of time

i
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explaining the program to welfare departments in an effort to get
better cooperation, WIN feels that welfare 1s still resentful over

the fact that Labor has the regponsibility for training recipients

and that it is suspicious of WIN, Part of the commnication process

is to convince welfare that WIN is just as unhappy with the coercive
features of the program as welfare is, VIN says that the program is
strictly voluntary as far as women are concerned. In fact, according
to local WIN administration, the woman has to make some positive effort
to get in--she has to arrange for her own medical examination and child
care,veven though welfare pays for both.

It should be pointed out that the insistence of state WIN that the
program be voluntary fits their organizational needs; they have to sell
the propgram to welfare in order to get referrals, But it should also
be pointed out that it is up to the local departments of welfare to
determine how §oluntary the program is going to be, State law still
gives the countv departments substantial authority ever the employment
conditions of welfare, And state welfare officials admit that counties
.can make involuntary referrals if adequate child care arrangements are
made., Althcugh one can only speculate as to what would heppen if par-

ticular "work oriented" counties took 2 hard line with referrals, our

guess is that they would have their way. Local WIN teams are, after
all, dependent on the counties for referrals, In addition, ond per-
haps more importantly, if a county agency is really sericus about
requiring a mother to work, she would be foolish tc reafuse to nar-

ticipatc in a WIN program. If WIN rejected her, because of her refusal,
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she would then be subject to the usual welfare agancy sanctions which
no doubt would be less attractive than the WIN progfa .

Upon closer examination, another '"new direction" in welfare policy
looks pretty much like the same old pattern. The administration of
employment sarvices for AFDC will (a) be highly decentralized and sub-
ject to broad administrative discretion at the local level, and (b)
touch very few AFDC reciplents. In this respect, the rehabilitative
services of WIN are no different from other social service programs
that have been enacted for AFDC, Nationally, funding is too low to
make much difference and caseloads are too high to allow for much re-
directive efforts by caseworkers and employment service personnel. In
various parts of the country, imapinative officials will be able to
help small numbers of AFDC families; in other parts of the country,
punitive officials will be able to exercise their new weapons., But
in the main, feor the millions of individuals on AFDC, there will be
no employment services other than that provided by the welfare agencies.
The one part of the 1967 amendments, however, that could make a differ-
ence in the status quo are the new rules dealing with the treatment of
earned income, At least on paper, they do provide a substantial incen-
tive for AFDC mothers.,

Despite the changes in the laws and despite the political rhetoric,
the issues of work and welfare will still be rasclved at the local
level. The WIN program itself asks an existing welfare bureaucracy with
an existing clientele to respond to the new progiam. For the vast

majority of AFDC recipients, local welfare administrative practices
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will be far more important than the WIN program, And, the effect
of the new taxing rules will depend on how they are administered
and the extent to which welfare clients can take advantage of them.

In the following sections of this paper, we will examine employ~-
ment issues at the state and local level, using as our example the
Wisconsin AFDC program. First, we will set out state policy=--how
the State Degartment of Health and Social Services would like the
county departments of welfare to administer employment services, Even
though most of these regulations are not binding on the county depart-
ments, they are a fairly accurate representation of the views of pro-
fessional social work administrators who have a reputation of being
liberal and progressive. And, as we shall see shortly, the ideclogy
in the regulations is adopted, at least in theory, by the county case-
workers, Then, we will examine the welfare recipients themselves and
the caseworkers., The datn from the recipients are rzsponses to a
survey conducted in six Wisconsin counties. One of the counties was
Milwaukee, containing the nation's twelfth largest city, with a 1960
population of 1,036,047, including a black ghetto, Two counties con-
tained middle-sized cities--Madison (Dane County) and Green Bay (Brown
County)~-and three counties were rural, The interviews, lasting about
an hour and a half, were conducted in the summer and fall of 1967, with
a response rate of about 80 percent, The data in this paper will deal
with the recipient's work histories and attitudes toward work, the
treatment of earned income, and their expericnces with the caseworkers

on employment problems. We will conclude this section with a discussion
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of the economics of werk and welfare along with conclusions about
the administration of employment issues,

In the final section of the paper, we will examine President
Nixon's new welfare proposals that deal with employment in our

experiences,
STATE POLICY

The State Department Manual initially assumes that "most indi-
viduals prefer to be independent and self-supporting." Accordingly,
"the work potential of all employable family members is [to be] dis-~
cussed and evaluated" by the caseworkers., Whether or not a mother
should work requires a "thorough exploration and careful evaluation."
The Manual recognizes that mothers may lack skills, cr have no pre-
vious work experience, or may be fearful of tryiﬁg to work, or that
it may be uneconomical for them to work. Planning for employment
requires consideration of the needs of both the mother and the
children, If the mother can be emploved without detriment to the
children, but resists employment, counseling and encouragement are
based on the reasons for her resistance," But,

situations shall not be condoned which may result in children

being neglected or poorly cared for while the mother works, . . .

The following factors are to be considered [by the county depart-

ment of welfare social services] in helping a mother decide

whether she can fulfill the dual role of motherhood and bread-

winner, and are suggested for consideration in each case, namely:

1. The effect of disability, death or absence of the father on
family relationships and responsibiliti:zs,

oy v
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2. The prior role of the deceased or absent father in the
suppert and care of the children.,

3. How the mother functioned in relation to her children
nrior to the difficulties which brought about need for
assistance,

4, The cmployment experience and trainineg of the mother
and her age, aducation, antitudes, and motivation for
a gpecific type of training for employment, or employment,

5. The general health of the mother and her physical and
mental capacity,

6. The emotiona2l and social needs of the mother and her
children,

7. The availability of suitable employment with sufficient
financial rewards or training for a vocational goal
utilizing her full potential,

8. The possibilities of providing suitable care for the
children during the work, and/or traininpg hours of
the mother. . . .

