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INTRODUCTION

The political history of welfare reform is largely the story of the
continuing failure of the American political system to resolve one of its
most vexing problems. One aspect of that political failure which has received less than its proportionate share of attention is the inter-governmental relationship that has variously stimulated and retarded the reform
effort.
The changing relationships between the national government and the
state governments have been a significant element in shaping the debate
concerning welfare in this nation for the last twenty years. The perception that either the national government or the state governments would
lose fiscally in any reshaping of welfare impeded reform. At the same
time, the absence of a clear-cut consensus of where power, capacity, and
responsibility lay in the coordinate system has fueled a significant portion of the welfare debate. The debate about welfare responsibility between those who wanted national standards and those who wanted flexibility
for the states would, no doubt, have taken place even in the absence of
legal and fiscal problems . The federal system's demand for dual responsibility juxtaposed against very uneven fiscal capacities for state
programs has magnified the already difficult problem of selecting and
implementing welfare policy.
The political histories of recent welfare reform efforts have focused
attention on the presidential-congressional conflict.l The technical design literature of welfare reform has directed attention to issues of
economic efficiency and to interclass distributional results of alternative
schemes of income security.2 Because of the presidential-congressional
impasse, initiation of policy has largely fallen to the bureaucracy at both
the federal and state levels. How the states have responded, or failed to
respond, to this challenge is an untold story . The research reports in this
collection tell a small portion of that history. Attention is directed toward the states' actions to deal with four aspects of state welfare pro grams: (1) the response to the complex problem of support payments from
the absent parent for the welfare-dependent single parent family; (2) the
pattern of adaptation by the states to the opportunity for computerassisted administration of welfare programs; (3) the work-program options
selected by the various states from the list of options made available in
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA) and the Tax Equity and
Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 (TEFRA); and (4) the state response to
the opportunity to modify long-term health-care programs for medically
eligible aged persons who would otherwise be receiving health care in a
skilled nursing facility or intermediate- care facility.
Preceding these investigations is an account of the political and
economic circumstances of recent reform efforts, particularly the most
recent effort at reform-- the New Federalism initiative of the Reagan
Administration.
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Chapter 1

WELFARE REFORM: A POLITICAL INTRODUCTION
John Cavnar-Johnson
Blake Hayden Stanford

WELFARE REFORM:

THE ISSUES

Explanation of the congressional-presidential impasse on welfare reform requires simultaneous examination of three questions:
1. Why has structural welfare reform remained on the agenda of American politics since the presidential election of 1964?
2. What has determined the range of alternative reforms offered by
each new president?
3. What explains the congressional inability to forge a minimally
acceptable alternative compromise?
The rediscovery of widespread poverty in America in the early 1960s
and the persistence of that poverty into the 1980s has assured that public
assistance programs would be subject to continued academic and political
criticism. What is significant is the depth of adverse attitudes toward
assistance programs: current public assistance is a policy option without
defenders as a policy of choice. Presidential aspirants as different as
George McGovern and Ronald Reagan have all promised reform, yet no recent
President has produced a politically acceptable reform package. Consider
this passage:
• whether measured by the anguish of the.poor themselves, or by the drastically mounting burden on the
taxpayer, the present welfare system has to be judged a
colossal failure and the tragedy is not only that it is
bringing states and cities to the brink of financial
disaster, but it is also failing to meet the elementary
human, social, and financial needs of the poor.l
The comment, made by Nixon, could easily have been made by any of the last
four presidents and a similar sentiment will most assuredly be voiced by
every aspirant for the office in 1984. The unanimous verdict that American welfare policy is a failure obscures the very considerable disagreement over the precise character of its ills and the appropriate remedy for
them. Further, there is not now nor has there ever been agreement as to
the locus of responsibility in the federal-state system.
There is, however, a consensus that a reform of the welfare system
should at least address the following issues: adequacy of benefits, equity
between recipients, work incentives and opportunities, and state fiscal relief. The current system is usually criticized for not meeting these
goals effectively though different cities focus attention on different
failures. Welfare reform plans put forth thus far have not been able to
reconcile the trade-offs necessary to meet each of them. These trade-offs
have proven to be a serious obstacle to the creation of a reform proposal
that can generate political support while minimizing political opposition.
The incompatibility of the goals is quite clear when the issues are examined closely.
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One problem with the goal of providing adequate benefits is defining
what constitutes an adequate level. The Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) program current ly pays out heneflts that vary widely from
state to state . Each state apparently has come to different conclusions
about what an adequate benefit should be . Any welfare reform proposal will
come under fire from some for establishing a benefit level that is too high
and from some who believe the same level is too low (see Table 1. 1) .
Inequities in the current welfare system elicit some of the most
severe criticisms . Critics call for both horizontal and vertical equity.
Horizontal equity requires that families in similar circumstances be
treated similarly. Vertical equity means the families with higher pretransfer income should have higher posttransfer income . A horizontally
equitable system would require national standards and benefit levels .
Among the problems identified is that of existing inequities arising from
the extensive differences in the state-run programs (see Table 1.2).
The fiscal burden on the states has increased in real terms in
thirty-two of the fifty states during the period of this political impasse .
The cost increase in real terms has been most significant in those states
with the least capacity to absorb added financial strains . Where fiscal
relief has occurred it has been, with the exception of Vermont, in the
states least damaged by the economic recession of the seventies and
eighties (see Tahle 1. 2) .
WELFARE REFORM:

