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Summary 

Managing Workfare: What Are t h e  I s s u e s ?  
Tom Corbe t t  and Michae 1 Wiseman* 

T h i s  paper  i s  one of s e v e r a l  p repared  i n  the  c o n t e x t  of developing a 

management assessment  r e p o r t  on t h e  implementation of  isc cons in' s Work 

Exper ience  and J o b  T r a i n i n g  Program i n  Kenosha County, Wisconsin. While 

o t h e r  r e p o r t s  i n  t h e  s e r i e s  review s p e c i f i c  a s p e c t s  of Kenosha c o u n t y ' s  

e x p e r i e n c e ,  t h e  o b j e c t  of t h i s  s tudy  is t o  c a t a l o g  p r i n c i p a l  management 

problems encounte red  i n  d e s i g n i n g  and implementing workfare  programs a s  

p a r t  of w e l f a r e  reform. 

T r a d i t i o n a l l y  the  term "workfare" has  been a p p l i e d  t o  w e l f a r e  

p o l i c i e s  which r e q u i r e d  w e l f a r e  r e c i p i e n t s  t o  work i n  r e t u r n  f o r  

payments. The new workfare ,  of which WEJT is an  example, i n v o l v e s  more 

g e n e r a l ,  and g e n e r a l l y  more humane, programs than t h i s .  The ha l lmark  of 

t h e  new workfare  i s  exp 1 i c i  t l i n k a g e  of income maintenance t o  employment 

o r  employment p r e p a r a t i o n .  These programs tend t o  be p r o c e s s e s ,  s t e p s  

c e r t a i n  we l fa re -  r e c e i v i n g  a d u l t s  a r e  expected t o  t ake  i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  

r e c e i v i n g  income support .  

The p r o c e s s e s  i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n  s t a t e  workfare  i n i t i a t i v e s  vary 

s u b s t a n t i a l l y .  But a l l  of the  new workfare  programs s h a r e  f i v e  important  
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f e a t u r e s :  ( 1 )  they  augment o r  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  f i n a n c i a l  i n c e n t i v e s  f o r  

employment; ( 2 )  they  add a  r e a l - t i m e  dimension t o  income suppor t ;  ( 3 )  

they  a r e  i n t e r v e n t i o n i s t  i n  o r i e n t a t i o n ;  ( 4 )  they a r e  h i g h l y  p o l i t i -  

c i z e d ;  and  (5)  t h e r e  i s  some l o c a l  v a r i a t i o n  i n  con ten t .  Design and 

management problems a r i s e  i n  s e l e c t i n g  workfare  g o a l s ,  de te rmin ing  t h e  

e x a c t  n a t u r e  of t h e  program, d e c i d i n g  how i t  w i l l  be a d m i n i s t e r e d ,  and 

eva l u a t i n g  i t s  consequences.  

The g o a l s  c i t e d  f o r  l i n k i n g  w e l f a r e  t o  e f f o r t s  a t  s e l f - s u p p o r t  

i n c l u d e  d e t e r r i n g  v o l u n t a r y  dependence, r educ ing  dependency, improving 

s k i l l s  and h e l p i n g  people  l e a r n  t o  f u n c t i o n  independent ly .  These goa 1s 

a r e  n o t  mutua l ly  e x c l u s i v e ,  and pursuing any one may con£ l i c t  w i t h  t h e  

o t h e r s  o r  w i t h  t h e  g e n e r a l  income maintenance o b j e c t i v e s  of a s s u r i n g  

a d e q u a t e  b e n e f i t s ,  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  r e c i p i e n t  from s t igma and abuse ,  and 

minimizing c o s t s .  Thus management of workfare  begins  w i t h  d e c i d i n g  which 

g o a l s  t o  pursue.  

Given g o a l s ,  t h e  n e x t  s e t  of c h o i c e s  concerns  t h e  n a t u r e  of the  

program. T h i s  paper  reviews s i x  s t r u c t u r a l  f e a t u r e s  of workfare  

programs: ( 1 )  c h o i c e  of r e c i p i e n t s  t o  be t a r g e t e d ,  ( 2 )  program com- 

ponen ts ,  ( 3 )  methods f o r  de te rmin ing  which s e r v i c e s  a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  

p a r t i c u l a r  c l i e n t s  and procedures  f o r  excus ing  r e c i p i e n t s  from workfare  

requ i rements ,  ( 4 )  r e c i p i e n t  r i g h t s ,  and (5) t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which members 

o f  t h e  t a r g e t  p o p u l a t i o n  a r e  exposed t o  program s e r v i c e s  and r e q u i r e -  

men ts. 

Once goa 1s have been s e l e c t e d  and t h e  b u i l d i n g  blocks  assembled,  

workfa re  must be  implemented. G e t t i n g  workfare  go ing  r e q u i r e s  s o l u t i o n s  

t o  s i x  management problems: ( 1 )  where t o  v e s t  a u t h o r i t y ,  ( 2 )  how much 



d i s c r e t i o n  t o  a l low,  ( 3 )  how to provide workfare s e r v i c e s ,  ( 4 )  how to  

keep tabs  on what 's  happening, ( 5 )  how to g e t  under way, and ( 6 )  how to  

slow up. The f i r s t  two of these  problems a r e  i s s u e s  t o  be faced by 

l e v e l s  of government above the  workfare-del iver ing agency. The l a s t  f o u r  

a r e ,  i n  many con tex t s ,  agency choices .  

While management i s s u e s  a r e  of paramount concern during workfare 

s t a r t - u p ,  program design must inc lude  provis ion  f o r  eva lua t ion  of out- 

comes. The not ion  of outcomes should be comprehensive: eva lua t ion  

should inc lude  the  na tu re  of the program c rea t ed ,  the e f f e c t s  on par- 

t i c i p a n t s ,  and the consequences f o r  nonpa r t i c ipan t s  both w i th in  and out- 

s i d e  of the wel fa re  system. 

Welfare experimentat ion is a  popular  p r e s c r i p t i o n  f o r  wel fa re  reform. 

The p o s i t i o n  taken i n  t h i s  paper is  t h a t  workfare is a  complicated busi-  

ness .  J u s t  "doing it" i s  hard enough i n  the s h o r t  run. Thus the s t a t e  

(and,  on t he  n a t i o n a l  l e v e l ,  the  f e d e r a l  government) should a t t empt  t o  

e s t a b l i s h  s e p a r a t e  demonstration and experimental  ob j ec t i ve s .  The most 

impor tan t  immedia t e  o b j e c t i v e  is t o  demonstrate the  opera t i o n  of a  

complete workfare program, t h a t  i s ,  a  program i n  which the va r ious  

cho ices  o u t l i n e d  above have a c t u a l l y  been faced  and addressed with spec i -  

f  i c  po l icy  dec is ions .  

Once i n i  t i a  t i o n  of such demonstration i s  completed, the workfare 

systems provide t he  app rop r i a t e  umbrella f o r  the inves t i ga  t i o n  of var ious  

program op t ions .  A s  important candida tes  f o r  experimentat ion the paper 

sugges t s  measuring and eva lua t ing  the  consequences of ( a )  r equ i r ing  

succes s fu l  s ea rch  f o r  par t - t ime  work a s  a  cond i t i on  f o r  moving on t o  

t r a i n i n g ,  ( b )  varying the  mode of provis ion  of c h i l d  ca re ,  ( c )  s h i f t i n g  



from a focus on obligatory to voluntary participation in programs, (d)  

extending the earnings disregard for longer periods, ( e )  varying the 

target groups, and ( f )  extending medical coverage for persons obtaining 

jobs that do not provide health care benefits .  



Managing Workfare: What Are t h e  I s s u e s ?  

Tom C o r b e t t  and Michael Wiseman* 

Welfare  exper imenta t ion  i s  a popula r  p r e s c r i p t i o n  f o r  w e l f a r e  reform. 

I n  Up from Dependency: A New Nat iona l  P u b l i c  A s s i s t a n c e  S t r a t e g y  t h e  

Domestic P o l i c y  Counci l  responded t o  P r e s i d e n t  ~ e a g a n ' s  1986 S t a t e  of the  

Union r e q u e s t  f o r  "a s t r a t e g y  f o r  immediate a c t i o n  t o  meet t h e  f i n a n c i a l ,  

e d u c a t i o n a l ,  s o c i a l ,  and s a f e t y  concerns  of poor f a m i l i e s "  by r e p o r t i n g  

t h a t  t h e  coun t ry  "should i n i t i a t e  a program of widespread,  long-term 

e x p e r i m e n t a t i o n  i n  t h e  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  of p u b l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  through 

communi ty-based and s ta te-sponsored demonstra t ion p r o j e c t s "  (Off i c e  of 

t h e  P r e s i d e n t ,  1986, p. 1 0 ) .  I n  The New Consensus on Family and Welfare 

t h e  Working Seminar on Family and American Welfare P o l i c y  concluded t h a t  

"s t a  t e  and l o c a  1 governments should be given g rea  t l a  t i  tude t o  experiment 

w i t h  methods of reduc ing  pover ty  and dependency" (Working Seminar,  1987, 

p. 118) .  And T i t l e  V I I I  o f  S e n a t o r  Moynihan's proposed "Family S e c u r i t y  

A c t  of 1987" provided f o r  expansion of the  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of 

t h e  Department of Hea l th  and Human S e r v i c e s  " t o  waive e x i s t i n g  f e d e r a l  

s ta t u t o r y  and r e g u l a t o r y  requ i rements  f o r  s e v e r a l  income maintenance and 

s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  programs i n  o r d e r  t h a t  s t a t e s  may experiment w i t h  methods 
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t o  more e f f e c t i v e l y  and  e f f i c i e n t l y  a s s i s t  low-income households" 

( ~ o y n i h a n ,  1987, p. 2 0 ) .  

C y n i c a l l y  i n t e r p r e t e d ,  t h i s  i n t e r e s t  i n  exper imenta t ion  might be 

n o t h i n g  more than a cheap s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  a c t i o n .  However, t h e r e  a r e  many 

t h i n g s  a b o u t  the  f e a s i b i l i t y  and consequences of a c t u a l  o r  p o s s i b l e  

w e l f a r e  p o l i c i e s  t h a t  we would l i k e  t o  know b e f o r e  encouraging major 

changes  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  system. Experiments,  i f  p r o p e r l y  conducted,  can 

p r o v i d e  needed i n f o r m a t i o n  a s  w e l l  a s  an  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  c r e a t i v e  gover- 

nance.  S i n c e  many of t h e  s t a t e  and l o c a l  innova t ions  t h a t  have a t t r a c t e d  

p u b l i c  a t  t en  t i o n  i n  r e c e n t  y e a r s  have involved t h e  r e l a  t i o n  between 

w e l f a r e  and work, i t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  demons t ra t ions  and programs envi-  

s i o n e d  by t h e  Domes t i c  P o l i c y  Counci l ,  the  Working Seminar,  and S e n a t o r  

Moynihan a r e  a l s o  work-re la ted.  T h i s  paper  reviews some of the  i n f o r -  

mat iona l  needs and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  i s s u e s  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  w e l f a r e  employment 

programs t h a t  might be t h e  f o c u s  of t h e s e  e f f o r t s .  