For some whn have been defeated and deflated by what life

has dealt them and the taxing task of mntherhoed and home-
making, pushing them into outside employment which they are
ill-prepared to take, the result may be the breakdown of

the one~parent family, The mother might be overwhelmed

by all her responsibilities and the children become neglected,
delinquent, or disturbed--social ills the Aid to Families

with Dependent Children program is designed to treat or
prevent, 30

The costs of work, including child care, education, and training,
can be budgeted., There are state rules governing the treatment of
earned income, and these rules are binding on the counties. The basic
rule is that- all nonwelfare income, from whatever source, reduces the
welfare grant on a docllar-for-dollar basis; that is, there is a 100
percent tax rate, With earned income, however, the countiles disregard
the earninpgs of AFDC children up to $50 per month per child with a

family maximum of $150 a month. AXthough there is nc earning exemption
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as such for adult members of the family, an automatic $40 per month
is exempted as work-related expenses (additional expenses can be
deducted, however), This is the basic rule, but there are a number
of exceptions, Earnings or any other inceme of za AFIC family can
be set aside fcr specific identifiable needs of children. (e.z.,
education costs). "Inconsequential income'--defined as irregular
and sporadic-—can be disregarded, and the earnings of children under
12 are automatically considered "incomsequential,” Then, there are
special provisions concerning payments under the Economic Opportunity '
Act and under the Elementary and Secondary School Act of 1965. The
first $85 and one-half of the remainder of cearnings under thesz laws
are to be disrepgarded.

These are the state puidelines and rules for the county depart-
ments of welfare, If the state assumption that welfare mothers want
to work is to be taken seriously, it would seem thet a primary responsi-
bility of county social services would be to expleore employment possi-
bilities, This would be what the recipients want, and it would help

meet objections to rising welfare costs.

EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCE OF THE RECIPIENTS

a. Past Hork Experience

Practically all of the recipients surveyed had some experience
in the labor market. Since leaving school, over 90 percent had held
at least one job, and most listed two or three, Almost three~quarters

of the total number of jobs listed were either (1) semi~ or unskilled
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work (but not service) or (2) semi- or unskilled service, Less than
5 percent of the jobs were even skilled service (e.g., beautician,

cook, etc.).

TABLE 1

) Jobs Held by AFDC Recipients Since Leaving School

% of
total Number

3 .
ob classification employed emploved

Clerical and kindred workers with trained skill,

seniority position, or considerabla anprenticeship

(professional, technical, managers, bookkeepers,

proprietors) 4.6 72

Clericsl and kindred workers with low skill
(switchboard, file clerk, filing, typing,

unspec, clerical) 8.8 138
Sales 7.7 120
Skilled Workers ' 1.0 16

Semi-skilled or unskilled workers not in service
(machine operator, drill press, coil winder, packer,
sewing machine operator, inspection, assembly) 30,1 471

Skilled sexvice (masseuse, beautician, bar tender,

cook) il 4.6 72
Semi-skilled service (waitress, food service) 21,4 334
Other service (cleaning, ironing, babysitting) 21.8 340

. Table 2 indicates what percent of the total respondents worked
for varying periods of time from "never worked" to "worked three

years or more," i
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TASLE 2

Total Nuzber of Yeérs AFDC Recipients Worked

% of toral

Length of employment (766) respondents

Never worked 9.4
Worked less than one year 22,4
Worked one year 13.3
Worked two vears 11.6
Worked three vears or more 43.3

The past work experience of the respondents is not promising.
Practically all had worked, but the jobs were of low skill and, for

a significant proportion, the length of time in the labor market was

very short, Practically half of the respondents (45.1 percent) had
either never worked or worked for not longer than one vear. For these
women, then, there was little work exverience, probably little ori-
entation toward work, and, one would guess, not much prospect for
employment,

Were there any differences in terms of race concerning past work
experience? In Milwaukee County (the only county where there were
sufficient blacks to make comparisons), there were no differences
in lengths of time in the labor market. However, there were dif-

ferences in the kinds of jobs that the recipients held,

A



TASLE 3

Jobs Held by Milwaukee County Recipients
Sirce Leavingy Schooi--by Race

, . Z of total % of total
Job classification (261) blacks (263) whites
employed emploved
Semi- and umskilled work 26 33
Semi~skiiled service 18 22
Other service 41 14

—

b. AFDC Mothers Presently Working

A little more than a fifth (22.3 percent) of the respondents
were working at the time of the interview. Again, most of the respon-
dents were either in semi- or unskilled work (22,9 percent), or in
semi-gkilled service (14.7 percent), or other service (37.6 percent).
Average weekly earnings varied somewhat among the counties. In Table f
4, we have  tabulated the percent working, types of jobs, and average
weekly earnings for the three urban counties and for the total number

of employed respondents from all six counties.

TABLE 4 -

‘|
Emplovment of Recipients~~by County %

Entire j

Milwaukee Nape  Bromm Sample J

i)

% of total county recipients i
presently working 19.5% 20.1% 26,77 22,3% w
No. of recipients in each 3 N‘
county presently working 59 36 23 171 |

Average weekly earnings $46,08 $32,55 $26.55 $37.05 '
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TATLE 5

% Distribution of Working Recipients
ithin Zob C=ztapories

—— —

Job classificaticn®* Milwaukee Dane Brown gz;;z:
Clerical ~ skilled 1.7 6.3 4,3 4,1
Clerical - low-skilled 5.2 18.8 4.3 5.9
Sales 8.6 9.4 4,3 6.5
Semi~ or unskilled workers 27.6 6.3 4,3 22,9
Skilled service 8.6 6,3 13.0 8.2
Semi-skilled service 13.8 25.0 13.0 14.7
Other service 36.2 40,6 56.5 37.6

%See Table 1 for definitions of job categories,

Browvn County has the highest proportion of mothers working (of the
three urban counties); all but four of these women were in the services,
and more than half of all the workers were doing cleaning, ironing, and
babysitting. These same occupations (cleaning, ironing, babysitting)
are listed for 40 percent of the Dane Count§?working mothers; an addi-
tional 25 percent are waitresses or in food service. In Milwaukee
County, a little more than a quarter are in semi- or unskilled factory
work., Among Milwaukee blacks, however, service work such as ironing
and babysitting was most common, whereas the largest number of white
women were in semi~ or unskilled factory work,

We do not know if these mothers were working at the time they
entered the AFDC program., Nevertheless, practically all (90.6 percent)

said they got their job without any help'from the caseworker,
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The data of the mothers presently working suggests that, unless
there is some sort of intervention by the welfare department and/or
the WIN program, AFDC mothers who enter the labor market will most
likely work at semi- or unskilled, semi-skilled service, or other
service jobs,

Mothers Kho Worked While on AFDC Progrczm But Imemployed At Time
of Interview

Twenty-five percent of the respondents, while not employed at
the time of the interview, had worked while on the AFDC program. As
expected, the types of jobs held were the same as for those presently
working, In the three urban counties, more than half of those who
had worked recently were either in food service jobs, or did house-
cleaning, babysitting, or took in ironing., In Milwaukee and Brown
Counties, another quarter to a third had semi- or unskilled factory
jobs, In Milwaukee County, whites were more likely to have worked
while on the program than blacks. The average weekly earnings for all
of this group, at the time that they stopped working, was $39,22.