A MODEL FOR ITS CONTINUING FAILURE

Although policy prescriptions for the reform of the current welfare
system vary widely, similar forces have worked to defeat all three of the
most recent presidential attempts to restructure welfare programs in the
United States--Nixon's Family Assistance Plan (FAP), Carter's Better Jobs
and Income Plan (BJIP), and Reagan's New Federalism. The similarities in
the way these forces work are great enough to suggest a model for the
introduction, debate, and eventual defeat of welfare reform: A President
instructs his administration to produce a welfare reform proposal. The
administration is divided into two camps , those who want structural reform
and those who want incremental reform. The President sides with the
structural reformers and with appropriate fanfare introduces his historymaking welfare reform proposal . As the details of the plan are spelled
out , it becomes clear that the proposal will cost more than originally predicted and will create economic losers among the states . The representatives f rom states likely to lose fo rm a coalition with those philosophically opposed to the plan and force the President to allow his plan to die
or be withdrawn.
The Family Assistance Plan
In the fall of 1969 President Richard Nixon introduced FAP, his proposal to reform the welfare system. It would have replaced AFDC with a
federal welfare system that would have extended public aid to the working
poor and gua ranteed a minimum floor of benefits for all families with dependent children. The plan would have increased the numbe r of families
receiving aid by 50 percent (from 2 . 4 to 3.6 million) and would have
8
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increased net costs to the federal govenment by $3.8 million, including
$600 million in state fiscal relief. In addition, Nixon proposed consolidating the categorical programs to aid the aged, blind, and disabled
into a federally administered and financed Supplemental Security Income
(SSI) program. The SSI program was passed into law as FAP served as a
lightening rod for criticism in the political storm created by the Nixon
proposals.
FAP addressed the issue of adequate benefits by providing $500 per
year for the first two family members and $300 per year for each additional
member. States would have been allowed to supplement this payment with the
federal government picking up 30 percent of the costs of the supplement.
As a work incentive, families would have been allowed to keep the first $60
a month of earned income, and each additional $2 of earnings benefits would
have been reduced by $1.
Nixon came to the presidency deeply committed to reforming the welfare
"mess." In his memoirs, he described his attitude this way:
From the first days of my a·d ministration I wanted to
get rid of the costly failures of the Great Society-and I wanted to do it immediately. I wanted the people
who elected me to see that I was going to follow
through on my campaign promises. The worst offender
was the welfare system and welfare reform was my highest domestic priority.2
Soon after Nixon took office, he created the Council on Urban Affairs with
a subcommittee on welfare. The internal debate over welfare reform soon
overwhelmed this administrative machinery as the President's advisers split
into two camps. The first, led by urban affairs adviser Daniel Moynihan,
argued vigorously for the comprehensive reform proposal that became FAP.
The second faction was led by Arthur Burns and favored the incremental
approach put forth by a pre-inaugural task force led by Richard Nathan.
After months of debate inside the Administration, the Moynihan faction
convinced Nixon to support comprehensive reform based on the idea of a
negative income tax, even though that phrase was studiously avoided.
According to one observer, Moynihan's success was due, at least in part, to
his appeal to Nixon's ego and "enticing him [Nixon] with the promise of
historic greatness."3 Thus in August 1969 Nixon proposed FAP to reform a
welfare system that was, according to Nixon, fueling an "urban crisis, a
social crisis--and, at the saMe time, a crisis of confidence in the capacity of government to do its job ... 4
The initial reaction to FAP was strongly positive, but as the details
of the proposal became clear several groups became strongly opposed to the
plan. The opposition and support for FAP cut across ideological lines and
party affiliations. One author divides the significant actors into three
groups: "reformers, antireformers, and antiwelfarists."5 Reformers were
suporters of FAP or a variant of the proposal. Antireformers were the
liberal foes of FAP who denounced the plan as inadequate and insincere.
Antiwelfarists were the conservative foes of FAP who were philosophically
opposed to the proposal.
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As congressional hearings on FAP proceeded, the opponents of FAP
seized on a variety of shortcomings of the proposal as reasons fo r their
opposition. Some opposed the added cost, others the sheer number of people
ple who would have been added to the rolls, and still others the lack of
increase in benefits for welfare recipients in high-benefit states . Even
though FAP passed the House twice in slightly altered forms, the proposal
was defeated in the Senate by an unlikely coalition of liberals and conservatives. After two years of acrimonious debate, the President himself
delivered the final blow by asking Congress to delay welfare reform.
The Better Jobs and Income Plan
After failure of FAP, welfare reform was ignored on the public agenda
until the beginning of the Carter Administration in 1977 . In that year,
President Carter submitted BJIP to Congress. It would have replaced AFDC
and SSI with a single cash grant system, created a public service employment program for the poor that would have provided 1.4 million jobs, and
expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit program to provide aid to the poor
working in the private sector. This welfare system would have been
entirely financed and administered by the federal government.6
BJIP attempted to deal with both work incentives and work opportuni ties in the context of a federal welfare system. To provide work incentives for welfare recipients, BJIP provided a 50 percent marginal tax rate
on earned income over the disregarded amount ($3,800 per year) and a low
minimum benefit level for those recipients expected to work . In addi tion, these recipients were eligible for the temporary public service jobs
provided in the plan to ensure adequate work opportunities. Recipients not
expected to work (the aged, blind, disabled, and mothers of small children)
would not have been eligible for the jobs program, but would have been
guaranteed a higher benefit level than other recipients.
President Carter announced his proposal to reform the welfare system
on August 6, 1977, almost exactly eight years after the int r oduction of
FAP. BJIP, like FAP, was the result of strong presidential interest in
welfare reform. Carter had made welfare reform a top domestic priority in
his campaign and was determined to follow through with a comprehensive pr oposal for restructuring the current system.7 He placed Joseph Califano,
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, and Ray Marshall, Secretary of
Labor, in charge of his administration team responsible for developing the
proposal . Soon after assuming the presidency , Carter announced that he
would unveil his administration ' s proposal by May 1, 1977 . 8
Severe internal disagreements about the proper strategy to follow held
up the proposal. There were arguments about whether to attempt structural
reform, but the most serious disagreement was between the Departments of
HEW and Labor. Labor wanted to emphasize the jobs- creation program while
analysts at HEW were pushing for a variant of the negative income tax plan.
The complete story of the painful working out of a compromise between
factions in the Carter administration's welfare reform effort is contained
in The President As Policymaker by Lynn and Whitman . 9
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One of the major difficulties that arose in development of the Carter
plan was the "no additional cost" constraint, established by the President
himself. It not only hampered the efforts to reach a consensus, but also
forced the administration to use questionable techniques in the calculation
of program offset savings. The administration established an internal compromise that was estimated by the administration to cost only $2.8 billion
more than the currrent welfare system. This claim was disputed when the
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimated that the plan would actually
increase spending by $14.0 billion.10 Congress used this later figure in
its deliberations.
Although the initial public reaction to the proposed reform was quite
positive, the plan quickly ran into substantial opposition from conservatives in and out of Congress. These opponents decried the increase in
welfare spending and the addition of millions to the welfare rolls. Added
to the opposition from conservatives was the opposition of organized labor,
which felt that the low-wage public jobs might undercut union power.
Despite the developing opposition, the proposal received surprisingly
quick action in a special House subcommittee chaired by Congressman
Corman.11 Unfortunately the White House was unable to capitalize on this
action and the proposal foundered in Congress as alternatives were put
forth. Several analyses of the Carter attempt to reform welfare identify
the failure of executive leadership as the primary cause of the demise of
BJIP. The administration was unable to mount a concerted and effective
effort to secure the passage of its plan. By the end of 1978, BJIP was
dead and the momentum for welfare reform had been lost within the Carter
administration.
The New Federalism
On January 26, 1982, President Reagan proposed a bold initiative designed to address two of the most intractable problems in the American
governmental system--federalism and welfare. In his State of the Union
speech, Reagan outlined his plan to turn over AFDC and the Food Stamp program to the states in exchange for federalizing the Medicaid program. In
addition, over forty federal grant programs would have been turned back to
the states.
A trust-fund mechanism financed by excise and energy taxes
was proposed to fund the grant turnback and to equalize the effect of the
welfare programs swap. The original White House proposal calculated that
the states would gain $2.6 billion in FY84 from the swap ($19.1 billion in
Medicaid savings minus $16.S in AFDC and Food Stamp costs). That $2 . 6
billion plus the $28 billion trust fund would finance the $30.2 billion
grant turnback. The proposal also contained provisions to protect individual states and localities from direct fiscal losses (or gains) during
the trust-fund period. The administration made it clear that this proposal was to be the basis for negotiations with state and local governments
rather than a finished product.
This White House proposal, which came to be called the New Federalism
initiative, was a dramatic departure from previous welfare reform
proposals. The proposal addressed none of the traditional concerns of
welfare reform efforts except the issue of administrative and financial
13