The problems we w i l l  review a r e  ve ry  management-oriented. I f  we 

a g r e e  w i t h  t h e  Working Seminar t h a t  "Rec ip ien t s  of w e l f a r e  [who a r e  a b l e  

t o  become s e l f - r e l i a n t ]  should  be r e q u i r e d  t o  take p a r t  i n  work ( o r  time- 

l i m i t e d  t r a i n i n g  programs) a s  a c o n d i t i o n  of o b t a i n i n g  benef its,"l then  

t h e  i s s u e  becomes how t o  make such a requirement  a p a r t  of t h e  income 

maintenance system. I f  we do n o t  a g r e e ,  i t  is g e n e r a l l y  because  of con- 

s i d e r a t i o n s  of f a i r n e s s ,  f e a s i b i l i t y ,  o r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  The f a i r n e s s  

i s s u e  concerns  whether government has  a r i g h t  t o  modify t h e  requ i rements  

f o r  w e l f a r e  r e c e i p t  i n  t h e  manner suggested by workfare  programs. Those 

who q u e s t i o n  work requirements  on f e a s i b i l i t y  grounds doubt t h e  a b i l i t y  

o f  w e l f a r e  b u r e a u c r a c i e s  t o  d e l i v e r  a work-or iented w e l f a r e  program a t  



r e a s o n a b l e  c o s t .  Those q u e s t i o n i n g  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of work requ i rements  

on e f f e c t i v e n e s s  grounds doub t  t h e  u t i l i t y  of such requ i rements  i n  the  

d e p r e s s e d  l o c a l  economies i n  which r e c i p i e n t s  must  look f o r  work. A l l  

t h r e e  p o s i t i o n s  t u r n  t o  some e x t e n t  on e m p i r i c a l  q u e s t i o n s :  ( 1 )  Are 

w e l f a r e  work programs i n c o n s i s  t e n t  w i t h  o t h e r  o b j e c t i v e s  of p u b l i c  

a s s i s t a n c e  p o l i c y ?  ( 2 )  Can w e l f a r e  b u r e a u c r a c i e s  d e l i v e r ?  (3) Do such 

p o l i c i e s  a f f e c t  dependency? While e a c h  of t h e s e  i s s u e s  is  i m p o r t a n t ,  

t e n t a t i v e  a c c e p t a n c e  of t h e  Working Seminar ' s  p o s i t i o n  on t h e  r o l e  of  

workfa re  means we move t o  q u e s t i o n  ( 2 ) ,  t h e  i s s u e  of whether o r  n o t  

w e l f a r e  a g e n c i e s  can i n  f a c t  produce workfare .  I t  is  here  t h a t  e x p e r i -  

ments have something t o  o f f e r .  

The New Workfare 

A Model 

Before  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  management i s s u e s  i t  is n e c e s s a r y  t o  e s t a b l i s h  

what  workfare  is. The term w i l l  be  a p p l i e d  h e r e  t o  any program i n  which 

income maintenance i s  e x p l i c i t l y  l i n k e d  t o  employment o r  employment pre-  

p a r a t i o n .  Thus, a s  one of us  has argued e lsewhere  (wiseman, 1987a) ,  

workfa re  programs a r e  n o t  s imply mechanisms f o r  making w e l f a r e  r e c i p i e n t s  

work i n  exchange f o r  b e n e f i t s .  R a t h e r ,  they tend t o  be p r o c e s s e s ,  s t e p s  

c e r t a i n  w e l f a r e - r e c e i v i n g  a d u l t s  a r e  expec ted  t o  t ake  i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  

r e c e i v i n g  income suppor t .  While programs d i f f e r  subs  t a n t i a l l y  i n  d e t a i l ,  

most  a r e  v a r i a n t s  of the  very  s imple  scheme we have o u t l i n e d  i n  F igure  1. 

The model new workfare  program d e p i c t e d  i n  F i g u r e  1 i n c o r p o r a t e s  t h e  

f o l l o w i n g  p r o c e s s .  To begin ,  r e c i p i e n t s  meeting c e r t a i n  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  

a r e ,  upon a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  w e l f a r e  o r  sometime t h e r e a f t e r ,  a s s e s s e d  f o r  



Steps in a Hypothetical Workfare Process 
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Figure 1 (from Wiseman, 1987a). 



employment r e a d i n e s s .  Based on t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h a t  a s sessment ,  par-  

t i c  i p a n t s  a r e  rou ted  e i t h e r  t o  t r a i n i n g  o r ,  a f t e r  ar rangements  a r e  made 

f o r  c e r t a i n  s u p p o r t i v e  s e r v i c e s  such a s  c h i l d  c a r e ,  t o  a  s t r u c t u r e d  

program of  job  sea rch .  I f  t h e  s e a r c h  f a i l s  t o  produce employment, t h e  

c a s e  i s  reexamined. Based on t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h i s  review and c r e a t i o n  of 

a  " c o n t r a c t "  between t h e  r e c i p i e n t  and the  agency,  he o r  s h e  beg ins  a  

t r a i n i n g  o r  employment program. A f t e r  a n  i n t e r v a l  determined by t h e  

n a t u r e  of t h e  program and t h e  s y s  tem adopted by t h e  w e l f a r e  o f f  i c e ,  t h e  

r e c i p i e n t  a g a i n  looks  f o r  a  job a l o n g  w i t h  t h o s e  i n i t i a l l y  a s s i g n e d  t o  

t r a i n i n g  programs. I n  e i t h e r  c a s e ,  i f  a g a i n  no job i s  found, i t ' s  back 

t o  c o u n s e l i n g  and a  new p l a n  o r ,  i n  some models, a s s ignment  f o r  a  time t o  

p u b l i c l y  p rov ided  employment. 

Key F e a t u r e s  

T h e r e  a r e  many v a r i a n t s  on t h e  p rocess - -cho ice  of sequence is  one of  

t h e  management i s s u e s  t o  be  a d d r e s s e d  below--and i n  p r a c t i c e  t h e  d i v e r -  

s i t y  of o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and t h e  h e t e r o g e n e i t y  of r e c i p i e n t s  make such f low 

c h a r t s  ex t remely  ~ o m ~ l i c a t e d . ~  But a l l  of the  new workfare  programs 

s h a r e  f i v e  i m p o r t a n t  f e a t u r e s :  ( 1 )  they augment o r  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  f i n a n -  

c i a l  i n c e n t i v e s  f o r  employment; ( 2 )  they add a  p rocess  dimension t o  

income s u p p o r t ;  (3)  they a r e  i n t e r v e n t i o n i s t  i n  o r i e n t a t i o n ;  ( 4 )  they  a r e  

h i g h l y  p o l i t i c i z e d ;  and (5 )  t h e r e  is  some l o c a l  v a r i a t i o n  i n  c o n t e n t .  

I n c e n t i v e s .  Welfare  work programs a r e  a p p e a l i n g  t o  some because  they  

seem t o  o f f e r  a  way o u t  of McGovern's Dilemma. T h i s  problem, which 

f i g u r e d  i n  d e b a t e s  o v e r  income s u p p o r t  p r o p o s a l s  made by S e n a t o r  George 

McGovern d u r i n g  h i s  1972 p r e s i d e n t i a l  campaign, a r i s e s  i n  t h e  c o n f l i c t  



be tween the  goa 1 of a s su r ing  t h a t  wel fare  bene f i t s  a r e  adequate f o r  

meeting bas i c  needs and the goal  of c r e a t i n g  incen t ives  f o r  welfare  r ec i -  

p i e n t s  t o  work. Creat ion of f i n a n c i a l  i ncen t ives  genera l ly  means 

reducing the  r a t e  a t  which b e n e f i t s  a r e  decreased a s  earned income 

inc reases .  But i f  government appends f inanc ia  1 incent ives  f o r  employment 

t o  an  income suppor t  system wi th  an adequate guarantee f o r  f a m i l i e s  

wi thout  o the r  income, the r e s u l t i n g  scheme w i l l  genera l ly  ( a )  provide 

b e n e f i t s  t o  some f ami l i e s  with incomes i n  excess  of minimum s tandards  of 

l i v i n g ,  ( b )  i nc rease  the  number of f ami l i e s  rece iv ing  b e n e f i t s ,  and ( c )  

reduce work e f f o r t  f o r  family members who would be working i n  the absence 

of the program. On the  o t h e r  hand, adding a  sys tem l i k e  Figure 1 t o  an 

income support  program c r e a t e s  i ncen t ives  f o r  s e l f - suppor t  by making 

wel fare  dependence more c o s t l y  i n  terms of time and e f f o r t  required.  I f  

t he  t r a i n i n g  and job-search a s s i s t a n c e  components work, the program 

a l s o  improves the a b i l i t y  of r e c i p i e n t s  to  support  themselves.3 

Process  Or ien ta t ion .  Before the advent of the new workfare, wel fa re  

was focused, f o r  the  most p a r t ,  on de l ivery  of bene f i t s  to  the cu r r en t  

case load ,  those persons rece iv ing  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  a  po in t  i n  time. The new 

workfare fo l lows  t rends i n  research  on welfare  dependence and s h i f t s  the 

emphasis t o  the dynamics of wel fare  r ece ip t .  Welfare pol icy i s  s t i l l  

concerned wi th  the poin t - in-  time circumstance of r ec ip i en t s .  But a t t e n -  

t i o n  i s  now a l s o  focused on where each r e c i p i e n t  s tands  i n  the sequence 

of events  t h a t  makes up the workfare process.  I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  point- in-  

time, t h i s  i s  point- in-process  o r i e n t a t i o n .  

I n d i v i d u a l i z a t i o n  and In te rvent ion .  The new workfare programs empha 

s i z e  in te rvent ion .  Programs a r e  t a i l o r e d  t o  " indiv idua l  needs .I1 



llCounselingll and "assessment" a r e  everywhere. Welfare caseworkers ,  a  key 

p a r t  of w e l f a r e  o p e r a t i o n s  i n  t h e  1960s b u t  o u t  of vogue i n  t h e  1970s ,  

a r e  back. I n d i v i d u a l i z a t i o n  and i n t e r v e n t i o n i s m  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  a  

genera  1 t r e n d  i n  w e l f a r e  away from e n t i t l e m e n t  programs emphasizing uni- 

f o r m i t y  of t r e a t m e n t  and few requ i rements  toward a  system of r e c i p r o c a l  

o b l i g a t i o n s  and e x p e c t a t i o n s  where s p e c i f i c  o b l i g a t i o n s  and e x p e c t a t i o n s  

depend very much on j u s t  who t h e  c l i e n t  i s  and how he o r  she  behaves. 

T h i s  t a i l o r i n g  has always been what casework is  about .  

P o l i  t i c i z a  t i o n .  Workfare a c t i v i t i e s  tend t o  be h i g h l y  p o l i t i c i z e d .  

I n  s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  p o l i t i c s  t h e  work program is o f t e n  t h e  fulcrum used 

by proponents  t o  l e v e r  i n c r e a s e d  p u b l i c  funding of b e n e f i t s  and o t h e r  

s e r v i c e s  o r  a s  t h e  answer t o  those  who would a r g u e  f o r  b e n e f i t  reduc- 

t i o n s .  I n  l o c a l  p o l i t i c s  t h e  work program becomes a  p o i n t  of c o n t e n t i o n  

f o r  o rgan ized  l a b o r ,  f o r  c e r t a i n  f e m i n i s t  groups,  and f o r  w e l f a r e  r i g h t s  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Mot iva t ing  the  w e l f a r e  bureaucracy which d e l i v e r s  t h e  

program is  i t s e l f  a  thorny po li t i c a  1 prob lem. 