The reasons these respondents stopped working are listed in

Table 6,

TARLE 6
Why AFDC Recipients Stopped Working

% of total

iven
Reasons giv (191) who stopned

Respondent was terminated (i.e., seasonal work,

place closed; resp. lacked skills) 16.3
Respondent needed at home; could not afford babysitting 30.1
Respoﬁdent became ill; pregnant 30.6
_Respogaent just said that she quit 13.8
Someone at home became 111 : 3.6
Respondent began tralring program ) . 3.6

Other i ‘ ) 2,0




It should be noted that, given the character of the work, the
low wages, and the high costs of work for these women, it is reason-
able to expect a low motivation to continue working,

d. HMothers Unemployed Since Coming on the Program but Who Tried
to Find Work

Almost half of the respondents (47.5 percent) had not worked
since coming on the AFDC program, However of this group 18 percent
(65), had tried to find work, There were differences in employment
attempts between Milwaukee and the other two urban counties--25 per-
cent of the Milwaukee AFDC recipients who had not worked said that
they tried to find work, as compared to only 9.6 percent in Dane
Couﬁty and 5 percent in Brown County. Just as many blacks as whites
sought work in Milwaukee, Nearly half of the Milwaukee job seekers
sought service work--and for most, this meant clearning, babysitting,
ironing--the rest sought semi- or unskilled factory jobs. The reasons
that these 65 women gave for not being able to get jobs are shown in

Table 7,

TABLE 7
Why, Desnite Efforts, AFDC Mothers
Were Not Able to Get a Job

7% of total
(65) respondents

Reascons givwven

Heeded at home 12,9
Unable to get babysitting 15.6
Unable to qualify for job 21.9
Job unsuitable (e.g., not enough money) 7.8
Never heard after applving 31,3
Still looking ' 10.9

Other 1.6
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Contrary to expectations, having praschool children had no
effect on a mother's attempt to find work, Of those women who had
not worked in three years, but tried to find a job, 55.6 percent
did have preschool children.

Table 8 summarizes the work experience of the recipients while

on the AFDC program,

TABLE 8
Work Experience While
on AFDC

% of total
(766) respondents No.

AFDC mothers who are presently working 22.3% 171
AFDC mothers who have worked while

on the program but arc not presently

working 25.1 192

AFDC mothers who have not worked
while on the program 47,5% 364

*#0ut of this unemployed group, 18%, or 65 women, have tried unsuc-
cessfully to find work,

ATTITUDES OF AFDC RECIPIENTS TOWARDS WORK
AND THE TREATMENT OF EARNED INCOME

Respondents who were not presently working were asked whether

they would like to have at least a part-time job if good babysitting

or day care were available for their children; their responses are

P RSt

found in Table 9,
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TABLE 9

%4 Distribution of Responses of Unemployed Pecipients to the Question:
"If good babysitting or day care for your children were available, to
what extent would you like to have at least a part-time job?"

Entire

Milwaukee Dane Brown Walworth Sauk Dodge Sample
Responses (of (of (of (of (of (of (of

185) 137) 63) 61) 41) 36) 533)

Very much 44,67  33.6% 41.3% 41,07 17.1% 19.47Z  37.2%
Somewhat 16.4 19.7 17.5 19,7 22,0 19.4 16,5
Not especielly 9,7 13,1 12,7 8.2 19,5 8.3 11.3
Not at all 29,2 33.6 28,6  31.1 41,5 52.8 33,1

The question, of course, was hypothetical and one must treat
the responses with great caution. The type of job, the wages, and
the child care arrangements were not spelled out, Still, more than
half of the respondents were positive toward the idea of working.

Attitudes toward work were related to past work experience.
Those who had worked recently and those who had tried to find a
job were more inclined to say that they would like to work, when
compared with those who had neither worked recently nor tried to
find a job. In other words, the respondents who said they wanted
to work, given the right opportunities, could point to their past
behavior as evidence of the validity of their responses, The total
years of working experience, however; was not related to work atti-
tudes. Nor did the best job held by a woman since leaving school
help predict how she felt about the prospect of working., Respondents

who had worked in semi-gkilled service (food service) or other gervice

'
O ALy G ARSI AR 0 T e L i



35

(cleaning, ironing, babysitting) were just as willing to work as
respondents who worked in at least the semi- or unskilled factory
jobs or in skilled service,

In addition to work experience, one would expect that social
characteristics such as the number of preschecol children, the
respondent's age and perhaps race, affect attitudes toward work.
Having preschool age children seems to increase the desire to have
a job., Of those women who said that they wanted a job "very much'
or "somewhat,” but had not tried to find one, 67.2 percent did have
preschool children., It may be, then, they did not try to find a
job because arrangements could not be made for their children.
Although we will discuss the caseworker activity below, we can note
here that cascworkers tend not to have discussions sbout employment
with mothers who have preschool children. Attitudes toward work are
related to age; younger mothers are more anxious to work than older
mothers., Attitudes toward work are also related to race, Seventy-

one percent of the blacks, as compared to 50 percent of the whites

1
"very much' or "somewhat'.

in Milwaukee, wanted a job either
Other factors may limit the extent to which AFDC mothers want
to work, It is assumed that the welfare treatment of earned income
acts as a disincentive to work. Do welfare recipients know how
earned income is treated, and, if so, doers this knowledge affect
work effort and—attitudes toward work?
All of the respondents, including those presently working, were

asked whether they understood how the welfare department treats earned

income.él Half of the respondents had the general idea but either did
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TARLE 10

% Distribution of AFDC Respondents' Understanding
of the Treatment of Earned Income

Entire
Milw, Dane Browm Walw, fauk Dodge Sample
(302) (179) (86) (8" (57) (62) (766)

Resp., was hasically

corrcct as to dollar

amounts 14,6 52,0 3%,5 31.3 33,3 35.5 30,9
Resp. had process

correct but wrong

dollar amounts 63.2 35.8 44,2 55,0 49,1 45,2  53.3

Resp. who thought there

would be no change in
AFDC grant 5.3 3.4 3.5 1.2 1.8 3.2 3.8

no£ know the specific dollar amounts that were taxed or were vague.
Since we don't know whether they thought the tax rate was higher
or lower than the actual rate, we cannot really determine the dis-
incentive effects of this group.