responsibility between the governments jointly delivering the program.
Implicit was an assumption that horizontal equity was unimportant and that
adequacy of benefits should be determined by state governments rather than
the federal government. The New Federalism would have locked in the current variations in payment levels between states until 1987 when each state
would be free to set its own level of benefits.12 The proposal also reversed the trend toward the federalization of income maintenance programs
proposed by both Nixon and Carter.
The immediate political reaction to the President's New Federalism
initiative was, for the most part, predictably partisan. Republican
Senator Domenici lauded the plan saying, "This fundamental reform of our
system of government is long overdue. Every effort should be made to
assure its survival. .. 13 Governor Babbitt of Arizona described the plan
as "revolutionary in the best American sense of the word" and called on
government officials at all levels to "put aside the green eyeshades and
rise to the occasion. 14 The Democratic governor of California took a
different view. Jerry Brown called it "a bureaucratic r eshuffling of responsibilities that does not address the issue at hand, specifically a sick
economy ... 15 Fellow Democrat Tit? O'Neill called it "part of the overall
retrenchent on social policy."16
0

A more substantial response to the Reagan initiative came from Senator
David Durenberger. The Republican from Minnesota proposed a swap and turnback virtually identical to the Reagan proposal, but with a permanent trust
fund financed by the federal income tax to fund welfare programs . This
trust fund would have started with the same amount as the Reagan trust
fund, but would have grown by 1988 to $33 to $36 billion to result in a net
fiscal gain for the states . 17 The Durenberger plan was designed to allow
the states to gain more discretion in the administration of welfare
programs while maintaining a significant federal role in financing them.
A third alternative federalism plan came from the National Governors
Association (NGA) . The NGA called for a federalized Medicaid program, deferral of the negotiations on AFDC and the Food Stamp program, exclusion of
transportation from the grant turnback, and a smaller trust fund of $13
billion.18 This proposal became the sta rting position of the NGA when it
entered into substantive negotiations with the White House on the New
Federalism proposals .
The Reagan administration followed a two- pronged attack in its effort
to c reate political support of the reform proposal. First, it engaged the
NGA in negotiations over the details of the proposal. These negotiations
were intended to help form a consensus in favor of the New Federalism that
would help the proposals gain the approval of Congress . Second, President
Reagan crossed the country in February and March 1982 to address state
legislatures and a county commission in an effort to publicize the proposals and generate additional support .
While Reagan was on the road stumping for his version of New Federalism, the NGA negotiating team and the White House negotiators began the
difficult task of trying to hammer out an agreement. Early in the talks,
both sides agreed that the Food Stamps program would remain federal
14

and the swap would center on AFDC and Medicaid. This represented a significant compromise for both sides since the NGA had only wanted to discuss
federalizing Medicaid and the White House had wanted to give all incomemaintenance programs to the states. This early s uccess was unfortuna t ely
followed by a breakdown in the negotiations when the two sides were unable
to agree on the scope of the federal Medicaid program.
One important sticking point in the negotiations was the OMB cost
estimates of the proposal. Soon after the figures were released it became
clear that OMB had grossly underestimated the costs to the states of assuming AFDC and the Food Stamp program. Not only had the Reagan administration assumed that Congress would make deep cuts in both AFDC and the Food
Stamp program, but OMB had also based its estimates on very optimistic
economic forecasts . The underestimation of the costs of the proposal
hampered the administration ' s efforts to sell its reform because it became
clear that the proposal would have significantly increased the burden of
welfare on state governments.
Just as the NGA-White House negotiations started to break down in late
June, support for the proposal from other organizations of state and local
officials began to erode. The National Association of Counties failed to
endorse the proposal even though its executive committee had been an enthusiastic early supporter. Days later, the National League of Cities rejected the New Federalism outright. By the end of July, another major
organization , the National Conference of State Legislatures, had held its
annual meeting and conspicuously had not endorsed the President ' s pro posal. 19
Ultimately, the two groups were unable to agree on some important
programmatic issues of the one welfare program that the plan was to
federalize - -Medi caid. The disagreements centered on three issues at the
heart of the federalized Medicaid program: (1) who would be covered under
the acute care portion of Medicaid, (2) what services would be included,
and (3) how would the long- term health care program be administered and
financed .
The most substantial disagreement between the White House and the NGA
was whethe~ the medically needy would be covered by the new Medicaid program. The medically needy are persons categorically related to AFDC or SSI
recipients whose medical expenses force them to "spend down" to eligibility
levels for those programs. The medi cally needy are currently covered by
Medicaid in thirty states as part of an optional program. The NGA took the
position that these persons should be covered by the proposed federalized
Medicaid program in all states. The White House , on the other hand , preferred to cover only those eligible in all states (public assistance recipients) .20 Including the medically needy would have significantly
increased the cost of the new Medicaid program, but not including them
would have created serious pressures on states that had covered them in the
past to do so at their own expense .
The NGA not only pushed for increasing the number of eligibles for the
Medicaid program, but also pressed the White House to expand the number of
services offered by the program. The disagreements concerned some services
15