Loca l  O p e r a t i o n  and Loca l  D i s c r e t i o n .  F i n a l l y ,  workfare  a c t i v i t i e s  

r e q u i r e  e x t e n s i v e  l o c a l  management. Once e l i g i b i l i t y  i s  e s  t a b l i s h e d ,  

most income maintenance programs may be comfor tably  r u n  from t h e  s t a t e  

c a p i t a l  o r  even, a s  i n  t h e  c a s e  of Supplemental  S e c u r i t y  Income, from 

Ba 1 timore.  But counse l ing ,  j o b  s e a r c h  a s s i s t a n c e ,  and t r a i n i n g  have t o  

b e  done w i  t h i n  f e a s i b l e  commuting d i s t a n c e  of r e c i p i e n t s ,  and s e n s i b l e  

c h o i c e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  type of job s e a r c h  s t r a t e g y  t o  pursue o r  t r a i n i n g  

t o  under take  r e q u i r e  an  i n t i m a t e  knowledge of c o n d i t i o n s  i n  l o c a l  l a b o r  

markets .  I t  i s  d o u b t f u l  t h a t  such e x p e r t i s e  can be a p p l i e d  o r  s u s t a i n e d  

from a f a r .  



L o c a l  management i s  n o t  the  same a s  l o c a l  c o n t r o l .  I t  has been t r a -  

d i t i o n a l l y  a rgued  t h a t  i f  f i n a n c e d  and a d m i n i s t e r e d  l o c a l l y ,  w e l f a r e  w i l l  

b e  underprovided and i n e q u i t a b l e .  Underprov i s ion  occurs  because  t h e  

b e n e f i t s  of c a r i n g  f o r  t h e  needy a r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  conf ined  t o  t h e  

b o u n d a r i e s  of t h e  p r o v i d i n g  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  I n  comparing c o s t s  w i t h  t h e  

b e n e f i t s  of c a r i n g ,  l o c a l  governments w i l l  a c c o r d i n g l y  undercount  bene- 

f i t s  w h i l e  be ing  ve ry  aware of c o s t s .  Such governments might  a l s o  f e e l  

compel led  t o  keep b e n e f i t s  low i n  o r d e r  t o  a v o i d  a t t r a c t i n g  needy pe r sons  

from o t h e r  more s t i n g y  j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  I n e q u i t a b l e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  s t a n d a r d s  

o f  a s s i s t a n c e  a r i s e s  from i n t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t a x a b l e  

r e s o u r c e s  and t axpayer  a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e  needy. Some a r g u e  t h a t  regu- 

l a t i o n  by h i g h e r  u n i t s  of  government is a l s o  needed t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  c e r -  

t a i n  r i g h t s  of r e c i p i e n t s  a r e  r e s p e c t e d .  

These  s p i l l o v e r  and e q u i t y  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  have h i s t o r i c a l l y  l e d  t o  

recommendations f o r  e i t h e r  assumpt ion of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  income t r a n s -  

f  e r s  by h i g h e r  l e v e l s  of government o r  f o r  s y s  tems of c o s t - s h a r i n g  and 

r e g u l a t i o n  t h a t  encourage more generous  and more uniform p r o v i s i o n  of 

p u b l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  t h a n  would o t h e r w i s e  be t h e  case .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  t he  new 

consensus  a r g u e s  t h a t  l o c a l  and s t a t e  d i s c r e t i o n  shou ld  be enhanced. 

Managing t h i s  change w h i l e  bounding t h e  i n e q u i t y  of i n t e r s t a t e  and i n t e r -  

j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  v a r i a t i o n  i n  workfare  programs is  a  much more d i f f i c u l t  

problem t h a n  t h a t  posed by r e g u l a t i n g  t h e  d e l i v e r y  of p u b l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  

checks .  

~ a s s a c h u s e t t s '  Employment and T r a i n i n g  Choices  (ET-Choices) w e l f a r e  

employment program p r o v i d e s  a  good example of the  importance  of l o c a l  

d i s c r e t i o n  i n  t h e  new workfare.  I n  a  r e c e n t  paper ,  Rober t  D. Behn (1987) 

h a s  i n t e r p r e t e d  t h e  management s t y l e  u t i l i z e d  i n  o p e r a t i o n  of ET-Choices 



i n  terms of t h e  " T i g h t - ~ o o s e "  p r o p e r t y  of management a s c r i b e d  t o  manage- 

ment of top companies by P e t e r s  and Waterman i n  t h e i r  book I n  Search  of 

Exce l l ence .  Massachuse t t s '  s u c c e s s ,  accord ing  t o  Behn, is a t t r i b u t a b l e  

i n  p a r t  t o  management c o n c e n t r a t i o n  on t h e  l a r g e l y  p o l i t i c a l  t a s k  of 

a c h i e v i n g  consensus  a b o u t ,  and adherence t o ,  program g o a l s .  But whi le  

t r e a t m e n t  of g o a l s  i s  " t i g h t , "  t r ea tment  of methods is "loose": l o c a l  

o f f i c e s  a r e  a p p a r e n t l y  g r a n t e d  c o n s i d e r a b l e  d i s c r e t i o n  i n  t h e  approach 

t a k e n  t o  r e c r u i t m e n t ,  guidance,  and t r a i n i n g  of ET-Choices p a r t i c i p a n t s .  

The c o n t r a s t  w i t h  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e  of w e l f a r e  reform--uniformity  

o f  r e c i p i e n t  t r e a t m e n t - - i s  s t r i k i n g .  

Choices  and I s s u e s  

Once a  welfare-work program has been proposed,  the  f o c u s  of a t t e n t i o n  

n e c e s s a r i l y  t u r n s  toward g o a l s ,  the  p r e c i s e  n a t u r e  of t h e  program, the  

way i n  which i t  w i l l  be a d m i n i s t e r e d ,  and i t s  consequences.  

Goals  

The range of p o s s i b l e  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  employment-related programs is 

much g r e a t e r  t h a n  f o r  income s u p p o r t  programs. The i m p l i c a t i o n  of t h i s  

l a t i t u d e  i s  t h a t  w i t h o u t  c a r e f u l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  g o a l  s e t t i n g ,  the  p lay  of 

o t h e r  i n f l u e n c e s  w i l l  push programs i n  many d i f f e r e n t  d i r e c t i o n s .  The 

g o a l s  c i t e d  f o r  workfare  programs--or the  g o a l s  which a r e  impl ied by 

program s t r u c t u r e - - f a l l  g e n e r a l l y  under one of f o u r  c a t e g o r i e s :  those  

r e l a t e d  t o  d e t e r r e n c e ,  those  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  r e d u c t i o n  of dependency, 

t h o s e  r e l a t e d  t o  enhancement of s k i l l s ,  and those  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  the  

a b i l i t y  of r e c i p i e n t s  t o  f u n c t i o n  e f f e c t i v e l y  i n  modern s o c i e t y .  



Of the  f o u r ,  d e t e r r e n c e  i s  probably  t h e  g o a l  t h a t  i s  l e a s t  r e g u l a r l y  

c i t e d .  But even i n  t h e i r  more moderate forms work requirements  r a i s e  t h e  

c o s t  t o  r e c i p i e n t s  of p u b l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  and can amount t o  a  t e s t  of need. 

A workfa re  requ i rement  is  a  s o c i a l  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t ,  g iven  c e r t a i n  con- 

d i t i o n s ,  those  u n w i l l i n g  t o  commit themselves t o  e f f o r t s  a t  s e l f - s u p p o r t  

a r e  unworthy of a s s i s t a n c e .  I n t e r p r e t e d  t h i s  way, denying a s s i s t a n c e  t o  

a  fami ly  headed by an  a d u l t  who i s  u n w i l l i n g  t o  look f o r  work is no d i f -  

f e r e n t  from denying a s s i s t a n c e  t o  a  family  which r e p o r t s  p o s s e s s i o n  of 

t o o  much cash.  

A second and more f r e q u e n t l y  c i t e d  goa l  f o r  workfare  is  t o  reduce 

dependency. T h i s  can be de f ined  a s  reduc ing  t h e  inc idence  of p u b l i c  

a s s i s t a n c e  r e c e i p t  among a l l  f a m i l i e s  o r  a s  i n c r e a s i n g  the  p r o p o r t i o n  of 

r e c i p i e n t  income t h a t  i s  d e r i v e d  from e a r n i n g s .  The two d e f i n i t i o n s  a r e  

n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  c o n s i s t e n t .  For  example, lowering b e n e f i t  r e d u c t i o n  

r a t e s  i n  w e l f a r e  g r a n t  computat ion is  l i k e l y  t o  r a i s e  w e l f a r e  i n c i d e n c e  

( i n c r e a s e  dependency), b u t  such a  change may a l s o  r a i s e  t h e  s h a r e  of the  

w e l f a r e  p o p u l a t i o n  w i t h  earned income ( reduce  dependency). Choosing 

which d e f i n i t i o n  of dependency t o  use  i n  a s s e s s i n g  program outcomes is an  

i m p o r t a n t  d e c i s i o n  f o r  workfare  p lanners .  

A t h i r d  g o a l ,  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  second, i s  t o  enhance human c a p i t a l .  

More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h i s  means g i v i n g  w e l f a r e  r e c i p i e n t s  whatever  s k i l l s  

o r  c r e d e n t i a l s  a r e  r e q u i r e d  t o  o b t a i n  good jobs.  U n t i l  r e c e n t l y  i t  was 

common t o  h e a r  c r i t i c s  of w e l f a r e  work programs complain t h a t  t h e r e  were 

n o  j o b s ,  pe r iod .  Now t h e  consensus  seems t o  be t h a t  whi le  a t  l e a s t  low- 

wage jobs  a r e  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  w e l f a r e  r e c i p i e n t s  i n  most a r e a s ,  i t  is  jobs  

p r o v i d i n g  income adequa te  f o r  s e l f - s u p p o r t  t h a t  a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  come by. 



High-wage placements a r e  impor tan t  f o r  p u b l i c i t y  purposes ,  and they a r e  

e s s e n t i a l  i f  t h e  g o a l  of r educ ing  dependency i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  terms of 

permanent d e p a r t u r e  from p u b l i c  a s s i s t a n c e .  But f i n d i n g  and p r e p a r i n g  

c a n d i d a t e s  f o r  s k i l l e d  jobs  among t h e  w e l f a r e  p o p u l a t i o n  is n o t  easy ,  and 

i t  i s  of t e n  expensive .  P ro long ing  unemployment i n  t h e  s e a r c h  f o r  t h e  job 

t h a t  w i l l  e a r n  n o t i c e  i n  t h e  Boston Globe may mean t h a t  o t h e r  oppor- 

t u n i t i e s  f o r  reduc ing  dependency i n  t h e  s e n s e  of reduc ing  w e l f a r e  

payments a r e  forgone.  T h i s  might be i n c o n s e q u e n t i a l  i f  e v e n t u a l l y  a l l  

r e c i p i e n t s  rece ived  Globe-c lass  placements.  But i f  some end up w i t h  on ly  

a long d u r a t i o n  of j o b l e s s n e s s ,  such p o l i c i e s  may w e l l  reduce the  l i k e l i -  

hood of e v e n t u a l  t r a n s i t i o n  t o  s e l f - s u p p o r t .  

Func t ion ing  i s  a f o u r t h  g o a l  c i t e d  i n  connec t ion  w i t h  workfare .  - The 

New Consensus on Fami l y  and Welfare i d e n t i f i e s  "behaviora 1 dependency1' 

a s  a problem f o r  "a s u b s t a n t i a l  m i n o r i t y  of t h e  poor" (Working Seminar, 

1987, p. 5 ) .  I f  " i n a b i l i t y  t o  cope" is a problem, then t r a i n i n g  f o r  

b e h a v i o r a l  independence i s  presumably t h e  answer. How t h i s  i s  

accomplished i s  n o t  c e r t a i n .  But  i t  i s  a t  l e a s t  a r g u a b l e  t h a t  people a r e  

p r e p a r e d  f o r  f u n c t i o n i n g  independent ly  by a counse l ing  and a s s i s t a n c e -  

i n t e n s i v e  w e l f a r e  work system. C o n f l i c t s  may a r i s e  between a g o a l  of 

p lacement  only  i n  "good jobs" and t h e  f u n c t i o n i n g  g o a l  of encouraging 

r e c i p i e n t s  t o  make t h e  b e s t  of t h e  s k i l l s  and o p p o r t u n i t i e s  they have. 