The recipients, however, did differ in_the extent of their
knowledge about the treatment of earned income, Did the extent of
this knowledge influence work effort? In comparing those recipients
who were not working but tried to find work and those who did not
try, we found no difference in their knowledge of the treatment of

earned income., Was knowledge, then, acquired as a consequence of

working? The results of a comparison of working and nonworking
women in the three urben counties were completely contradictory.

In Brown County, workers h?d greater knowledge than nonworkers;
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and in Milwaukee County, the results were exactly the opposite, In
Dane County (which had a lower provortion of workers than the other
two counties), there was no difference in knowledge between workers
and nonworkers,

It is likely that the decision to seek work depends on many
factors, only one of which is earned income knowledge. This would
account for the lack of differnce in knowledge between those who
tried to find work and those who did not. But what accounts for
the differential lack of knowledge among those who are working? Why
do some know about the specifics of the policy gnd others not? The
most plausible explanation is that the earned income policy is mnot
uniformly enforced. We have some quantitative evidence that in Dane
County, employad AFDC respondents are taxed at a far lower rate then
the state regulations call for, and the working Dane County mothers,
in fact, keep a good deal of their earnings.32 Caseworkers and
State Department officials say that the policy is not enforced in
other counties as well. They point out that, in the present
administrative context, there is very little of a specific, tangible
nature that caseworkers can do for clients, If clients are working,
and the caseworker knows about it, then the caseworker can exercise
his discretion by treating the income as "inconsequential", This
would be particularly easy in Brown County where most of the work-
ing mothers are doing cleaning, ironing, and babysitting. This
exercise of discretion has a number of benefits to the caseworker,

He can do something for the client which the client wants, resulting
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in a better relationship, and moreover he is saved the job of re-
computing the budget, Thongh this decision costs the agency money,
it is easier for the casewerker £ coct the agency, by ignoring
earned income cf clients, then it is to ask for an increase in the
client's hudget. Somewhet similar .comsiderations would lead a
caseworkexr to encourage a client not to report earnings to the case-
worker, whereBy he becomes a "good guy" in addition to saving himself
some extra work, There are also pressures on the ceseworker to avoid
asking whether or not the client is working. A caseworker generally
visits the client once every three months for a little more than 30
minutes per visit, This pressure of caseloads, plus general pro-
fessional social work orientations, results in the caseworker dis-
cussing general family matters rather than specific regulations
during the heme visit, Clients report that caseworkers do not
go over the budget, de not deal with specific sncial matters, and
" generally kesp away from sensitive areas. This pattern would indi-
cate that caseworkers would avoid asking clients if they are working,
especially since an affirmative reply might lead to more work for
the caseworker, to his making an illegal decision, or to incurring
the wrath cf the family.
What do welfare recipients think about the earned income policy
and does this affect work effeort or sttitudes toward work? As
Table 11 shows, large numbears of women in gll of the counties dis-
approved of the earned income policy. Those who approved of the

policy either said that "the rule is fair" or that the "oolicy




39

TABLE 11

% Distribution of AFDC Recipients' Attitudes toward
the Treatment of Earned Income Policy

i guin
"Do you believe that this Milw, Dane Brown Walw. Saul Dodge Total
is the best policv?" {302 (179) (88) (810) (57) (62) (76A)
Yes 30.8 27,4 38,4 25,0 28,1 25.8 29.6
Not sure - 10,6 16,2 15,1 16,3 26,3 24,2 15.3
No 46,4 49,7 36,0 46,2 31,6 33,9 43.9
Don't know 12,3 6,7 10,5 12,5 14,0 16,1 11,2

encouragas you to do the best you can for vourself, but still helns

you," These who disapproved said that deducting tha earnings hurts
initiative and that a person on welfare who works ought to be able

to keep all of the earned income., Although the number of respondents
who answered "not sure'" is small, their reasons indicated that they
disapproved of the policy; that is, they generally gave the same
reasons as those respondents who said directly that they did not
believe the department's policy was the best policy.

We expected to find that working women, who would be most aware
of the official policy, would be more likelv to disapprove of the
treatment of earned income than those not working, However, in
¥ilwaukee and Brown Counties, those presently working tended to
favor the policy as compared to those who were not working. This
again suggests that the policy was not being applied to them, and

that these welfare recipients were doing what is fairly common
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among welfare recipients-~distinguishing between themselves, as

"deserving," and others on welfare as the "undeserving," and being
willing to have restrictive policies applied to the latter, Those
who know the most about the treatment of earned income are more
likely to say that they want to work (if good babysitting were
available) as compared to those who know less about such treatment,
Those who have no idea whatsoever about the treatment of earned
income are the least inclined to worg. It may be that women who
work, or who want very much to work, disregard the officiai earned
income policy in their decisions to seek employment, If employment
is a way to leave the AFDC program, to get out of the house regularly,
to move away from the role of a welfare dependent, then perhaps the
treatment of earned income receives little weight in decisions about
whether to work, On the other hand, other studies show that the
poor are very likely to make decisions about working solely in -
economic terms: given their skill levels and work experience, they
cannot and do not expect security in work, job satisfaction, etc.
They are working primarily for income, and not for fringe benefits.
This would lead to the conclusion that, because of the lack of
enforcement, the earned income policy does not have a disincentive
effect,

In summarizing the client attitudes toward employment, we find
(a) most AFDC recipients, especially younger women or women with

recent employment, would like to work if their children could be

taken care of; (b) meost clients have short work histories, with _
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low skill jobs and only a short time in the labor ferce; and (c)
although most women are aware of the treatment of earned income and
don't approve of it, it is not clear that this affects their desire

to work,
THE CASEWOEKERS: ATTITUDES AND ACTIVITY

The AFDC caseworkers in the six counﬁies were asked a series
of questions designed to tap their attitudes toward employment, 33
Generally, there were very few differences in attitudes among the
caseworkers, All agreed that discussions about employment possi-
bilities were very important "in helping the client tn independence,"”
They felt that employment possibilities should not only be discussed
with the clients but that the caseworkers should initiate the discussicns.
The caseworkers' approach to employment problems was through
personal services., When asked about introducing changes in welfare
administration, most said that programs to "increase vocational and

rehabilitation plans should definitely be done." They were decidedly

less enthusiastic about liberalizing the earned income policies;:
supporting families when the father is in the home (AFDC-UP, which
has since been enacted), and providing a minimum income to all

people below the "poverty line." These three reforms are designed

tc get more money to poor families and will also reduce the authority
of the caseworéér. Liberalizing the earned income policias would

provide a market stimulant for self~help, as distinguished from a

counseling stimulant or social service. With AFDC-UP, the cascworker
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obvicusly has a lesser role-~-he is dealing with an intact family--
and continued welfare support is tied very closely to employment

and the state employment services. Minimum income plans are usually
put forth as nondiscretionary grants having work incentive tax rates.
Thus, although the caseworkers had a very "positive' attitude toward
the importance of emplnyment and their own role in helping clients

in this area, it is crucial to recognize the very traditional nature
of their approach--counseling and training programs.3é In any event,
the views of the welfare clients toward caseworker activity present
a very different picture from what the caseworkers said they were
doing.