that are currently optional including durable medical equi2ment , ambulance
services, and dental care for life- threatening conditions . 1
The NGA called long-term health care "the most difficult and divisive
aspect of a federalized Medicaid program. "22 . Both sides were uneasy
about the changes that could occur when the federal government took ove r
the expensive and complex program. The White House proposed t hat the
states continue to administer the program, which would be fund e d t hrough a
block grant indexed to take into account inflation and ehanges in population, service intensity, and use . The states were willing t o cont i nue
administering the program, but wanted entitlement status for the block
grant and more protection from cost shifting than the White House was
willing to give.23
Even though a federalized Medicaid program was the one item in the New
Federalism everyone initially agreed upon, it became the most important
obstacle to achieving an agreement between the two parties. This was true
for several reasons. First , the principals in discussions--the White House
and the NGA--held very different philosophical positions throughout the
negotiations. The conservatives in the Reagan administration only reluctantly proposed taking on the Medicaid program as the inevitable price
of turning welfare over to the states, but the NGA seemed to view the
federalization of Medicaid as a promising first step toward a new public
health- care system. Second, the variety and complexity of the current
Medicaid program made it difficult to devise a federalized program that
was equitable to both the state governments and beneficiaries.
Third, the recession and looming budget crises for both state and
federal governments made both sides less wllling to take chances. The
political history of the New Federalism is in fact the story of the failure
of both sides ''to put aside the green eyeshades and rise to the occasion. "
Perspectives from the States
Between the federal government and the state governments there were
multiple , and largely uncoordinated, discussions. Press attention focused
on NGA- White House negotiations but the American Public Welfare Association, the National Conference of State Legislators, and the National
Association of Counties all attempted to influence the administration positions. Each of these state associations was generating i ts own set of
numbers based on highly varied assumptions. Within nost states the
policy-analysis sections of state welfare departments were generating
members for their own state. While none of the members generated had an
objective reality, they all assumed, at various points in the process, a
political reality. That is, par t icular actors adopted or rejected policy
stands by reference to any one of many objective- looking sheets of soaring
cost estimates.
In order to gain a perspective on the decisional process within state
bureaucracies , length l y telephone interviews were conducted with the pr incipal officer in twelve states. Although the sample was decidedly nonrandom and based largely on willingness to participate, insight i nto the
state process can nonetheless be gleaned from these intervi ews . I n this
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chapter we prov i ded a summation of portions of these interviews .
complete report is available on request to the project office.

A more

The interviews consisted of three sections . Tile first section at tempted to measure the extent of a political consensus among state welfare
directors toward the issues raised by the New Federalism proposals. The
second section attempted to measure the perceptions of welfare administrators on the economic impacts that the New Federalism would have had on
the states . A final section dealt with an assessment by the state policy
makers on the future of the New Federalism proposals specifically and the
course of welfare reform in America in general.
Interviews were conducted with welfare administrators and high-level
policy analysts in twelve states: Arkansas , I l linois, Iowa , Kansas ,
Louisiana , Missouri, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas,
Utah , and West Virginia.
Tile interviews were conducted by telephone with the respective state
officials during April 1983. The survey question and answer sessions
lasted from a minimum of fifteen minutes to a maximum of sixty minutes.
All respondents were mailed a letter of invitation and a copy of the telephone interview protocol prior to the interview.
All twelve states made economic impact studies, although the depth of
the analyses varied widely among the surveyed states. Four states gave
estimates of losses for FY 84 that ranged from $50 million to $200 million
(excluding trust - fund allocations). Comparing the states' own estimates
with the original OMB estimates for the same period revealed great dis parities. The states' own estimates varied from the OMB estimates by as
much as $307 milli on doH.ars to $2 billion in the extreme cases.
As an example of the thoroughness and depth of some states' economic
analyses , one state developed nine different models to analyze t he various
outcomes under varying assumptions . On the other hand, another respondent
felt that "the assumptions were too ambiguous to make a solid projection."
Another echoed this concern by saying, "No detailed assessment was possible . The players and content kept changing, but it (the swap) would have
cost the state some significant amount of money . " This respondent came
from a state that OMB expected to be a winner in the swap.
All of the respondents had at least some knowledge of the various
impact studies and analyses. The most commonly cited studies (in order of
frequence) were NGA, CBO, OMB, APWA, NCSL , Ur ban Institute, and NortheastMidwest Coalition.
One state specifically mentioned an NGA report that estimated the proposed trust fund to be $9 billion short . Other states found the economic
analyses less useful. One respondent complained that most of the analyses
came out after the states had made their own analyses. One administrator
had an interesting insight into the numbers game: "The figures I saw were
suspect because they were used to prove the point of the people making the
projections . "
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Half of the respondents reported that the economic analyses made them
less likely to support the swap proposals . Five others felt the analyses
had little or no impact on the decison- making process. Only one state reported that the "analytical work confirmed long term benefits for the
state. "
The intensity of the negative impacts varied greatly . One respondent
confided that "the projections scared the devil out of us . " Another said
that the analyses "strengthened our resolve to be against the New Federalism proposals . " A less- intense response to the effect of the analyses was
offered by an analyst who stated that "collectively, the impact of the analyses was to make our Republican governor be careful, showing only guarded
support for New Federalism. They did have an impact hut it wasn ' t
dramatic."
One of the respondents who felt that the economic analyses had little
or no impact stated that they "didn't affect day-to-day operations because
the proposals were always unclear." Another said the impact was limited
because of his suspicion about the validity of the various projections.
Eleven of the twelve respondents reported that they foresaw no major
structural reform in the near future . Few of the respondents believed that
the New Federalism proposals would effect welfare reform in this country.
The single respondent who did anticipate major reform expected that (1) the
tax system would be used to collect child- support payments, (2) increased
emphasis would be placed on the work contributions of welfare recipients ,
and (3) modest reform would result in the financing and administration of
welfare programs.
Several respondents who felt that no major reform would occur l i sted
areas for attention by future reform initiatives. In order of priority,
these areas are (1) costs of long-term health care delivery, (2) a national
AFDC minimum benefit level, (3) work incentives for welfare recipients , (4)
child- support enforcement, (S) greater federal leadership in welfare pro grams, and (6) simplification of program administration.
Most of the respondents speculated on the reasons for the failure of
the President ' s federalism initiative. A few representative comments a r e
given here.
"New Federalism died because it took easy programs and federalized
them and left the hard programs with the states, for example, long-term
health care. The proposals did not look at the basic issues of welfare reform but was more of a states' rights philosophical issue. It was a night mare, an ill- conceived program with no details, probably thought up by
economists who had no familiarity with the welfare system as a system. "
"There will be no major welfare reforms for the nex t three to fou r
years, at least . Since the Nixon administration until the present , nothing
has really happened in terms of reform. Given the present economic situation, and increased pressure on the federal government from budget deficits, there is a willingness to pass on costs of the programs to the
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states . I see no revivification of the proposals , but I would like to see
an attempt to simplify the AFDC and Food Stamp programs.
"The history of welfare reform has been dismal. We need to take an
historical perspective and look ahead about ten years, so we can embark on
a plan that doesn't keep changing every year. There needs to first be some
societal agreement on what functions should be carried out and at what
level. More importantly, we need to improve the economy to reduce demand
for welfare and increase state revenues . The New Federalism proposals had
no compelling philosophical rationale. It was a kind of ' Let ' s make a
deal' on anything approach . I think, however, that the notion of examining
government functions is good."
"The battle with a stalemate between the feds and the states means
there is no immediate futu re for welfare reform. In this Administra tion,
there will be no reform except a picking at administrative parts of the
programs . Health care in Medicaid might see reforms, but there is no
chance for reform of the AFDC and Food Stamp programs. Personally , I think
New Federalism was a cover to dump financial responsibilities on the
states . We need a sorting out of functions to rethink our commitments and
responsibilities, but no deep-thinking person could want the states to be
in charge of income maintenance."
"I have no long-term picture and don't think any major systemic
changes are immediate. There will be federal cuts and overruns and probably an attempt to raise taxes to offset the deficits. But I don't foresee any massive cuts in the welfare programs unless we trim the military
budget ."
"The New Federalism concept will continue, but not as a mechanism for
structured dialogue. We will try to cope with the severe problems in
Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security. There will be no major changes
soon on the legislative side but there will probably be concerns with the
executive side, such as the need to reduce error rates. Another is the
attempt to regulate program savings and disallowances. Twenty-eight states
have disallowances but budgets don't allow for waivers of disallowances.
This attempt to regulate savings will mean less flexibility because federal
f iscal sanctions will be too rigid. This will erode public confidence
because the r e is no stability or quality control among the regions.
Legislativly, we fear Congressional lopping of the pr ograms."
"Reagan is committed to an enlarged state responsibility and a lessened federal role in expenditures. I ' m not saying this is a phony philosophy . It was sincere and pragmatic, but it will never pass. One reason it
will not be accomplished is because it gives the states the authority but
no res ources to ca rry them out. New Federalism has peaked and isn ' t
turning anybody on. It will remain a facto r in the national debate, but at
a lower pitch. It has been overshadowed by domest i c and international
economic matters . "
"We can't comment intelligently on the New Federalism until there is a
conc rete legislative proposal. So many things have gone under that rubric
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that I'm not sure what we are talking about. We like the idea, but we
don't have the finances to take over massive federal programs."
"It's as simple as this :
programs.