The q u e s t i o n  of g o a l s  cannot  be s e p a r a t e d  from t h e  i s s u e  of program 

c o s t s .  A t  a  minimum, t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between outcomes and c o s t s  has 

two dimensions:  ( 1 )  expendi t u r e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  running a workfare  

program, and ( 2 )  t h e  v a r i o u s  economic b e n e f i t s  de r ived  from enhanced 



l a b o r  market p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  P u t t i n g  a  h igh p r i o r i t y  on o b t a i n i n g  a  n e t  

c o s t  s a v i n g s  may s u g g e s t  t h a t  d e t e r r e n c e  o r  reduc ing  dependency be s e t  a s  

a  dominant program goa l .  Likewise,  r e s o u r c e  c o n s t r a i n t s  may s e t  prac- 

t i c a l  l i m i t s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  a c h i e v i n g  t h e  more d i f f i c u l t  g o a l s  of 

improving "human c a p i  t a l "  o r  enhancing "behavioral  func t ion ing .  " 

Balanc ing  c o s t s  and program g o a l s  is  n o t  a  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  p r o p o s i t i o n .  

Simple  workfa re  programs ( i . e .  , those  r e l y i n g  upon conven t iona l  workfare  

components and mandatory j o b  s e a r c h )  may appear  c o s t  b e n e f i c i a l  i n  the  

s h o r t  run.  However, placements may be s h o r t - t e r m  and the  l e s s  job ready 

may n o t  be a p p r e c i a b l y  a s s i s t e d  by t h e  program. Shor t - t e rm placements  i n  

any a v a i l a b l e  job  may, i n  e f f e c t ,  be a  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  more s u b s t a n t i a l  

and  c o s t l y  improvements i n  human c a p i t a l  and b e h a v i o r a l  f u n c t i o n i n g  t h a t  

l e a d  t o  r e a l  r e d u c t i o n s  i n  long-term dependency. How one d e a l s  w i t h  

program g o a l s  and c o s t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  p rov ides  t h e  framework w i t h i n  which 

many of the  subsequent  des ign  and management d e c i s i o n s  a r e  made. 

Goa l s  and c o s t s  a r e  n o t  t h e  only  concern of i n t e r e s t .  S i n c e  workfare  

p o l i c i e s  a r e  w e l f a r e  p o l i c i e s ,  some g o a l s  of w e l f a r e  employment programs 

a r e  t h e  same a s  those  commonly c i t e d  f o r  b a s i c  income maintenance. One 

o f  t h e s e  i s  t o  p r o t e c t  c l i e n t s  from stigma and abuse;  a n o t h e r  is  t o  

s e c u r e  a  minimum s tandard of s u p p o r t  f o r  those  w i  thou t a 1  t e r n a  t i v e s  . 
Minimizing st igma is  g e n e r a l l y  a  m a t t e r  of the  o p e r a t i n g  agency ' s  s t y l e .  

S e c u r i n g  adequa te  b e n e f i t s  i n v o l v e s  the  r e l a  t i o n  between the  t r a n s f e r  

component of w e l f a r e  programs and the  supp ly  of p u b l i c  a s s i s t a n c e .  

Assume f o r  t h e  moment t h a t  v o t e r  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  g i v e  (which we might 

measure by t h e  amount a  w e l f a r e  sys tem a s s u r e s  a  family  w i t h  no o t h e r  

r e s o u r c e s )  i s  a  p o s i t i v e  f u n c t i o n  of both v o t e r  p e r c e p t i o n s  of r e c i p i e n t  

need and t h e  expected s i z e  of t h e  case load ,  g iven  b e n e f i t  l e v e l s . 4  Then 



i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  workfare  programs i n c r e a s e  t h e  supply of p u b l i c  

a s s i s t a n c e  by v a l i d a t i n g  t h e  need of people  on w e l f a r e  and by reducing 

t h e  number of them a t  any l e v e l  of suppor t .  T h i s  ( ~ o s s i b l e )  l i n k  between 

work programs and p o l i t i c a l  s u p p o r t  p o i n t s  t o  one of the  many problems 

w i t h  t h e  language used i n  d i s c u s s i n g  workfare.  Behn (1987) and o t h e r s  

emphasize c l i e n t  o r i e n t a t i o n  of workfare  programs a s  i f  t h e  on ly  c l i e n t s  

were  t h e  r e c i p i e n t s .  T h i s  works, and indeed t r e a t i n g  r e c i p i e n t s  a s  

II  customers" may be a  u s e f u l  management s t y l e ,  a s  long a s  the  i n t e r e s t s  of 

v o t e r /  t axpayers  and p a r t i c i p a n t / r e c i p i e n t s  co inc ide .  But we do n o t  y e t  

have a  c l e a r  p i c t u r e  of how comprehensive t h i s  co inc idence  is .  

D e t e r r i n g  v o l u n t a r y  dependence, reducing dependency, improving 

s k i  l l s ,  h e l p i n g  poor  peop le  l e a r n  t o  cope, m a i n t a i n i n g  c o s t  e f f i c i e n c y  , 

p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  dependent  from stigma and abuse ,  a s s u r i n g  adequa te  bene- 

f i t s ,  and l i n k i n g  w e l f a r e  t o  e f f o r t s  a t  s e l f - s u p p o r t  i n  o r d e r  t o  a c h i e v e  

t h e s e  t h i n g s  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  l audab le  g o a l s  i n  t h e  a b s t r a c t .  The problems 

a r i s e  i n  t h e  r e a l  c o n f l i c t s  between, f o r  example, u s i n g  money t o  enhance 

s k i l l s  i n  some s u b s t a n t i a l  way and us ing  money f o r  b e n e f i t s .  Making t h e  

l i n k a g e  between b e n e f i t s  and e f f o r t s  a t  s e l f - s u p p o r t  is n o t  c o s t l e s s ;  

welfare-work programs a r e  expensive .  The l a r g e r  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  of r e c i -  

p i e n t s  f o r  whom income maintenance i s  t o  be connected t o  e f f o r t  a t  s e l f -  

s u p p o r t ,  t h e  more expensive  i t  becomes t o  p rov ide  even t h e  f i r s t  s t e p s  i n  

t h e  workfare  p r o c e s s  t o  a l l  e l i g i b l e s .  

Program 

Given g o a l s ,  t h e  n e x t  s e t  of c h o i c e s  concerns  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of the  

program. F ive  s t r u c t u r a l  f e a t u r e s  a r e  cons idered  here:  (1 )  cho ice  of 



t h e  t a r g e t  group,  ( 2 )  s e l e c t i o n  of b u i l d i n g  b locks ,  ( 3 )  decision-making,  

( 4 )  d e f i n i t i o n  of r e c i p i e n t  r i g h t s ,  and (5) completeness.  

T a r g e t  Group. A f i x e d  budget  c r e a t e s  a  t r ade-of f  between bread th  and 

i n t e n s i t y  of coverage of workfare  programs. On the  one hand, i f  the  

s p i r i t  of t h e  new workfare  i s  t o  i n t e g r a t e  t h e  w e l f a r e  employment program 

w i t h  b a s i c  income maintenance,  a l l  r e c i p i e n t s  should  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  some 

phase  of i t .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, a  fundamental  c o n c l u s i o n  of t h e  new 

w e l f a r e  r e s e a r c h  i s  t h a t  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  f r a c t i o n  of w e l f a r e  c a s e s  c l o s e  i n  

a  r e l a t i v e l y  s h o r t  t ime (Ellwood and Bane, 1983) .  Unless  such c l o s u r e s  

a r e  temporary,  i t  i s  impor tan t  t h a t  w e l f a r e  employment o b l i g a t i o n s  n o t  

i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  n a t u r a l  tu rnover .  The t a r g e t i n g  problem is t o  develop 

r u l e s  t h a t  w i l l  f o c u s  r e s o u r c e s  most p r o d u c t i v e l y ,  g iven  the  g o a l s  of the  

program. 

Dimensions commonly cons idered  f o r  making such d i s t i n c t i o n s  concern 

choos ing  peop le  f o r  program p a r t i c i p a t i o n  on t h e  b a s i s  of ( a )  d u r a t i o n  of 

t ime on p u b l i c  a s s i s t a n c e ,  ( b )  v o l u n t e e r i n g ,  ( c )  a g e ,  ( d )  t h e  age  of 

dependent  c h i l d r e n ,  ( e )  t h e  number of dependent c h i l d r e n ,  and ( f )  human 

c a p i t a l  f a c t o r s  such a s  educa t ion ,  t r a i n i n g ,  and r e c e n t  employment 

h i s t o r y .  Each of t h e s e  f a c t o r s  i s  j u s t i f i e d  on t h e  b a s i s  of connec t ion  

t o  expec ted  p r o d u c t i v i t y  o r  c o s t  of t r a i n i n g .  The s t r i k i n g  f a c t  a b o u t  

t h i s  l i s t  i s  n o t  t h a t  t h e s e  f a c t o r s  seem i n a p p r o p r i a t e ,  b u t  t h a t  i n  prac-  

t i c e  s o  l i t t l e  i s  known about  t h e  numbers of c l i e n t s  i n  t h e  v a r i o u s  

subgroups  they def ine .  Suppose workfa re  requirements  were t o  be con- 

c e n t r a t e d  upon teenage mothers.  I n  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  w e l f a r e  programs what 

p r o p o r t i o n  of new openings a r e  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h i s  source?  We d o n ' t  

seem t o  know. 



Components. Most of the new workfare programs a r e  cons t ruc ted  from 

b u i l d i n g  blocks provided by the Omnibus Budget Reconc i l i a t i on  Act of 

1981, the  r e s i d u a l s  of the W I N  program, and t r a i n i n g  paid f o r  by the Job  

Tra in ing  Pa r tne r sh ip  AC t.5 Severa 1 i s s u e s  a r i s e  i n  cons t ruc t ing  a  

program from these  components. The f i r s t  concerns the mix between job 

sea rch  a s s i s t a n c e  and t r a in ing .  Despi te  the f a c t  t h a t  organized job 

s ea rch  may be t he  only component of wel fa re  employment a s s i s t a n c e  wi th  

p r o d u c t i v i t y  t h a t  enjoys empi r i ca l  con£ irma t i o n ,  many a r e  c r i t i c a l  of job 

s e a r c h  requirements  because they do n o t  enhance work s k i l l s  o r  r e s u l t  i n  

good job placements. Even i f  job search  a s s i s t a n c e ,  taken a lone ,  could 

have b e n e f i c i a l  e f f e c t s  f o r  most r e c i p i e n t s ,  i t  is  n o t  c l e a r  t h a t  such 

programs w i l l  do s o  i n  t he  contex t  of processes  l i k e  t h a t  dep ic ted  i n  

F igure  1. I f  r e c i p i e n t s  view the  t r a i n i n g  programs a s  va luab le ,  and 

a c c e s s  t o  t r a i n i n g  is  gran ted  p r imar i l y  to those who a r e  unemployed, then 

i n c e n t i v e s  a r e  c r ea t ed  f o r  f a i l u r e  i n  job f ind ing .  