Thg group that was not presently working (556 respondents) was
asked whether the cazeworkers "ever discussed a job for vou or tried
to find a job." Less than a third of the respondents (31.5 percent)
said "yes." In comparing the three urban counties, 52.4 percent of
the Brown County respondents reported such discussions as compared
to 29.5 percent in Milwaukee County and 27,1 percent in Dane County.

Are caseworker discussions related to_Zmployability (skills
and experience), to work orientation (attitudes) of the clients,
or to social or family characteristics? One might expect that the
caseworkers would be inclined to discuss employment with, or help
find employment for, those Elients with higher employment potential,
even though clients with little work experience and low work orien-
tation would be more in need of casework assistance in entering the

labor market. That is, even though the caseworkers were so positive
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that employment was important to a client's achieving independence,
they would be more likely to meet less resistence about employment
and achieve better results among the more work-oriented and exper-
ienced recipients. We therefora expected to find more caseworker
activity among women who were younger, had fewer preschool children,
had longer work experience, had higher skills, were more interested
in working, and were white,

For the most part, there was no relationship between work
experience and caseworkers' discussions cr help in f£inding a job.

In five out of six counties, the same proportions of women reported
discussions regardless of whether or not they had worked since com-
ing on the AFDC program {or within the last three years, whichever
was shorter), The ome exception was Brown County, where clients
who hed worked reported mere discussions than those tvheo had not.
Nor was there anv relationship between caseworker discussions about
employment and the nunber of jobs a respondent had held since leaving
school. Similaviy, there was no relationship between caserrorker
discussiona and the total mrrber of years employed prior to coming
on the program, In ~vher words, work experience did not seem to
have much effectkqn whether a caseworker discussed work with an
AFDC mother,

Did caseworker discussions concern socizl characteristics that
bear on erployability? Distussions were related tn the ape of respon-
dents and to the number of unreschonl children living in the home,
Yourgcw wimen were meore likely to report discussions than older women,
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and the more preschool children she had, the less likely was the
respondent to report caseworker discussions. Finally, in Milwaukee
County, discussions were related to race--more white respoundents
reported such discussions than blacks.,

Attitudes toward work were related to caseworker discussions;
the more one wanted to work, the more likely she was to report
discussions with her caseworker. This relationship was strongest
for those who both wanted to work and had work experience., On
the other hand, the relationship between attitudes toward work and
caseworker activity diéd not apply with blacks. Even though more
blacks than whites wanted to work, caseworkers‘still tended to not
discuss employment with blacks,

If caseworker behavior--as reported by clients--reflects the
caseworker assessment of emnloyability, then the most important
employability factors are age, the number of preschool children,
and attitudes toward work. Employment skill and experience are
apparently not considered very important, and they may not be
important for the type of job that the AFDC mother is likely to ?
get, The differential treatment afforded black AFDC mothers seems

to indicate that caseworker activity reflects, and therefore supports,

Sy s

the general sccietal pattern of discrimination in employment.

Table 12 gives the percentages of unemployed respondents who

e

reported caseworker discussions about emnloyment, Those who had

:
7

such discussions were asked what happened and what were their

attitudes toward the casewcrker activity, The responses are tabulated

in Table 13.
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TABLE 12

% Distribution of Unemploved Respondents
Reporting Caseworker Discussions
About Emplovment

Entire
Tmemployed
Mil, Dane Brown Sample
% of unemployed
reporting discussions 29,5 27.1 52.4 31.5
No. of unemployed
reporting discussions 62 38 33 174

For over 80 percent of this particular group of respondents,
very little, if anything, happzned--the respondents weren't interested
or the caseworker just gave general advice and encouragement, In
Milwaukee and Brcwn Countizs, something specific iid happen, at least
for a small group of respondents; they reported that the casewecrker
did make a special effort or that they got a job or went to school.35
Interestingly, in Dene County--the county that is supposed to be the
most progressive--only twc clients reported specific help; for the
rest, not much, if anything, came from caseworker activities.

Most women—who had these discussions said they were not bothered
by them. Clients who thought they were helped were mere likely to
say that they were not bothered by the discussions; and Qp percent
of the clients who were very bothered reported not being helped at
all., In another study36 we found that when casewonrkers had something

tangible to give to the clients, as distinpuished from peneral advice
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TABLE 13

%Z Distribution of Response of Unemployed Recipients
Reporting Employment Discussions

Entire
Questions addressed to those Unemployed
who reported discussions Milw. Dane Brown Sample
62 38 33 174
What happened as a result of
the discussions?
Nothing 8.1 15.8 5.1 8.0
Resp. not interested; needed at
home; medical difficulties 37.1 44,7 27.3 42.0
Caseworker just gave general
encouragement 32.3 34,2 45.5 33.3
Resp. got job or schooling 12.9 2.6 15,2 9.2
Caseworker made specific effort
to find job or schooling 9.6 2.6 6.0 7.4
Did you find the discussions
helpful?
Very 27.4 7.9 21,2 17.2
Moderately 17.7 13.2 15.2 14.4
Somewhat 22.6  28.9 36.4 29.3
Not at all 32.3  50.0 27.3 39.7
Did the discussions bother you?
Very much : 8.1 13.2 12.1 11.5
Moderately 3.2 5.3 12,1 7.5
Somewhat - 14.5 15.8 21.2 14.9
Not at all ’ 74.2 63,2 54.5 66.1
Did you feel that you had to follow
the caseworker's advice?
All the time 145 5.3 9.1 9.8
Most of the time 22.6 10.5 39.4 27.0
Not very often 14.5 13.2 24.2 16.1
Not at all 48.4  65.8 27.3 46 .0
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or conversation, clients tended to say the discussions were helpful

and were more inclined to say that they had to follow their caseworker's

advice. Here, the number of clients who had been helped specifically
by caseworker discussions about employment is too small for a refined
analysis. However, we do note that, in contrast with Milwaukee and

Brown Counties, in Dane County--where the least specific help was

reported--significantly higher proportions of respondents said that

they were not helped at all by the caseworker discussions, and they

did not have to follow the caseworker's advice.