The Democrats didn't want to give up their

Welfare reform is not one issue, but many issues. The significant
political actors--the President and his advisers, Congress and the committee staffers, governors and state welfare officials--all enter stage
center with uncoordinated scripts. The resulting drama turns to farce.
The state continues to emphasize fiscal relief or at least cost containment. Other interest groups briefly on stage compete with one another to
emphasize other issues. In twenty years no leading group for reform has
emerged that was willing to adopt a preferred position, introduce it, compromise for it, and expend political capital to insure its adoption . Until
such a constituency emerges welfare reform will remain a recurrent issue on
the policy agenda.
CONCLUSIONS
The political histories of FAP, BJIP, and the New Federalism proposals
highlight the difficulty of reforming a ocmplex system like American welfare programs . Since the beginning of the national welfare system during
the depression, the "system" has consisted of a hodgepodge of often conflicting programs run by various levels of government. The result of this
incremental growth of programs has been a confusing, and some would argue,
counterproductive system. But the seemingly inevitable result of trying to
reform the welfare system is failure. All three of the major attempts to
restructure the system have fallen victim to a similar set of political
factors. These factors remain substantial obstacles to future attempts at
welfare reform.
The most important contributing factor in failure of welfare reform
has been the vigorous opposition of both those groups who are ideologically
opposed to the particular reform and those groups who consider themselves
losers from the reform. This combination of opponents has effectively defeated every attempt at welfare reform. The antiwelf arists and antiref ormists combined to defeat FAP, conservatives and organized labor combined to defeat BJIP, and state governors (who were both ideological
opponents and economic losers) defeated the New Federalism.
A second obstacle to welfare reform has been the inability of
cessive administrations to agree on the proper course for reform.
administration was split between the Moynihan and Burns factions.
Carter administration was divided between HEW and DOL. The Reagan
stration could not agree whether assuming Medicaid was politically
gent.24 Welfare reform is so divisive that powerful forces within
administration oppose whatever course is chosen.
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Chapter 2

ENFORCEMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT
Sarah Elizabeth Ducich
Robert William Jackson
Joshua Michael Levin

Like other po~icy issues, child support involves both ethical and
technical considerations. It is virtually axiomatic that parents have
financial responsibilities to their children after the dissolution, or in
the absence of, marriage. Nonetheless, it is a regrettable fact that only
slightly over half of absent parents adjudged to be economically able
actually contribute to the support of thei r children in any one monthl
and only a very small percentage contribute regularly over a sustained
period . The nonsupport from the absent parent too frequently concer ns
government only when the nonsupport results in welfare dependency . The
question of welfare- r ela ted child support is but one aspect of one of the
most significant policy issues of our time.
Those of us blessed with stable family environments find it hard to
contemplate that parents would want to evade their responsibility to their
children. While public intrusion into this relationship is typically
viewed with skepticism or hostility, the issue of c hild support must be
addressed . The most freqently encountered argument in favor of public
efforts to aggressively assure financial contribution from the absent
parent is that such col lection would reduce the burden on the taxpayer for
public asssistance programs . Behind that argument are the strongly held
but unsubstantiated beliefs that
1. Absent parents are economi cal ly able to support their first family
without plunging their second family into welfare dependency .
2. The additional administrative costs of vigorous enforcement will
be more than off set by the collections received.
Thus, from the perspective of government, it is considered economically efficient to pursue a vigorous program of collecting or insuring
collection of financial contributions of the absent parent .
In addition, there is a basic assumption that clear and certain
responsibility of the absent parent to pay support will serve as a dis incentive to family dissolution. Many believe that if men (as it is usually put) were certain that they will have to assume economic responsibility for their families after a split, they would be more inclined
to remain married or, if unmarried, to marry the mothers of their
children.2
Finally, it is asserted that children have a right to the personal economic resources of both parents, and that public policy should unequivocally affirm that right. There are thus economic, social, and ethical
bases for a vigorous public child support program. While the economic and
social assumptions are not obviously valid, they can be verified. The
ethical assumption is seldom questioned . We cannot address in a chapter
all of the relevant problems of child support policy. Whatever child support policy evolves will almost certainly involve questions of federal state relationship and cooperation. Here we consider the efforts of the
federal government to establish and stimulate a more vigorous child support
collection policy and the variations among the s tate IV- D agencies (so
called because they result from the section IV- D of the Social Security
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Act , discussed later in this chapter) . These units within state
governments are charged with the administration of child support collection
programs funded by the state and federal governments. We focus attention
on the orientation, structure, and enforcement strategies employed by the
various states.
The first section of this report evaluates federal law pertaining to
child support enforcement, to determine the goals and extent of commitment
of the federal government ' s apparent intent in these statutes .
The second section of this report reviews the current literature
directly relating to the question of child support enforcement and public
policy . Child support, little noticed as a policy issue before the initiation of the national enforcement program, has received increasing attention
in recent years with the growth of single- parent families with their tenuous economic positions. This review summarizes several changes and
improvements that have been made in the child support enforcement program
along with criticisms that are currently made. Information for the third
section of this report, which is a survey of current state child support
enforcement programs, comes from these sources :
Costs and collection figures from the national Office of Child
Support Enforcement .
Enforcement procedures and state legislation from the Child Support
Enforcement project of the National Conference of State
Legislatures .
IV- D agency structure and orientation information from a survey
addressed to the directors of each state program (see Appendix A).
POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY
One distinct change in the characteristics of families served by the
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program spurred the federal
government's increasing interest and participation in child support enforcement. That change was the growth in the number of welfare families
eligible because of the voluntary absence, rather than the death, of the
supporting parent.
At the time of passage of the Social Security Act of 1935, when the
federal government first assisted states in providing aid to dependent
children, a father's death was the primary basis for welfare eligibility.
Several factors, however- -including growth in the number of unwed and
divorced mothers- -caused this condition to reduce significantly in importance in subsequent decades (see Table 2 . 1).
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Table 2. 1
Reasons AFDC Children Deprived of Support , 1950-1979
(% of all AFDC)