A second i s s u e  regarding components involves  e s t a b l i s h i n g  the menu of 

t r a i n i n g  and work experience programs to be made ava i l ab l e .  Here the 

cho ices  seem t o  l i e  a long  t h r e e  dimensions: ( 1 )  whether t r a i n i n g  w i l l  be 

i n  gene ra l  o r  occupat ion-specif  i c  s k i l l s ,  ( 2 )  which occupat ions t o  

s e l e c t  f o r  occupat ion-spec i f ic  t r a i n i n g ,  and (3)  t h e  degree t o  which 

t r a i n i n g  i s  c a r r i e d  o u t  wi th  s p e c i f i c  employers a s  t a rge t s .  Tra in ing  f o r  

s p e c i f i c  occupat ions c a l l s  f o r  except iona l  acumen among workfare admi- 

n i s  t r a t o r s ,  s i n c e  they must be a b l e  to  p r e d i c t  both demand and supply a t  

some p o i n t  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  f o r  the p o s i t i o n s  they expec t  workfare t r a i n i n g  

g radua t e s  t o  f i l l .  T ra in ing  f o r  s p e c i f i c  employers genera l ly  r equ i r e s  

focus ing  on l a r g e  ones,  s i n c e  only big f i rms r equ i r e  s u f f i c i e n t  new h i r e s  



t o  make t a r g e t i n g  u s e f u l .  T a r g e t i n g  l a r g e  f i r m s  ignores  the  s i g n i f i c a n t  

c o n t r i b u t i o n  of s m a l l  f i r m s  to  n e t  employment growth i n  most a r e a s .  

Excess ive  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  on s p e c i f i c  s k i l l s  may r a i s e  the  chances of a  

"good job" placement,  b u t  i t  is  n o t  c l e a r  t h a t  such a  f o c u s  r e a l l y  e q u i p s  

workers  f o r  coping w i t h  t h e  v a g a r i e s  of a  l a b o r  market  i n  which f r e q u e n t  

t e c h n o l o g i c a l  changes p u t  b o t h  jobs  and employers a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  r i s k .  

Most, b u t  n o t  a l l ,  workfare  programs inc lude  d i r e c t  employment, o r  

"Community Work Experienceg'  programs (CWEP) . But t h e  approach t o  p u b l i c  

s e c t o r  work v a r i e s .  One approach is t o  t r e a t  j o b  placements i n  t h e  

p u b l i c  s e c t o r  a s  e s s e n t i a l l y  on- the- j ob t r a i n i n g  i n  government. An 

a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  t o  view CWEP a s  a  job  of l a s t  r e s o r t .  I n  t h i s  model CWEP 

j o b s  a r e  minimum-wage, minimum-skill o p p o r t u n i t i e s  cons idered  a t  b e s t  t o  

be methods of e s t a b l i s h i n g  o r  p r e s e r v i n g  work h a b i t s .  Assignment t o  

l a s t - r e s o r t  jobs  can  s e r v e  a s  a  form of s a n c t i o n ;  t h e  problem i s  t h a t  i f  

any l a s t - r e s o r t  j o b  ass ignments  a r e  f o r  noncompliance, then  a l l  w i l l  

a p p e a r  t o  be. 

The r o l e  of unsubs id ized  employment i n  t h e  workfare  p rocess  is  a l s o  

a n  i m p o r t a n t  i s s u e  i n  program design.  Suppose a  w e l f a r e  r e c i p i e n t  can 

f i n d  p a r t -  o r  f u l l - t i m e  employment, b u t  t h e  r e s u l t i n g  s a l a r y  i s  too low 

t o  l e a d  immediately t o  t e r m i n a t i o n  of we l fa re .  Should employment of t h i s  

t y p e  be encouraged o r  d i scouraged?  One s t a n c e  is t h a t  such jobs  a r e  t o  

b e  avo ided ,  s i n c e  they may s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  longer-  term investments  i n  

human c a p i t a l  development. An a l t e r n a t i v e  p o s i t i o n  i s  t o  r e q u i r e  s u c c e s s  

i n  f i n d i n g  such  a  job  as a  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  a c c e s s  t o  t r a i n i n g  f o r  

employment upgrading.  Again, t h e  c h o i c e  depends upon program g o a l s  and 

t h e  r e l a t i o n  be tween f i r s t  j o b  and u l t i m a t e  employment p r o s p e c t s  and the  



r o l e  of employment--any employment--in i n c r e a s i n g  r e c i p i e n t  coping capa- 

b i l i  t i e s .  

S e l e c t i n g  among b u i l d i n g  b l o c k s  and p u t t i n g  them t o g e t h e r  i s  t h e  pro- 

c e s s  by which form i s  g i v e n  t o  program g o a l s .  S t r u c t u r e  f o l l o w s  from 

program purpose ,  b u t  d e t a i l  r e f l e c t s  t h e  s p e c i a l  c i r cumstances  of  each 

s i te.  

Decision-making. The h y p o t h e t i c a l  workfare  p r o c e s s  i n  F i g u r e  1 

i n c o r p o r a t e s  s e v e r a l  branches .  Few workfare  programs f e a t u r e  a s i n g l e -  

p r o c e s s  r o u t e  f o r  a l l  p a r t i c i p a n t s ;  even a bare-bones program l i k e  t h a t  

t e s t e d  i n  San  Diego inc luded  two t r a c k s  di old man, F r i e d l a n d e r ,  and Long, 

1986) .  Every program must i n c l u d e  a procedure  f o r  d i r e c t i n g  p a r t i c i p a n t s  

i n t o  p a r t i c u l a r  sequences.  Assignment i n  San Diego was, f o r  e x p e r i m e n t a l  

r e a s o n s ,  random. I n  nonexperimenta 1 programs, sequence ass ignment  a t  

b e s t  r e f l e c t s  b e l i e f s  a b o u t  what works, f o r  whom. A t  wors t ,  sequence 

ass ignment  i s  a consequence of wha t ' s  a v a i l a b l e  when t h e  r e c i p i e n t  i s  

p r o c e s s e d .  

Complex workfa re  programs r e q u i r e  m u l t i p l e  d e c i s i o n s  t o  be made a b o u t  

c l i e n t s  a t  d i f f e r e n t  p o i n t s  i n  t h e  workfare  p rocess .  F i v e  d e c i s i o n  

p o i n t s  a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  important .  The f i r s t  is t h e  c h o i c e  of whether t o  

exempt o r  e x c l u d e  a p o t e n t i a l  c l i e n t  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  The second i s  

g e n e r a l l y  encoun te red  when p a r t i c i p a n t s  a r e  s e p a r a t e d  i n t o  those  who a r e  

r e a d y  f o r  employment and t h o s e  who a r e  not .  Those job-ready a r e  t y p i -  

c a l l y  d i r e c t e d  toward job placement,  w h i l e  t h e  o t h e r s  a r e  r o u t e d  t o  more 

i n t e n s i v e  s e r v i c e s .  For  t h o s e  on t h e  s e r v i c e  t r a c k  t h e  t h i r d  d e c i s i o n  

c o n c e r n s  which s e r v i c e s  each  c l i e n t  is t o  r e c e i v e .  The f o u r t h  d e c i s i o n  

p o i n t  i s  determined by t h e  r e c i p i e n t s  themselves:  When, and under what 



c i r c u m s t a n c e s ,  shou ld  s a n c t i o n s  be a p p l i e d  f o r  noncompliance w i t h  work- 

f a r e  r e g u l a t i o n s ?  

The f i f t h  d e c i s i o n  c o n c e r n s  what t o  do when a l l  i s  s a i d  and done. 

While r a r e l y  acknowledged, i n  p r a c t i c e  every  c a s e l o a d  i n c l u d e s  some 

p e o p l e  who a r e  e l i g i b l e  f o r  workfa re  a c c o r d i n g  t o  s t a n d a r d  c r i t e r i a  b u t  

f o r  whom t h e  p r o s p e c t s  f o r  employment a r e ,  judged on one ground o r  

a n o t h e r ,  e x c e p t i o n a l l y  low. Exper ience  h a s  shown t h a t  o c c a s i o n a l l y  

p e o p l e ' s  c a p a b i l i t i e s  a r e  misjudged; i t  is  t h e r e f o r e  i m p o r t a n t  t o  guard 

a g a i n s t  e x c l u d i n g  peop le  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  p remature ly .  However, f o r  

t h o s e  w i t h  i n t r a c t a b l y  low e a r n i n g s  c a p a c i t y ,  workfa re  requ i rements  can 

become j u s t  a n o t h e r  form of harassment.  How, and when, t h i s  judgment i s  

made is a n o t h e r  f e a t u r e  of program design.  

F o r  o t h e r s  t h e  f i r s t  round of s e r v i c e s  may n o t  work, and indeed t h a t  

f a i l u r e  cons  ti t u t e s  a d d i t i o n a l  i n £  ormat ion a b o u t  them. The program must 

a c c o r d i n g l y  be des igned  f o r  r e r o u t i n g  those  i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  a n o t h e r  round 

of e v a l u a t i o n  and a  new s e r v i c e  o r  employment sequence. To f a i l  t o  

i n c l u d e  p r o v i s i o n s  f o r  r e c y c l i n g  may reduce  t h e  a p p a r e n t  s e r i o u s n e s s  of 

t h e  work requ i rement ,  s i n c e  w i t h o u t  r e c y c l i n g  i t  can be o u t l a s t e d .  

I t  is  n o t  obvious  how t h e s e  ga t ekeep ing ,  s e r v i c e - a l l o c a t i o n ,  sanc- 

t i o n i n g ,  and t r i a g e  d e c i s i o n s  should  be made, o r  by whom. I n  some 

c a s e s - - f o r  example those  d e c i s i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  compl iance  w i t h  s e a r c h  

requ i rements - - they  may be r u l e  d r iven .  I n  o t h e r s ,  d i s c r e t i o n  of c a s e  

managers may be e s s e n t i a l .  The i m p o r t a n t  t h i n g  i s  t h a t  t h e s e  d e c i s i o n s  

a r e  made i n  a l l  work-welfare programs, and a t t e n t i o n  needs  t o  be g iven  t o  

t h e  r e l a t i o n  between such  c h o i c e s  and o v e r a l l  program g o a l s .  

R e c i p i e n t  R igh t s .  P r o t e c t i o n  of r e c i p i e n t s  was c i t e d  e a r l i e r  a s  one 

o f  t h e  g o a l s  of workfa re  o p e r a t i o n .  But a t  t h e  same t ime workfa re  



programs a t tempt  to e x e r t  the s t a t e ' s  a u t h o r i t y  to infuse  an ob l iga t ion  

f o r  se l f - suppor t .  Discovering ways to p ro t ec t  r i g h t s  in  the context  of 

e s t a b l i s h i n g  an ob l iga t ion  to work i s  one of the most d i f f i c u l t  a spec t s  

of program design. One f a l lback  i s  to r e t r e a t  from any sanc t ions  f o r  

noncompliance and to r e s o r t  to moral or hedonic suasion. Another i s  to 

emphasize r e c i p r o c i t y ,  so t h a t  new c l i e n t  ob l iga t ions  a r e  balanced by new 

s t a t e  obl iga t ions .  This approach genera l ly  involves c r ea t ion  of a  

c o n t r a c t  between r e c i p i e n t  and agency i n  one of the counseling s t ages  

which s e t s  out  both r e c i p i e n t  ob l iga t ions  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in  job search 

and t r a i n i n g  programs and agency ob l iga t ions  to d e l i v e r  se rv ices .  