The respondents presently unemployed, who said that the case-
workers had not discussed employment, were asked whether they had
ever asked the caseworker to help them find a job. Only 28 respondents
(7.7 percent) of this group (not working and having no caseworker

discussions) said ‘'yes."
CONCLUSIONS: THE ECONOMICS OF WORKING, AND WELFARE PRACTICES

Although most welfare recipients say that they would like to work,
they apparently do not discuss employment problems with their casewd;kers,
and the caseworkers, on the whole, do not do much for the clients., Under
the existing rules, it is easy to see why the caseworkers stay away
from employment; there is very little reason for an AFDC mother to work
unless the rules on the treatment of earned income are to be violated.

A family will ;hoose work rather than welfare if its earned income
exceeds the welfare grant plus the minimum work related expense allow-

ances. Under the earned income rules at the time of the survey, everything




over expenses was to be taxed at 100 percent; therefore, the full-
time wage was the break-even point level. If the full-time wage was
more than the welfarc grant plus expenses, there would be an incentive
for the family to choose work; if it was lower, the incentive would

be for the family to stay on welfare.

The basic need for a family of four, which is met at 100 percent
in Wisconsin, is $218.37 There is some variation in the expense
allowance. In Dane County, in what was described es a ‘'typical
expense allowence,' there was the automatic $40 exempted from incone;
$64 (or $16 per week) was allowed for the expemses of child care; $10
was allowed for transportation (assuming public transportation); and
$2 was allowed for miscellaneous items such as uniforms, hose, shoes,
etc.,, for a total of $1156 for work expenses. Added to this was the
basic grant of $218, for a total of $332 per month, or $77 per week,
as the brezkeven level.

Where possible, estimates were made of the prevailing wage rates
during 1967 for the job categories in which the AFDC mothers had worked
in the six counties.38 If we assume that AFDC mothers cen work full- |

time at a job at leest commensurate with the occupational level before

welfare then only about 5 percent of the AFDC mothers were definitely i

RPTIR

capable of making wages at about the breakeven level., These included
all skilled workers, skilled clerical, and skilled service workers

in Dane and Milwaukee Counties. Another 9 percent could make wages

|
s"
3

fairly close to the breakeven point. These included 211 clerical

lowy skill workers and sales workers in Dane and HMilwaukes Counties,

I
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Probably some of the skilled service workers in the rural counties
could come near the breakeven point, but there would certainly be
some of the low skill clerical and sales workers in the urban
counties who would not equal the breakeven wage. Although all of
these estimates are crude, it is still difficult to see how more
than about 15 percent of the AFDC recipients are capable of self-
support based on past work experience and prevailing wages in the
related job categories.

Therefore, unless a caseworker can disclose to the recinient
that the earned income policy will not be applied, there is little
point in having discussions about employment with ciients. Even
with full-time work, very few recipients will be able to get off
welfare. Furthermore, employment discussions are bound to produce
strain since the clients and the caseworkers differ on how earned
incoma should be treat=d. Even though the earned income policies
are not applied as stated when AFDC mothers do work, this type of
relaxation or evasion of the rules has to be donme at the client's
initiative and probably onky applies to part-time work.39 Caseworkers
say that they 'know" when recipients are working and this is probably
true. But it is easier and far less risky to be flexible (i.e.,
define the income “inconsequential’) with part-time work, particularly
if it is irregular, such as housework, babysitting, and ironing, or
to ignore the situation altogether, than with full-time work.

It should also be recognized that social workers are not in

favor of an AFDC mother working simply to reduce welfare costs.
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Caseworkers view employment within a rehabilitative framework. They
are in favor of work if it means a more useful, satisfying life for
the family. This is why they favor retralning rather than relaxation
of the earnced income policy. The latter would mercly provide an
incentive for the mother to leave the home to increase earnings at
low-level jobs. Whether or not an AFDC mother should work is con-
sidered by caseworkers to be a profassional social work decision
(which means in theory a decision made by the clients but with pro~-
fessional advice). In addition, professional social workers have
always been suspicious of employment progrems, and, it might be
added, with good reason. We have had a long history, which is by

no means over, of menial work being imposed on welfare families for
the sole reason of reducing welfare cﬁsts and without any regard to

the welfare of the family itself, It is, therefore, natural for

social workers to view employment as only one of the tachniques

available for rchabilitation and not necessarily the most important
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techunique at that. Familics have other ‘“needs’ besides earned income. :
And, ;3 view of our welfarz tradition, it is also natural for social
workers to be very uneasy about losing control of employment decisions,
particularly to another agency of government.

This, then, was the situation in 1967. Despite the promises of

the proponents of the social setrvice amendments, the issues of work

R e

and welfare were at a stand-off. Clients couldn’t do anything except
part-time work, and without engaging in deliberate fraud, caseworkers d

could not or would not help clients get work because of the clients’
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level of skill apd the job market. And, in the mecantime, welfare
rolls and costs kept rising. It was in that context that the WIN
program was enacted.

Although the employment services of the WIH progfam will not
recach many AFDC mothers, the new taxing rules might make a difference.
Under the new rules, the breakeven level is higher than under the old
rules--from $77 to $82 per week--which means that even fewer AFDC
recipients will probably be able to earn their way off welfare. How-
ever, there will now be strong incentives for the recipients to sup-
plement their grants with employment earnings, and they can do this »
without using county welfare department casewcrker services and without
committing fraud. If this heppens, then & comparison of the different
effects of two techniques for improving the conditicns of AFDC families
is a lesson that should not be lost on welfare reformers.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S PROPOSALS FOR WELFARE REFORM--
FROM WELFARE TO "WORKFARE®

On August 11, 1969, President llixcn anncunced his intention to
reform the welfare system, and on October 2, the bill, called the
Family Assistance Act of 1969, was sent to Congress. In the words
of HEW Secretary Finch, the Family Assistance Plan (FAP) is a
revolutionary eéfort to reform a welfare system in crisis."40 As
usual, the basic objective is to reduce welfare through employment.