Reason Deprived
of Support

1950

1960

1970

1975

1979

Father's Death

21.0

8.6

5.5

3.7

2.2

Father's Incapacity

2 7. 4

24. s

14 . 0

7. 7

5. 3

Father's Absence

49.2

64.2

72. 8

83. 3

86. 9

Father ' s Unemployment

NA

NA

4.9

3.7

4. 1

2.7

1. 6

1. 5

Mother's Death,
Incapacity, or
Absence

2.2

2.5

Sources: U. S., Congress, Senate Committee on Finance, Staff Data and
Materials on Child Support, March 1979, pp. 52-3; U. S. , Department of
Health and Human Services, AFDC 1977 Recipient Characteristics Study, Part
1: Demographic and Program Statistics , 1980, Table 15; U.S., Department of
Health and Human Services, AFDC 1979 Recipient Characteristics Study , Part
1: Demographic and Program Statistics , 1982 , Table 18.
The NOLEO Amendment
The first display of concern by Congress for the rising incidence of
AFDC cases due to abandonment was embodied in amendments to the Social
Security Act passed in 1950. The "notice to law enforcement officials "
(NOLEO) amendment did little more than require state welfare officers to
give "prompt notice" to appropriate officials when AFDC payments were made
to children deserted by a parent . NOLEO needed subsequent amendments and
reciprocity agreements between states to become truly effective. Nonethe less , its passage was significant in one respect: before NOLEO a welfare
mother had to decide by herself whether to pursue the absent parent of her
child; NOLEO affirmed that it was the child's right that such a parent be
pursned-- and the state ' s duty to pursue the parent.
Social Security Amendments of 1967
Amendments in 1967 to the Social Security Act (P.L. 90- 248) strengthened NOLEO by requiring each state welfare agency to authorize one of its
branches to establish paternity and secure support of illegitimate and
abandoned dependent children (Sec. 201 [a]). This act required state
welfare offices to sign cooperative agreements with local police, and it
gave the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) access to the
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files of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) , to gather information about
absent parents for use by states .
This statute remained largely ineffectual because it was inadequately
backerl by a weak federal financial and oversight commitment. No incentives
were given states to establish paternity; rather, the states were reimbursed for only half of their administrative expenses, as they had been
since the original Social Security Act of 1935. The 1967 law also permitted inconsistency between state programs: some allowed child support
checks to be paid directly from father to mother, while others required
fathers to pay the state itself, as a means of reimbursing the state for
its AFDC costs.
These problems left federal child support efforts in the early 1970s
in disarray; in 1971, 87 percent of all AFDC families received no child
support at all from absent parents . in 1975 an HEW official stated that
Up until (1975), we have had very little ability under
the law to do anything other than to tell the States
that we think it is a good idea (to collect child support) and we only- -as a department, we only started
doing that in the last year or so. Prior to that time,
I am afraid we would have to say that • • • the Department did not think that child support was a very
good idea.3
Section IV-D
In 1974, Congress added section IV-D to the Social Security Act (P.L .
93- 647). More than any other legislation enacted to date, this law expanded federal and state enforcement requirements to the point that continued indifference to child support enforcement was no longer possible.
The requirement that mothers cooperate with IV- D agencies as a precondition
of their receipt of AFDC led to harsh criticism of this act f r om sever al
groups sympathetic to welfare mothers who apparently felt the law could be
used to discour age application for aid.
The contributions of P. L. 93-647 to child support enforcement were
many . Among the most notable were the creation of a separate
organizational unit, known as the Office of Child Support Enfor cement
(OCSE), to review and approve state child support plans; the requirement
that each state designate a "single and separate unit''--an "IV- D office"-within or outside of the welfare office to locate parents and collect child
support from them; and the authorized withholding (garnishment ) of wages
for federal employees to enforce child support decrees .
The act also established a Parent Locator Service within HEW, to obtain and transmit information from any state or federal agency, not just
the IRS, about absent parents . It required states to make all child support services available to non- AFDC families for an optional fee . (As seen
below, this measure has been a continuing source of cont r over sy for IV- D
agencies ever since. )
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Finally, P.L. 93- 647 included one punitive and two positive measures
to motivate states and localities to uphold the new federal law's pr ovisions . Congress agreed to pay 75 percent of the expenses required of
IV- D agencies for their AFDC-related work (like paternity establishment
costs and development of cooperative agreements with other states). This
was a 50 percent improvement from the old reimbursement scheme noted above .
Local governments, and later state governments , were a l lowed to retain
10- 25 percent of the child support they collected for AFDC families- -money
normally directed to the federal government as reimbursement for AFDC--to
reward their collection efforts. At the same time , states were warned that
they would be audited annually, and that those having inadequate child
support enforcement programs by 1977 would face a 5 percent drop in federal
AFDC aid.
The first two of these provisions have been amended since 1974, but
remain important inducements for state and local cooperation with child
support enforcement law. Until this year, for instance, states and
localities received 15 percent, rather than 10- 25 percent, of the child
support they collected on AFDC cases as an incentive for further cooperation.
The third of these provisions has been far from successful: due to
controversy associated with cuts in AFDC spending, the 5 percent penalty
has repeatedly been postponed by Congress (e.g., P.L. 96-272 and P. L.
96- 611) and has never been invoked.
LITERATURE REVIEW
In the past child support has received inadequate attention from
scholars , government officials, and the public. Now with a rapidly