Completeness. A workfare program i s  complete i f  these elements a r e  

k n i t  together  i n  a  process t ha t  i s  r egu la r ly  experienced by every r ec i -  

p i e n t  meeting ' ' target  group" c r i t e r i a .  I n  p r inc ip l e ,  when a  program i s  

complete i t  should be poss ib le  to prepare a  s h o r t  l i s t  of r e c i p i e n t  

c h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s  which would p red ic t  with reasonable r e l i a b i l i t y  where in  

the  process he or she should bee6  Completeness i n  t h i s  sense i s  a  matter  

of  choice. Ind iv idua l  programs may be complete f o r  c e r t a i n  c l a s s e s  of 

r e c i p i e n t s  and incomplete f o r  o thers ;  operat ing in  t h i s  way may be the 

app ropr i a t e  way to deal  with u n c e r t a i n t i e s  concerning the s i z e  of the 

t o t a l  r e c i p i e n t  pool and the amount of resources ava i l ab l e .  None t h e l e s s ,  

i f  the program i s  complete f o r  no group, the i n t e g r a t i o n  of the employ- 

ment prepara t ion  ob l iga t ion  with income support t h a t  was e a r l i e r  c i t e d  a s  

the  hallmark of the new workfare has no t  been achieved. 

Managemen t 

While i t  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  easy to sketch workfare programs, i t  i s  d i f -  

f i c u l t  to manage them. The new workfare r equ i r e s  three types of 



management. One l eve l - -case  management--works d i r e c t l y  w i t h  p a r t i c i p a n t s  

o r  t h e  w e l f a r e  employees who shepherd c l i e n t s  through the  workfare  pro- 

c e s s .  A second--program management--monitors the  movement of a l l  par- 

t i c i p a n  ts, c o o r d i n a t e s  c o n t r a c t i n g  f o r  program components, and schedu les  

t h e  p r o v i s i o n  of s e r v i c e s .  The th i rd - -execu t ive  management--is respon- 

s i b l e  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  o v e r a l l  program d i r e c t i o n  and a s s e s s i n g  program per- 

f  ormance. G e t t i n g  workfare  go ing  r e q u i r e s  s o l u t i o n s  t o  s i x  management 

problems: ( 1 )  where t o  v e s t  a u t h o r i t y ,  ( 2 )  how much d i s c r e t i o n  t o  a l low,  

( 3 )  how t o  p rov ide  workfare  s e r v i c e s ,  ( 4 )  how t o  keep t a b s  on w h a t ' s  hap- 

pening,  (5)  how t o  g e t  under way, and ( 6 )  how t o  slow up. The f i r s t  two 

o f  t h e s e  problems a r e  i s s u e s  t o  be f a c e d  by l e v e l s  of government above 

t h e  w o r k f a r e - d e l i v e r i n g  agency. These a r e  e x e c u t i v e ,  indeed of t e n  

l e g i s l a t i v e ,  d e c i s i o n s .  The l a s t  f o u r  a r e ,  i n  many c o n t e x t s ,  agency 

c h o i c e s .  

Loca t ion  of Author i ty  and P e r m i t t e d  D i s c r e t i o n .  Loca 1 c o n t r o l  of 

workfa re  can  begin  on ly  a f t e r  a u t h o r i t y  has  been e s t a b l i s h e d  and t h e  

range of d i s c r e  t i o n  def ined .  A u t h o r i t y  has t h r e e  dimensions i n  workfare.  

One r e l a t e s  t o  c o n t r o l  over  program des ign ,  a second concerns  the  moni- 

t o r i n g  of c l i e n t s ,  t h e  t h i r d  has  t o  do w i t h  t h e  d i s b u r s i n g  of funds.  

These  t h r e e  e lements  need n o t  be v e s t e d  i n  the  same agency. I n  the  days  

b e f o r e  the  W I N  demons t ra t ions ,  W I N  j o b  s e a r c h  requirements  were imple- 

mented through l o c a l  o f f i c e s  of the  s t a t e  employment s e r v i c e s ;  c o u n s e l i n g  

and  p lann ing  f o r  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  were a l s o  done t h e r e .  I n  g e n e r a l  t h e s e  

a r rangements  were found t o  be u n s a t i s f a c t o r y ,  and the d i f f i c u l t y  of 

i n t e r a g e n c y  c o o r d i n a t i o n  e v e n t u a l l y  prompted exper iments  w i t h  c o - l o c a t i o n  

o f  income maintenance and W I N  s e r v i c e s .  But problems of management when 



a u t h o r i t y  is  d i f f u s e  a r e  n o t  a l l  solved by proximity. While o the r  con- 

s i d e r a t i o n s  may d i c t a t e  co l l abo ra t ive  provis ion of work-related welfare  

s e r v i c e s ,  f a i l u r e  t o  p lace  u l t ima te  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  the program i n  a l l  

of the dimensions c i t e d  above i n  one s e t  of l o c a l  hands may lead  to  - 
t rouble .  

A r e l a t e d  i s s u e  concerns s i z e  of j u r i s d i c t i o n .  What, i n  workfare, 

does " loca l "  mean? I n  many s t a t e s  l o c a l ,  f o r  welfare  purposes, means 

county. But coun t i e s  can be very l a rge  and conta in  q u i t e  d ive r se  econo- 

mic and s o c i a l  environments, and t h i s  might suggest  the need f o r  a  more 

decen t r a l i zed  workfare operat ion.  On the o the r  hand, small  u n i t  admi- 

n i s  t r a t o r s  may have l i t t l e  c l o u t  i n  dea l ing  with p o l i t i c i a n s  o r  s e rv i ce  

d e l i v e r e r s ,  and i t  may be d i f f i c u l t  f o r  small  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  t o  assemble a  

s a t i s f a c t o r y  s e t  of t r a i n i n g  and work experience oppor tuni t ies .  

Once a u t h o r i t y  has been ves ted ,  i t s  bounds need t o  be defined. 

V i r t u a l l y  a l l  of the elements of workfare program s t r u c t u r e  discussed 

e a r l i e r  a r e  candidates  f o r  modif icat ion a t  the l o c a l  l eve l .  Presumably 

the  e x t e n t  of modif i c a t i o n  permitted l o c a l  admin i s t r a to r s  depends upon 

one ' s  percept ion of the importance of s i t e -  t o - s i t e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  the fac-  

t o r s  t h a t  in f luence  program design and opera t ion  and the competence and 

mot iva t ion  of program adminis t ra tors .  

Providing Services .  Most workfare components a r e  b e s t  viewed a s  a  

c o l l e c t i o n  of bu i ld ing  blocks glued together  by an opera t ing ,  o r  case- 

management, system. There i s  nothing i n  the s t r u c t u r e  of the programs 

t h a t  r equ i r e s  t h a t  the s e r v i c e s  t h a t  c o n s t i t u t e  these  bui ld ing  blocks be 

provided by the sponsoring agency. But the use of o t h e r  agencies  f o r  

every th ing  from c l i e n t  i n t ake  t o  t r a i n i n g  r a i s e s  a l l  the problems of 



c o n t r a c t i n g  and r e g u l a t i o n  t h a t  occur  i n  a t t e m p t s  t o  " p r i v a t i z e "  p u b l i c  

s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  i n  o t h e r  governmental  f u n c t i o n s .  P u t t i n g  a  box i n  the  

diagram t h a t  c a l l s  f o r  "Pre l iminary  ~ s s e s s m e n t "  does  n o t  show how t o  f i n d  

t h e  agency t o  do it,  how t o  w r i t e  a  c o n t r a c t ,  o r  how t o  work w i t h  the  

agency t o  improve t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  and q u a l i t y  of s e r v i c e  p r o v i s i o n  over  

t ime.  Accomplishing t h e s e  t h i n g s  may prove p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i f f i c u l t  when 

t h e  g o a l s  and p h i l o s o p h i e s  of a v a i l a b l e  p r o v i d e r  a g e n c i e s  d i f f e r  from 

t h o s e  of t h e  r e s p o n s i b l e  workfare  agency. A s  i n  o t h e r  s p e c i a l i z e d  s e r -  

v i c e s ,  t h e  number of o r g a n i z a t i o n s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  p rov ide  t h e  v a r i o u s  work- 

f a r e  components w i l l  i n  most j u r i s d i c t i o n s  be smal l  o r  ze ro ;  t h i s  makes 

c o m p e t i t i v e  b i d d i n g  u n l i k e l y  and f o r c e s  t h e  sponsor ing  agency i n t o  

longer -  term n u r t u r i n g  r e l a  t i o n s h i p s  w i  t h  many of i t s  c o o p e r a t i n g  agen- 

c i e s .  Doing t h i s  i s  n o t  easy ;  t h e  b e s t  model f o r  such  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

m i g h t  be t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  between l a r g e  f i r m s  i n  h igh- technology i n d u s t r y  

and  t h e i r  s a t e l l i t e  s u p p l i e r s .  

Monitoring.  Keeping t a b s  on what i s  happening is  impor tan t  a t  a l l  

l e v e l s  of workfa re  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  The c a s e  manager 's  t a s k  i s  t o  coor-  

d i n a  t e  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  and t o  moni tor  p r o g r e s s  of r e c i p i e n t s  through the  

w o r k f a r e  p r o c e s s .  I n  most  c a s e s  t h i s  f u n c t i o n  i s  c a r r i e d  o u t  by a  s i n g l e  

pe r son ,  b u t  we have l i t t l e  ev idence  y e t  on t h e  p r o d u c t i v i t y  of v a r i o u s  

a l t e r n a t i v e s  and how l a r g e  c a s e  managers'  c a s e l o a d s  can be b e f o r e  t h e  

g o a l s  of t h e  program a r e  s e r i o u s l y  compromised. Many q u e s t i o n s  p e r s i s t  

a b o u t  t h e  f u n c t i o n i n g  of the  c a s e  managers. How much d i s c r e t i o n  shou ld  

be g i v e n  a t  t h i s  l e v e l ?  Should t h e i r  d e c i s i o n s  be s u b j e c t  t o  review? 

What q u a l i f i e s  a  pe r son  t o  f i l l  t h i s  p o s i t i o n ?  

The c o m p l e x i t i e s  of workfare  management a t  a l l  l e v e l s  r e q u i r e  a  new 

approach  t o  d a t a  a c q u i s i t i o n  and u t i l i z a t i o n .  For one t h i n g ,  t h e  



information requirements f o r  workfare program management a r e  much d i f -  

f e r e n t  from those of income maintenance per  s e ,  s ince  the e s s e n t i a l  func- 

t i o n  of income maintenance da ta  systems i s  to  keep count of the 

c o l l e c t i o n  of f a m i l i e s  cu r r en t ly  e l i g i b l e  f o r  a s s i s t a n c e  and the amount 

they a r e  t o  receive.  E l i g i b i l i t y  l a s t  month, o r  s i x  months ago, is  

genera l ly  n o t  r e l evan t  to  t h i s  point- in-  time ca l cu la  tion.7 But program 

management f o r  workfare r equ i r e s  point-  in-process  information. And, 

un l ike  income maintenance records,  the focus of workfare record-keeping 

i s  the  ind iv idua l ,  n o t  the family budget u n i t .  A Management Information 

System (MIS) capable of r epo r t ing  on p a r t i c i p a n t  counts  by component on 

any d a t e  and on the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  a t  var ious times 

fo l lowing  case  opening i s  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  c o s t  containment, f o r  eva lua t ion  

of program a 1  te rna  t i v e s ,  and f o r  s e r v i c e  planning. 

The workfare MIS i s  one of those th ings  t h a t  i s  easy t o  descr ibe  b u t  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  cons t ruc t .  Problems a r i s e  because of the process- 

o r i e n t a t i o n  of workfare record-keeping and the d i f f i c u l t y  of achieving 

compa t ib i l i t y  wi th  information systems maintained by agencies  a l ready  

involved i n  wel fare  employment programs, most notably the s t a t e  

employment s e rv i ces .  The d i f f i c u l t y  of c r e a t i n g  an MIS i s  r e l a t e d  t o  the 

i s s u e  of "who runs the show." MIS is a  tool  of program management; i f  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  program management is not  located i n  a  s i n g l e  agency, 

t h e  l ike l ihood t h a t  an information system can be developed t o  t rack  cases  

and provide information t o  support  decision-making i s  low. I n  add i t i on ,  

most l o c a l  agencies  do no t  have the resources f o r  developing one on t h e i r  

o m .  