The President himself characterized his proposals as ''the transfor-

mation of welfare into 'workfare(;"4l However, contrary to public
Ty

pronouncencnts, it is quite obvicus thet '‘welfare™ (meaning, of

[P
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course, the AFDC program) will not be abolished, as is claimed, nor
will it be reduced by the employment of recipients. In about 30
states, AFDC will have to be continued as a supplement to FAP. This
will not be a matter of state checice, but will be required by feaderal
law'.42 Thus, if FAP is implermented, in most states, there will be
three classes of beneficiaries: (a) those on FAP only; (b) those
on FAP and the state AFDC program; and (c) those whose breazk-even
points are higher than FAP but who still qualify for AFDC. Rather
than reducing welfare rclls, FAP covers all families with children
(whether or not there is a husband in the house) below certain income
levels, and thus will add about 14 million people to the present
relief rolls. To upgrade skills and increase employability, the

0
Administration propoées to fund conly 150,000 new training opportu-
nities and 450,000 day care provisions. Under the taxing rules,
break~even levels will be sufficiently high so that more pecple
will be able to work and receive welfarz benefits than under the
present program; cr, stated in another way, it will be even more
difficult for pecple to werk their waﬁ off of welfare.

One of the conditions imposed on the state AFDC programs (to be
called "state supplementary peyment programs’) is that the states
apply the same work requirements as provided for in FAP.43 Thus, all
three classes of welfare recipients will be subject tc the FAP work
requirements. The work requirements ar;-to be adpinistered by the
state local empleoyment offices under regulations of the Secretary of

Labor.44 All who are eligible for benefits must register with these
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offices for “manpower services, training, and employment™ with six
exceptions: (1) persoms who are ill, incapacitated or of an advanced
age; (2) a wother or other relative who is taking care of a child
under the age ¢f 6; (3) the mother or other fenale caretaker of a
child 1if the father or another adult male member has to register;
(4) a child; (5) one who has to stay at home on a ‘“substantially
continucus basis™ bscause of illness or incapacitation of a meaber
of the household; or (6) a person who is working full time. 4n
individual can alsc register voluntarily. The HEW Secretary is
also authorized tc prcvide for the refearral cf perscns with dis-
abilities or handicaps to state vocational rehabilitation programs.
If an individual who has registered has been fcund by the
Secretary of Labor (after ‘reasonable notice and cppertunity for
hearing”) to have refused without good cause to participate in
“suitable manpoﬁer services, training; or employment, or to have
refused suiteble employment offered through the employment service

or a bena fide cffer of employment, then that individual loses his

benefits, although his incume will still be counted as part of the
family income,

At this point it is very difficult to predict hov the prepcsed
werk requirements will affect the welfare populatinn now coverad by
the AFDC program. 9One ¢f the major purposes of this paper has been
tc emphasize the iéﬁcrtance cf field level adwministration~-~who is

doing the administering and under what standards and contrcls. We

have scen that in the WIN progran, despite the publicity and anmounced
DICE pubd
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intenticns of Congress, state and lucal departments still retained
mest of the control over the employment of welfare recipients. As
the FAP bill nov reads, this issue is still not settled. First of
all, it is not clear who is going to acdminister FAP., 'The bill pro-
vides that the states can contract with HEW tc have HEW administer
the state welfare programs or HEW can contract with the states to

43 In the past, the state

have thew administer some or all of the FAP.
and local welfare agencies have fought very hard to retain control

not only of their own welfare procgraws but alsc of the spending of
federal money in the state welfare programs. Even though the federal
gcevernnent pays wucst of the public assistance bill, its efforts tc
iompcse standards on state and local administraticn have been nctably
unsuccessful. The usual practice would be the second option in the
bill~-~thes state contracts with BEW tc administer FAP through the

state and lccal departments of welfare. The bill alsc provides that,
in developing “policies and programs for manpcwer services, training,
and employment,’ the Secretary of Laber has to get agreement from

HEW "with regard tc such pclicies and programs.which are under the
usual and traditional authority of the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare (including basic education, institutional training, health,
child care, and vther supportive servicé;, new carcers and job re-
structuring in the health, education, and welfare professicns, and
werk-study programs)."46 Thus, there is ample opportunity for welfare
to play & large rcle in the employwent program, and, agein, in light

of the WIN experience, this eventuality is not unlikely., One exammple
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would pe in the definiticn of what constitutes a good cause for
refusal tc participate. Hopefully, HEW could insist that even thougn
a mother of children over 6 has tc register, she dees not have to
parficipatc if doing sc would be detrimental to the fanily. But then,
it is not clear tc what extent the FAP rules on empleyment would pre-
eript present state and lccal authority cver employment. Under the
WIN legislation, state and local agencies still have substantial
authority to carry out their own employment programs. Under FAP,

in a state where AFDC continues, can a local welfarc department
require a mother with a child wnder 6 tc work even though that person
is not required to register under FAP? Can a local welfare department
determine that suitable work is available after the state employment
service has decided that the work is not sultable? The states are to
be required to retain AFDC-U or adopt it as part of state supplemen-
taticn., The work test rules of AFDC-U are very different frow the

FAP rules. To¢ what extent will the states retain cuthority over

their preogrems for unemployed fathers? There are many such unanswered
questions, -

The bill allcows for voluntary registration of welfare recipients
(although no sanctigys will apply if they subsequently decide not to
participate). We have already discussed how mcaningless this type of
safeguard can become in a2 welfare ceontext. Therc are wany ways to

persuade welfare recipients that it is in thelr best interests to

volunteer and participate~--welfare departnments have a wide range of
benefits that recipients need and want-—-and it is very difficult t¢

control this type of administrative discretiom.

s
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The largest unknown will be the stete employment service agencies.
In a state such as Wisconsin, they seem tc bte committed to volunary
ewplcyment only and to upgrading skills and providing oppertunities
rather than cutting welfare costs. Ian other parts of the country,
ac doubt there will be employment z2gencies that need nc help frum
local welfarc officials in requiring welfare rocipients to teke menial,
deadend jcbs against their will., Reports cf discriminetory practices
where housework or cleaning lavatcries in the court house is ‘‘suitable”
for black recipients but never for white recipients may be a harbinger
of things tc come.