increasing number of single mothers being supported by welfare and the
passage of IV- D, concern is shifting to this previously overlooked issue.
Writers with backgrounds in law, social work, and public administration
have considered the subject .
These various contributors have had different and sometimes conflicting views of the issues. Early research was done by Harry Krausse,4
who saw child support as a family-law issue. He also sought a supportdisregard in setting AFDC benefits. Many administrators with legal
backgrounds also view child support as a family - law issue. Thus there is
broad support to make major changes in the judicial process to improve
enforcement .
David Chambers has studied Michigan's Friend of the Court system.5
The Friend of the Court oversees all official matters related to divorce
and paternity, and advises the court on child custody, visitation, and support for both AFDC and non-AFDC cases. Chambers has researched the issue
of jailing as an enforcement technique. While he concludes that it can be
effective, he sees it as inhumane and unfair. Chambers tries to show that
the tenacity of the agency is important for successful enforcement.
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Judith Cassetty has emerged as one of the leading authorities in the
country on child support . She has studied the major issues associated with
improving IV-D agenci e s.6 Cassetty used quantitative analysis to study
state enforcement problems. She complained there is too little emphasis on
non-AFDC cases , and stressed that the problem is not just reducing welfare
rolls but also getting fathers to be responsible for their children. She
saw the 100 percent benefit reduction rate for support payments as a factor
in the problem of enforcement. Like many others, she considered the mandatory cooperation rule unfair . Like most others in this field , Cassetty
advocates uniform guidelines, but wants them to be resource- sharing and not
cost-sharing so that the child continues to have the same standard of living. While considering IV- D a "qualified success," she complained of overemphasis on cost-effectiveness and sees many ways to increase the amount of
child suport collected.
In 1979 Maurice MacDonald published a study on child support enforcement for AFDC mothers .7 He used a quantitative analysis of the AFDC
ch i ld support problem to analyze the impact of various government policies
f or collection of support for AFDC mothers . He discovered that low payment
levels were associated with the inner city, low education, and nonwhites .
He looked extensively into problems associated with forcing the mother to
cooperate with the agency to find the father , and the 100 percent benefit
reduction rate . MacDonald, as many others would later do , condemned both
rules. He claimed that the data showed that some states set payment maximums for AFDC below official need standards and create a set- aside amount
of child support that will not affect AFDC unti l it becomes large enough.
Thus there could be a small gain for the mother .
Administrators bring another orientation to the child support issue.
Many of them have a welfare approach to child support . One leading voice
on child support is Blanche Berstein,8 who was administrator of the New
York City Human Resources Administration. Berstein st r ongly believes that
a large part of the problem is in the attitude of the public and the
courts. She claims that judges lack sympathy for the problem, jealously
guard their judicial discretion , and are a major stumbling block to using
wage assignments . Berstein would also like to see a more informed public
so this issue will get adequate attention.
Leonard J. Schossler, who assisted HEW and the state governments in
implementing the IV- D programs in 1975, espouses such a view . 9
Schossler, attempting to explain the large differences in success among the
states, established a rating system for "success." He rates the programs
of Michigan, Washington, and Wisconsin as the most successful. Michigan ' s
program started in 1919, and is a well-balanced one that actively collects
child support for both AFDC and non-AFDC cases . The state has adequate
sta f f and effective management . He considers Washington successful because
of its use of administrative law procedures .
Schossler found similari ties among the seven most successful states.
Six of the top seven have shown commitments over time to child suppor t enforcement. All have state- administered programs . Schossler points out
that well - trained administrators and workers and centralized administrative
s tru c ture s with uniform program operations are important for success . Five
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of the top seven states have absent parents send child support payments
directly to the courts , which are more impressive to absent parents than
welfare department s. Four of the top states allow payment levels to be set
and enforced without going through the courts. Six of the top seven states
have timely monitoring and follow-up of delinquent payments.
While there has not been a gr eat deal of research on child suport or
on the IV-D program, the interdisciplinary nature of child support enforcement has demonstrated clear goal conflicts. Lawyers, social workers,
and economists have provided very different perspectives on the "problem"
of child support policy . For lawyers it is a problem of pr ocedure , and for
economists one of efficiency, but for social workers it is a problem of
equity.
SURVEY OF STATE IV- D AGENCIES
The IV-D program is the national public policy answer to the problem
of ch ild support enfo r cement. Its original purpose--to r educe welfare
dependency--has changed little since its inception. National policy intent, however, often differs from its implementat ion on a state level.
This is especially true when programs are based on conflicting goals.
Judith Cassetty, in a 1979 article in Public Welfare, describes two conflicting goals of the Child Support Enforcement Program (CSEP) :
Efficiency, in reducing welfare rolls to only the truly needy, and
Equity, in the provision of children 's basic right to support
from both parents .10
The ordering of the goals here also represents the order of emphasis in the
federal legislation. The focus of this study on the state implementation
of CSEP is to gain insight into the various state approaches that reflect
on the national policy goals. The focus of attention has been on
Structure. What have been the states' organizational responses to
the IV- D mandate?
Perception.
agencies?