The Problem of Start-Up. Most d i scuss ions  of workfare begin, a s  has 

been t r u e  i n  t h i s  paper, with a  not ion  of what a  workfare program would 

look l i k e  once implemented. This  ignores  the s i g n i f i c a n t  problem of 

t r a n s i t i o n  from old  programs to  the new. The key management dec is ion  in  

planning f o r  t h i s  t r a n s i t i o n  involves the choice between a  focus on new 

e n t r a n t s  and concent ra t ion  on the e x i s t i n g  caseload.  There a r e  good 

reasons f o r  going e i t h e r  way. Attempting f i r s t  to  t rack new e n t r a n t s  

properly provides the b e s t  s i g n a l  of the change i n  welfare  system orien-  

t a t i o n  t o  the ou t s ide ,  and i t  is most c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  the need to accumu- 

l a t e  good information on the long- term opera t ion  of the program. On the 

o t h e r  hand, i t  is  the long- term cases  t h a t  have accumulated i n  the 

e x i s t i n g  caseload t h a t  con t r ibu te  so  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  to  welfare  c o s t s ;  

hence a  case can be made f o r  s t a r t i n g  with the s tock  of c u r r e n t  r ec i -  

p i e n t s  and n o t  the flow of new en t r an t s .  The a c t u a l  mix w i l l  depend on 

program goa l s  and the s i z e  and composition of the two groups. The choice 

cannot  be made wi thout  an a u d i t  of the e x i s t i n g  caseload and a  review of 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of both groups. 

Recent experience i s  t h a t  convincing wel fare  recipients--and the 

pub l i c - - tha t  the new workfare i s  any d i f f e r e n t  from the old W I N  is a  

problem. I n  both Ca l i fo rn i a  and Wisconsin, county workfare opera t ions  

have had t o  s t r u g g l e  t o  c o l l e c t  the number of r e c i p i e n t s  planned to  par- 

t i c i p a t e  i n  t r a i n i n g  and job search programs a s  programs g e t  under way. 

The f a i l u r e  of programs t o  d e l i v e r  expected numbers of p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  

t u r n  c r e a t e s  d i f f i c u l t y  f o r  con t r ibu t ing  organiza t ions  who budget and 

employ s t a f f  based on the  a c t i v i t y  l e v e l s  pro jec ted  by workfare program 

s t a f f .  This  experience has served t o  emphasize the importance of plan- 

n ing  f o r  s ta r t -up  a s  wel l  a s  long- term operat ion.  



The new workfare  c a l l s  f o r  changes  i n  s t a f f  a t t i t u d e s  a s  w e l l  a s  

a t t i t u d e s  of r e c i p i e n t s .  Perhaps  the  b e s t  c a s e  f o r  f o c u s i n g  s t a r t - u p  on 

r e c i p i e n t s  who v o l u n t e e r  is t h a t  do ing  s o  i s  a  c o n f i d e n c e - b u i l d e r  f o r  

program s t a f f .  Likewise ,  emphasis on t h e  most job-ready of p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  

w h i  l e  ques  t i o n a b l e  from t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  of t h e  a c t u a l  e f f e c t  of t h e  

program on outcomes, may be d e s i r a b l e  i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  phase  of program 

development,  s i n c e  i t  c r e a t e s  s u c c e s s  s t o r i e s .  Once a  program deve lops  a  

t r a c k  r e c o r d  and t h e  s t e p s  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  a r e  w e l l  unders tood ,  a t t e m p t s  

c a n  be  made t o  ex tend  t h e  reach of t h e  program f u r t h e r  i n t o  t h e  popula- 

t i o n  of p o t e n t i a l  e l i g i b l e s .  I n i t i a l l y  t h i s  can be done by e v a n g e l i c a l  

r e c r u i t m e n t .  E v e n t u a l l y  t h e  workfa re  o b l i g a t i o n  may be b rough t  t o  bear.  

G r a c e f u l  S t a g n a t i o n .  The o p p o s i t e  s i d e  of t h e  s t a r t - u p  problem is 

t h e  slow-down problem, t h a t  is, what t o  do when r e c i p i e n t s  a r e  caugh t  

between program components because of t iming o r  c a p a c i t y  problems. The 

l e g i s l a  t i o n  t h a t  e s t a b l i s h e d  C a l i f o r n i a '  s G A I N  program s p e c i f i c a l l y  pro- 

h i b i t s  "unass igned pools" of r e c i p i e n t s .  However, r e g a r d l e s s  of what 

t h e y  a r e  c a l l e d ,  any w e l f a r e  work program must i n c l u d e  "wai t  s t a t e s "  f o r  

r e c i p i e n t s  who a r e  w a i t i n g  f o r  i n i t i a l  e v a l u a t i o n ,  who a r e  between 

program components, o r  who a r e  w a i t i n g  f o r  i n i t i a t i o n  of p a r t i c u l a r  

t r a i n i n g  programs. These p o o l s  must be e l a s  t i c  t o  p e r m i t  t h e  program t o  

cope  w i t h  unexpected changes i n  a p p l i c a n t  f lows ,  problems i n  d e l i v e r y  of  

program components, o r  r e s o u r c e  s h o r t a g e s .  The problem is n o t  s o  much 

t h a t  s u c h  s t a t e s  w i l l  e x i s t .  The d i f f i c u l t y  a r i s e s  i n  keeping t r a c k  of 

t h e  numbers of r e c i p i e n t s  i n  them and t h e  p rocedures  used  f o r  s e l e c t i n g  

i n d i v i d u a l s  from each  p o o l  f o r  t r a n s i t i o n  t o  t h e  n e x t  a c t i v i t y .  



Consequences 

While management i s s u e s  a r e  of paramount concern dur ing  workfare  

s t a r t - u p ,  program d e s i g n  must i n c l u d e  p r o v i s i o n  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  of out-  

comes. The no t i o n  of outcomes shou ld  be comprehensive: e v a l u a t i o n  

shou ld  i n c l u d e  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  program c r e a t e d ,  t h e  e f f e c t s  on par-  

t i c i p a n t s ,  and t h e  consequences f o r  n o n p a r t i c i p a n t s  both  w i t h i n  and out-  

s i d e  of t h e  w e l f a r e  s y s  tem. 

Program. A major  consequence of workfare  l e g i s l a t i o n  i s  workfare  

programs. A genera  t i o n  of implementa t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e  t e l l s  us t h a t  the  

l i n k  between l e g i s l a t i o n  and program is  l e s s  r e l i a b l e  than i s  commonly 

acknowledged. The f i r s t  s t e p  i n  e v a l u a t i o n  is  t h e r e f o r e  t o  unders tand 

t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  program c r e a t e d .  The o b j e c t  i s  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  

sequence of e x p e r i e n c e s  of p o t e n t i a l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  over  some time per iod  

and  t h e  manager ia l  p r o c e s s  t h a t  produced t h a t  sequence. T h i s  i s  

a p p r o p r i a t e l y  termed a p rocess  a n a l y s i s ,  a l though  t h i s  term is a l s o  occa- 

s i o n a l l y  used t o  r e f e r  t o  n o t h i n g  more than a g e n e r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  of a 

program o r  a g e n c y ' s  a c t i v i t i e s .  We use  t h e  term t o  r e f e r  t o  e f f o r t s  t o  

c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h e  program a c t u a l l y  exper ienced  by p a r t i c i p a n t s .  Suppose a 

workfa re  program were t o  be s t u d i e d  f o r  two years .  A p rocess  a n a l y s i s  

would b e g i n  w i t h  a n  a u d i t  of t h e  case load  on January  1s t  t h a t  e s t a b l i s h e d  

where i n  t h e  workfare  p r o c e s s  each a d u l t  a l r e a d y  r e c e i v i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  was 

l o c a t e d  on t h a t  d a t e .  To t h i s  would then be added monthly d a t a  on a d u l t s  

i n  new cases .  What happens t o  people  i n  each of t h e  two groups ,  and t o  

which peop le  i t  happens, would be t h e  e s s e n t i a l  in fo rmat ion  f o r  a n a l y s i s  

o f  j u s t  what workfare  means i n  terms of r e c i p i e n t  exper ience.  T h i s  i s  

t h e  f i r s t  of t h e  consequences of workfare  t h a t  needs  t o  be s t u d i e d .  Such 



a n  i n v e n t o r y  would be a u s e f u l  complement t o  in format ion  gained from 

i n t e r v i e w i n g  managers, opera  t o r s ,  and c l i e n t s .  

R e c i p i e n t s .  The second component of e v a l u a t i o n  is t h e  s t u d y  of out-  

comes. The f o c u s  of t h e s e  s t u d i e s  w i l l  be on employment and w e l f a r e  

r e c e i p t .  A growing p r o f e s s i o n a l  consensus s e e s  random ass ignment  of par-  

t i c i p a n t s  t o  " t rea tment"  groups ,  which go through t h e  workfare  p r o c e s s ,  

and  " c o n t r o l "  groups ,  which do n o t ,  a s  t h e  only  r e l i a b l e  method f o r  e s t i -  

ma t ing  t h e  n e t  e f f e c t  of such programs on r e c i p i e n t  e x p e r i e n c e  and beha- 

v i o r .  The management problem is t h a t  random ass ignment  is d i f f i c u l t  i f  

n o t  i m p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of a complete workfare  system. How does 

t h e  s t a t e  communicate commitment t o  workfare  p r i n c i p l e s  i f  i t  is  s o  

u n s u r e  of t h e  i d e a  t h a t  ( s a y )  h a l f  of a l l  r e c i p i e n t s  a r e n ' t  a l lowed t o  

p a r t i c i p a t e ?  B e t t e r  t a r g e t s  f o r  genuine exper imenta t ion  a r e  e v i d e n t  

w i t h i n  t h e  p rocess :  a complete workfare  system would be the  i d e a l  con- 

t e x t  f o r  e x p e r i m e n t a t i o n  w i t h  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  types  of job s e a r c h ,  j o b  

t r a i n i n g ,  o r  c o u n s e l i n g  programs. A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  t h e  " c o n t r o l "  b a s e l i n e  

migh t  be one type of job  s e a r c h  coupled w i t h  one k ind  of g e n e r a l  s k i l l s  

t r a i n i n g .  Such exper imenta t ion ,  of course ,  assumes t h a t  a c c e p t a b l e  out-  

come measures can be developed and agreed  upon. These measures must con- 

form w i t h  t h e  g o a l s  s p e c i f i c  t o  each program, i .e . ,  d e t e r r e n c e ,  

s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  , b e h a v i o r a l  f u n c t i o n i n g ,  e t c .  