With cur understanding of the work of welfare agencies and cthers
that deel with poor, disenfranchised, and dependent pecple--police,
veting repistrars, schools, juvenile courts, etc.~-it should be por-
fectly ciear that there is no wey of systematically controlling the
exarcise of cfficial discretion at the field lavel. Standards in
statutes and regulaticns will be vague--for example, that work has
to be "suitable'’--and even if they are clear and cbjective, there is
no way of insuring cowpliance. Substantive standards and preocedurel
due process are for those who have the ability to use then, and,
unfortunetely, despite the significant work of welfare client crga-
nizations, the vast majority cof welfare recipients are simply not
in a position to challenge local cfficials. We are cumwitting a
grave injustice if we think otherwise. Sensitive poverty lawyers
tell us that even those clients that have the cocurage to go to them
run serious risks cf subsequent retaliation. When the lawyer's work

is cver, the client still has to deal with the agency.
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Wa may make, therefore, the same cepressing prediction of the
work requirements in the Presicdent's prcposals that we made about
the WIN prcgram. For the vast mejority of thecse now on the AFDC
progran, the work requirement will Le weaningless formality. Either
jobs will not be available, or state employment services will merely
act as a clearing house, These agencies will tecome swarped with
work and their reaction will be cither tc “cream” (i.e., to work with
only those of the highest employment potential) or to become highly
routinized. Euplcyment agencies in some parts cf the country, that
have the will and the rescurces, will dc some goed for some poor
pecple. The sad part is that additional weapons have been created
for those agencies wanting to harass and punish the poor,

Secretary Finch's own words should give aid and comfort to those
who still think that coercion is the way to make the pocr work: ''[T]he
progran includes a strong work requirercent: thcose able bodied persons
who refuse a training or suitable job opportunity lose their benefits. |
For this reascn, the program is not a2 guaranteed annual income. It
dous not guarantee benefits to persons regardless of their attitudes;

. S . 48
its support is reserved to those who are willing to support themselves.”
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The new taxing rules and set-asides take a completely opposite approach; t

they assume that, with proper monetary incentives, recipients will

B T BN

think that a conservetive administration woculd have more faith in

the market, and less foith in government regulation,
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FOOTNOTES

lThe late Professor tenBroek viewed welfare systems as "an indis-
pensable part of the overall system of labor legislation.” J. tenBroek,
"California's Dual System of Family Law: Its Origin, Develupment, and
Present Status,' Parts I, II, and III, Stanford Law Review, 16, (dar. 1964
and July 1964); 17 (April 1965). The literature is full of the dif-
ferences in welfare programs in terms of employability and moral char-
acteristics of their clientele. For a general thecretical statement,
see L. Friedman, "Social Welfare Legislation: An Introduction,"
Stanford Law Review, 21 (1969), p. 217. TFor the prehlems of the able-
bodied and not so able-bodied poor, see, in additiom to tenBroek, M.K.
Rosenheim, "Vagrancy Concepts in Welfare Law," tenBroek, ed., Law of the
Poor (San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Co., 1966) p. 187. For an
historical comparison of different types of welfare programs in Wisconsin
see J, Handler and A. Goodstein, "The Legislative Development of Public
Assistance," Wisconsin Law Review, 1968, 2 (1968) p. 414, also avail-
able as Institute Reprint 16.

2A very clear example is the treatment of orphams in the nineteenth
century. Orphans, along with other dependent children, were generally
placed in county homes and poorhouses along with pavpers, criminals,
and other deviants., Civil War orphans, however, were treated differently;
they were placed in separate state institutions to avoid the pauper
stigma. See J. Handler and A. Goodstein, supra, n. 1, p. 421.

34., p. 432.
/ 4
“Ch. 589, §1 (1917) Wis. Laws 1006.

5See G. Steiner, Social Insecurity (Chicago: Rand McNally and Co.,
1966), ch. 2, "The Withering-Away Fallacy."

U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Ways and Means, Report of the
House Committee on Ways and Means on H.R. 12080, 90th Congress, lst
sess., (1966), H. Rept. 544, p. 96.

' Ibid.

Testimonies of Wilbur J. Schmidt (Chairman, National Council of
State Welfare Administrators, American Public Welfare Association),
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Hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means, 90th Congress, lst
sess,, (1966), HR 5710, pp. 835, 841, and Elizabeth Wikenden (Technical
Consultant on Public Social Policy, National Social Welfare Assembly,
Inc.), p. 1582, Mr. Schmidt is the head of the Wisconsin State Department
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of Health and Social Services. See also, testimonies of Wilbur H.
Lowe (Chairman, Public Assistance and Welfare Committee, Illinois
State Chamber of Commerce), Zd., pp. 1867-9, and Eugene F. Burms

(Director, Cuyohoga County Welfare Department), 2d., pp. 2060-61.

9Testimony of Mitchell I, Ginsberg (Chairman, Division on Social
Policy and Action, National Association of Social Workers), Social
Security Amendments of 1967: Hearings Before the Committee on
FPinance, United States Senate, 90th Congress, lst sess., p. 947.

lOTestimony of John W. Gardner (Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare), 7d., p. 216. Willard Wirtz (Secretary of Labor) also
agreed with this position, id., p. 795.

11Testimony of John W. Gardner, Wilbur J. Cohen, and Willard
Wirtz before the Senate Finance Committee, Zd., pp. 215, 338, 351,
796, 8l12. Whereas Mr. Cohen was willing to accept the work incen-
tive program even with the mandatory features, Mr. Wirtz was so much

. against the mendatory features of the work incentive program that he

was willing to see the whole program dropped if these features were
retained.

12Testimonies of Senator Robert F. Kenmedy, id., pp. 775-797,"
Edward V. Sparer, id., pp. 930-951 and Mitchell I. Ginsberg, id.,
pp. 1761-1787.

13The relevant 1967 amendments are in 42 U.S.C., tit. I1II, 602,
(1967).

14There is a right to a fair hearing on any of these determinations.

For a recent discussion of the fair hearing provisions under the WIN
Program, see ''Comment, Public Welfare 'WIN' Program: Arm-Twisting
Incentives," University of Pennsylvania Law Review, 117 (1969), p. 117.

13U.S. Congress, Senate, 'U.S, Senate Report No. 744,'" 90th Congress,
lst sess., U.S. Code Congressional and Administrative News, 2 (1967),
p. 2985.

6r4., p. 2986. -
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184, p. 2994.-

19113, Congressional Record 36368, (1967) (remarks of Rep. Wilbur
Mills).




60

20U.S. Congress, "Conference Report No. 1030," 90th Congrass, lst

sess., U.S. Code Congressional and Administrative News, Vol. 2, pp. 3179,

3204 {1967).

21The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare regulations on
the WIN program are in the Federal Register, 34, 220.35 (Jan. 28, 1969).

zzlbid., (emphasis added).

2
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