Nonrec ip ien t s .  I n  c o n c e n t r a t i n g  a t t e n t i o n  on outcomes f o r  pe rsons  

who a c t u a l l y  g e t  i n t o  t h e  workfa re  program, i t  is impor tan t  t o  keep i n  

mind t h a t  programs have s p i l l o v e r  e f f e c t s  f o r  o t h e r s  who do n o t .  The 

most  obvious  i s  t h a t  any program t h a t  i n c r e a s e s  l a b o r  supply--and work- 

f a r e  programs a r e  in tended  t o  do so--must p u t  downward p r e s s u r e  on wages 



and i n c r e a s e  s e a r c h  t imes  f o r  j o b l e s s  pe r sons  who a r e  n o t  w e l f a r e  r e c i -  

p i e n t s .  These  e f f e c t s  a r e  probably  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  measure. O t h e r  con- 

sequences  may be e v a l u a t e d  w i t h  more p r e c i s i o n .  One is  t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  

p r e s e n c e  of workfa re  on the  f low of a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  a s s i s t a n c e .  A 

second i s  t h e  e f f e c t  of workfa re  on t h e  supp ly  of j o b  t r a i n i n g  f o r  peop le  

n o t  r e c e i v i n g  p u b l i c  a s s i s t a n c e .  A t h i r d  concerns  t h e  change i n  program 

induced among t h e  a g e n c i e s  which r e c e i v e  c o n t r a c t s  f o r  p r o v i s i o n  of work- 

f a r e  s e r v i c e s .  F o r  example, i f  Goodwill  I n d u s t r i e s  c e a s e s  t o  p r o v i d e  

g e n e r a l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  o r d e r  t o  f o c u s  on p r o v i d i n g  workfare  component s e r -  

v i c e s  under  county c o n t r a c t ,  t h i s  r e a l l o c a t i o n  must be c o n s i d e r e d  a s  one 

o f  t h e  consequences  of  program o p e r a t i o n .  

The i m p o r t a n t  g e n e r a l  p o i n t  i s  t h a t  workfa re  programs o f f e r  many 

o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  s e l e c t i o n .  E v a l u a t i o n  of outcomes i n  t h i s  c o n t e x t  

r e q u i r e s  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  p rocedures  used i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  pa r -  

t i c i p a n t s  and a l l o c a t i n g  s e r v i c e s .  Then the  r e s u l t s  f o r  b o t h  t h o s e  who 

r e c e i v e  s e r v i c e s  and t h o s e  who do n o t  may be cons ide red .  

Exper iment  w i t h  What? 

We r e t u r n  now t o  P r e s i d e n t  ~ e a g a n '  s c a l l  f o r  exper imenta t ion .  The 

p o i n t  of t h i s  overview of workfare  o p t i o n s  i s  t h a t  workfare  i s  a  compli-  

c a t e d  b u s i n e s s .  J u s t  do ing  i t  i s  job  enough; speak ing  of exper iment ing  

i s  i n  many i n s t a n c e s  premature.  Under t h e  c i rcumstances  i t  seems 

a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  s e p a r a t e  demons t ra t ion  and  e x p e r i m e n t a l  ob jec -  

t i v e s .  

Demonstra t ions .  While workfare  has  a t t r a c t e d  much t a l k ,  t h e  number 

o f  s t r e e t - l e v e l  o p e r a t i o n s  is q u i t e  smal l ,  and most of t h e s e  sys tems  



appear to be "incomplete" i n  the sense the term i s  used above. What i s  

t a lked  about i n  the s t a t e  c a p i t a l  and what is a c t u a l l y  del ivered a t  the 

l o c a l  l eve l  may be q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t .  Most of the e x i s t i n g  eva lua t ion  data  

r e l a t e  to very modest programs t h a t  a r e  simpler i n  design than even the 

system sketched in  Figure 1. I f  na t iona l  pol icy c a l l s  f o r  pursuing t h i s  

mat te r  f u r t h e r ,  the next  s t e p  should be to develop r e a l  examples of solu- 

t i o n s  to opera t i ons  problems. This  includes demonstrations of the 

following: 

0 Design and Implementation of a Real-Time System. The na t ion  
needs s i x  or  more s i t e s  in  which complete workfare systems a r e  
i n  operation. For each operat ion we need a uniform system of 
da t a  co l l ec t ion .  

o Design of Performance Ind ica to r s .  We now have considerable  

experience i n  measuring e r r o r  r a t e s  in  welfare  e l i g i b i l i t y  and 
g r a n t s  determination. We need equiva len t  audi t a b l e  i n d i c a t o r s  
of workfare program operat ion.  

o Design of Local, S t a t e ,  and Federal Data Summaries. Under the 
Reagan adminis t ra t ion  the qua l i t y  of information on charac- 
t e r i s t i c s  of welfare  r e c i p i e n t s  has declined prec ip i tous ly .  For 
workfare budgeting, we need to know more. Two changes seem par- 
t i c u l a r l y  useful.  One i s  to add a sample of new openings to the 
e x i s t i n g  c ross-sec t ion  r e c i p i e n t  sample. The second i s  to 
inc lude  sample evidence on employment-related se rv i ces  received 
among the data co l l ec t ed  on a d u l t s  i n  r e c i p i e n t  fami l ies .  

Design of a Workfare Management Information System. What i s  
needed here i s  f i r s t  a formal review of requirements f o r  a 
gene r i c  workfare MIS and then development and implementation of 
such a system i n  any s i t e .  

Environmental Survey. The economic environment of workfare 
programs i s  of ten no t  we l l  understood, i n  p a r t  because data  on 
p o t e n t i a l  employers a r e  co l l ec t ed  only f o r  l a rge r  a r eas  or  a r e  
d i f f i c u l t  to obtain.  For a few s i t e s  a complete study of econo- 
mic environment would be useful  to determine what information, 
i f  any, could p r o f i t a b l y  be co l l ec t ed  on a regular  bas i s  f o r  
guiding workfare planning. 

Experiments. F i n a l l y ,  wi th in  the context  of workfare sys tems, what 

experiments would be usefu l?  This  l i s t  has received much more a t t e n t i o n  



than  t h e  demonstra t ion l i s t ,  s o  i t  i s  n o t  emphasized here .  G e n e r a l l y  any 

i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  would a s s i s t  i n  making t h e  d e s i g n  cho ices  d e s c r i b e d  

e a r l i e r  would be  u s e f u l .  Some of t h i s  might be o b t a i n e d  from e x p e r i -  

ments. Our impress ion  i s  t h a t  more evidence on the  consequences of the  

f o l l o w i n g  would be most u s e f u l :  ( a )  r e q u i r i n g  s u c c e s s f u l  s e a r c h  f o r  

p a r t -  time work a s  a  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  moving on t o  t r a i n i n g ,  ( b )  v a r y i n g  the  

mode of p r o v i s i o n  of c h i l d  c a r e ,  ( c )  s h i f t i n g  from a  f o c u s  on o b l i g a t o r y  

t o  v o l u n t a r y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  programs, ( d )  e x t e n d i n g  t h e  e a r n i n g s  d i s  re-  

g a r d  f o r  l o n g e r  p e r i o d s ,  ( e )  va ry ing  t h e  t a r g e t  groups,  and ( f )  e x t e n d i n g  

medica l  coverage f o r  t h o s e  o b t a i n i n g  jobs  t h a t  do n o t  p rov ide  h e a l t h  c a r e  

b e n e f i t s .  

S  umma ry 

The p a s t  twenty y e a r s  have wi tnessed  t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  of many 

s c h o o l s  of p u b l i c  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  i n t o  s c h o o l s  of p u b l i c  p o l i c y .  P a r t  o f  

t h i s  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  h a s  come about ,  we s u s p e c t ,  because  c o n j e c t u r i n g  

a b o u t  and c r i t i c i z i n g  p o l i c y  i s  i n  many ways a  good d e a l  more e x c i t i n g  

t h a n  c a r r y i n g  i t  out .  However, when methods of doing t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  

p o l i c i e s  c a l l  f o r  a r e  u n c e r t a i n ,  methods of management become themselves 

i s s u e s  f o r  p o l i c y  s tudy.  

T h i s  paper  has  proposed a  d e f i n i t i o n  f o r  workfare programs and sum- 

marized impor tan t  i s s u e s  t h a t  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  a r i s e  i n  t h e  implementation 

and o p e r a t i o n  of such  programs. S i n c e  a c t u a l  programs d e s c r i b e d  a s  work- 

f a r e  o f t e n  f a l l  f a r  s h o r t  of t h e  paradigm, i t  is argued t h a t  what i s  most 

needed i n  workfa re  p o l i c y  i s  a  s e r i e s  of demonstra t ions  of both  workfare  

sys tems and p rocedures  f o r  c o l l e c t i n g  d a t a  a b o u t  them. These programs 



and t h e i r  c lones  then may become the l a b o r a t o r i e s  f o r  fol lowing up on the 

manda t e  f o r  experimentat ion t h a t  i s  contained both in  c u r r e n t  popular 

d i scuss ion  of wel fare  pol icy  and proposals  f o r  f e d e r a l  welfare  reform. 

Demonstrations and experiments a r e  worthwhile only i f  some thing i s  

learned  from them and t h a t  some thing is  e f f e c t i v e l y  t ransmi t ted  t o  the 

l a r g e r  community of government. These e x t e r n a l i t i e s  mean t h a t  even the 

most h ighly  motivated u n i t s  of l o c a l  government a r e  unl ike ly  to c a r r y  out  

enough experimentat ion o r  t o  i nves t  enough i n  s tudying e f f e c t s .  This  

provides  the c l a s s i c  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  support ing such e f f o r t s  through 

g ran t s -  in-aid.  Current ly most f  edera 1 provision f o r  investments i n  

management research  is  made under the same terms a s  a r e  payments f o r  

o t h e r  opera t ing  expenses. I t  is  n o t  c l e a r  why such a  r a t i o  is 

appropr i a t e  f o r  encouraging the explora t ion  needed i n  the workfare a rea .  

The agenda of the Ass i s t an t  Secre ta ry  f o r  Planning and Evaluat ion should 

t h e r e f o r e  inc lude  n o t  only deciding what the goa ls  of the new work- 

wel fare  p o l i c i e s  a r e  but  a l s o  the app ropr i a t e  procedure f o r  i nves t ing  i n  

s  t ud ie s  of de l ivery  sys  tems. 

One conclusion bears repea t ing .  Doing workfare is a  cha l lenging  

management problem. Operating a  new workfare system c a l l s  f o r  a  com- 

b i n a t i o n  of t a l e n t s  unusual f o r  e i t h e r  persons with experience i n  income 

maintenance o r  f o r  persons with experience i n  t r a d i t i o n a l  employment 

programs. Th i s  r a i s e s  a  b ig  question: Where w i l l  the  managers f o r  such 

programs come from? 



Notes 

lworking Seminar (1987) ,  p. 111. The q u a l i f i e r  "who a r e  a b l e  t o  

become s e l f - r e l i a n t "  is  i n t e r p o l a t e d  from t h e  sen tence  i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  

t e x t  t h a t  f o l l o w s  t h e  one we have quoted. 

2 ~ e e ,  f o r  example, t h e  c l i e n t  f low c h a r t  f o r  c a l i f  o r n i a '  s G r e a t e r  

Avenues f o r  Independence (GAIN) program a s  d e p i c t e d  i n  Wallace and Long 

(1987) ,  p. 33. 

3 ~ n  e x c e p t i o n  t o  t h i s  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  o c c u r s  i f  t h e  s e r v i c e s  provided 

by the  program a r e  s u f f i c i e n t l y  v a l u a b l e  t o  a t t r a c t  r e c i p i e n t s  and t o  

d i s c o u r a g e  e a r l y  job-f inding.  

4 ~ h i s  is t h e  O r r  (1976) model. See a l s o  P l o t n i c k  and Winters  (1985).  

5 ~ h e s e  components a r e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  Wiseman (1987b).  See  a l s o  U.S. 

Genera l  Accounting Off i c e  (1987). 

6 ~ h e  i s  t h e  p o i n t  of one of t h e  workfare  " t e s t s "  d e s c r i b e d  i n  Wiseman 

(1987a) .  

7~ minor e x c e p t i o n  t o  t h i s  s t a t e m e n t  is c r e a t e d  by r e t r o s p e c t i v e  

budge t ing  p r a c t i c e s  fol lowed t o  f a c i l i t a t e  c a l c u l a t i o n  of b e n e f i t s  f o r  

r e c i p i e n t s  w i t h  nonwelfare  income. 
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