What are the goals and orientations of the state IV-D

Procedures. What tools of enforcement are available to the IV-D
agencies? Do the agency directors consider them useful? What
other procedures are used in the pursuit of chi ld support?
The survey of these areas indicated some consis tency forming in states' approaches. Yet, just as the literature review disclosed conflicts in
approaches and goals among the disciplines, the review of state programs
revealed conflicts within the administration of CSEP. The differences
appeared on two levels: first, between the national policy goals and the
states ' interpretation of those goals, and second, among the ways the
sta tes have implemented this policy.
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Twenty-seven directors of state lV - D agencies responded to the survey,
and their responses are included in the survey analysis. The states are
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Mississippi
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
North Dakota
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Before a detailed examination of our survey i s presented it is useful
to report some national data collected by OCSE . Table 2.2 shows AFDC
caseloads, non-AFDC caseloads and total IV- D caseloads for all states . 'lbe
portion of non-AFDC cases varies considerably among the states ' total
caseloads indicating differing state priorities or resources .
Table 2.3 shows the amounts collected and expended on the total CSEP
for all states for fiscal year 1982 and records the amounts for the AFDC
program. The responding states range from $368 , 000 for total expenditures
in Wyoming to $109 million in California. Total collections range from
$842,000 for Wyoming to $247 million for California. TI1e responding states
in betweeen fall evenly over the range of collections and expenditures.
The collections-to- costs ratio for AFDC, often used in evaluating the
success of a program, is given in Table 2.3. The change in this ratio from
the previous fiscal year is also recorded. The responding states represent
a cross section as measured by this term of success. TI1is "success" measure is shown in Figure l with the AFDC collections-to-expenditures ratio
for fiscal year 1982 on the horizontal axis and the percentage of change
for the past year on the vertical axis . The responding states fall evenly
over this graph . The ratio ranges from forty - five cents collected for
every dollar spent in Texas to four dollars and twenty- one cents collected
for every dollar spent in Vermont. Ten of the responding states fall above
the national average for the AFDC collections- to- expenditures ratio ($1 . 45
collected for each dollar spent) while seventeen fall below. For the
change in the collections- to- cost ratio , seventeen of the responding states
had an increase since fiscal year 1981 while ten states suffered a
decrease . This is comparable to the national record where thirty-two
states increased this ratio and twenty- one reported a decrease.
This section demonstrates not only the diversity in state program
characteristics in caseload, collections, and expenditures but also how
the responding states capture this diversity . This variation in responding
states' characteristics allows a reliable review of the survey answers .
Although the national response is not complete , this review is useful in
its indication of program direction over a broad range of program
characteristics.
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Figure 2 .1. AFDC Collections to Expenditures Ratio, FY 1982
Percentage Change
of Collections/ Costs
Ratio FY 81 to FY 82
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Agency Structu r es
The federal law that required each sta te to authorize an agency
responsi.ble for chi.ld suppo rt enfo r cement indicated neither where this
agency would be located nor by whom it would be staffed. The location,
si z e, and orientation of the agency was left up to the state legislatur es .
Further, federal law allowed the state agency to use other state and
fede r al agencies, as nec essary, for support enforcement . This law, however , did not dictate with which other agencies the IV-D program should
cooperate. The only cooperative requirement is with the AFDC (IV- A) program for case referral.
Since this program was established in connection with the AFDC program, most stat es lo cate d the IV-D agencies within their social services
and human resour ces department . Only Alaska and Montana locate these
agencies in another department: they established theirs in the Department
of Revenue . Although located in similarly named departments, the IV- D
agencies are situated in various divisions within the depar t ments , including· the income maint enance , fraud cont rol or collections , the legal, and
administrative. IV-n agencies in fifteen of the responding states ar e in
income-maintenance divisions; four in administrative divisions , two in
legal divisions, two in collections divisions, one in a policy-analysis
divisi on , and two in divisions of their own.
Agency Orientation
In contrast to the diversity in organization, the perceived goals of
the state programs display a remarkable consensus. Each state director was
asked to rank a list of goals individually in terms of priority (high, medium, low, or not appli cabl e) . Assigning each priority a value (4, 3 , 2, or
1), an average priority could be assigned to each goal . These averages are
displayed in Table 2 . 4 in order of priority . The amount the states differed from the average is measured by the variance, with a low value for
the variance indicating a high consensus . The goals fall into four groups:
six goals rank highest, three fall in a medium priority range, and three
rank lowest priority .
The highest goals echo the national program goals of efficiency, which
emphasize child support col le ctions and AFDC costs . The top goal of
"increasing overall level of child support collections" was ranked highly
by all hut two states. This was followed closely by the goal of "improving
the cost-effe c t iveness of the program. " The combination of these two form
the basis for the commonly used measure of suc cess of the CSEP- -collections
exceeding expenditures. This is a r eflection of the program origin as a
response to growing AFDC costs . The federal objective of reducing AFDC expenses through the enforcement of child support obligations is reemphasized
on the s ta t e level.
Three out of the next four goals suppo rt the collection- to- cos t saving
orientation. These four goals, in order, are
improving the cos t - to-co llection ratio for AFDC cases,
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Table 2.4
Ranking of Goal Priorities of IV- D Agencies
(responding states
27)
2

Average
Ranka

Goal

Variance

High
3. 93

Increasing overall level of child
support collections

0. 07

3.85

Improving the cost - effectiveness of
the program

0.13

3.81

Improving the cost/collection ratio
for AFDC cases

0.1 6

3.74

Inc reasing per centage of AFDC cases
with collec tion

0.20

3.66

Reduction of AFDC cos ts

o. 31

3.44

Decreasing administrative expenses

0. 33

3.44

Removal of cases from AFDC rolls

0.56

3. 37

Upholding child support laws

0.47

2 . 93

Improving cost/collection r atio fo r
non-AFDC cases

o. 79

2.78

Increasing percentage of non-AFDC
cases with collection

0.56

1. 81

Inc r easing noncustodial pa rent's
involvement

o. 70

Medium

Low

a4

high, 3

= medium, 2 • low, 1 = not applicable
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increasing noncustodial parent's economic responsibility for their
children,
increasing percentage of AFDC cases with collection, and
reduction of AFDC costs .
Only the second of these could be interpreted as having an "income maintenance" orientation, which would reflect the second goal of equity. This
goal, however, is not consistently ranked highly--two states assigned it a
low priority. The other three goals emphasize the AFDC orientation of this
program. The goal of reducing AFDC costs was ranked as a high priority in
nineteen of the twenty-seven responses. The variance of the responses for
AFDC cost reduction, though, was higher than the other high priority goals .
It is evident that the child support program on the state level intends to
implement the federal goal of reducing AFDC costs. The goal, however, is
secondary to the goal of increased collections. The goal of equity is not
strongly reflected in these highest priorities.
The second group of goals are not easily classified. The highest in
this group, "decreasing administrative expenses," is an objective of most
organizations. It is not, however, the purpose for the program and, so, is
not assigned the highest priority.
The second of the medium- priority goals shows the tension between the
federal goal of reducing AFDC expenditures and the OCSE measurement of program success. "Removal of cases from the AFDC rolls" is a goal consistent
with the other high-priority goals of AFDC cost-saving. If, however, the
child support for an AFDC case is fully enforced and the case is removed
from the AFDC rolls, then the collections for that case are no longer
included in the program's reported collections. Further, any continued
collections do not go to the agency, which would offset program costs, but
to the family. If, on the other hand, only a portion of the child support
obligation is collected and the case remains on the AFDC rolls, then the
collections continue to off set agency costs and are counted toward the
agency ' s enforcement record. In another segment of the survey, four states
indicated that the 100 percent benefit reduction rate on child support payment of AFDC clients was a disincentive to the enforcement personnel in
securing full child support obligations. The two case studies in this report also found this disincentive to exist. Thus, while fourteen states
ranked "removal of cases from the AFDC rolls" as a high priority, seven
ranked it as a medium priority and another four ranked it as a low priority.
This disincentive represents the irony of the efficiency goal of CSEP.
While emphasizing increased collections, the agencies do not emphasize
reducing welfare dependency as greatly , which is inefficient in terms of
long-run AFDC costs. Additionally, the provision of support for the family
is set at a level lower than equitable. With the current reimbursement
procedure, which provides incentives only for AFDC collections, both goals
of efficiency and equity suffer since the provision of support may not be
as great as possible.
The third goal in the medium-priority group, "upholding child support
laws," reflects the legal-aid aspect of . this program. This program could
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clearly be interpreted as providing legal services to those who cannot
afford them and, hence, as serving the equity purpose. This objective ,
again , is not ranked as high as the cost - saving goals of the higher group.
The low ranking of the remaining goals reflect the high priority
placed by the program on cost-effectiveness . These l ow- priority goals
include :
increasing the numbe r of paternities established,
improving the cost - to - collection ratio for non- AFDC cases , and
inc r easing the percentage of non-AFDC cases with collection.
None of these goals is highly cost-effective, particularly those relating to non-AFDC cases . The provision of services to non- AFDC clients
most clearly represents the equity goals of this program because many of
these clients represent the near-poor. Although administrative expenses
for non- AFDC cases are federally reimbursed at a rate equal to the rate for
AFDC cases, the collection for non- AFDC cases are made for the c l ient, not
for the state . This aspect of the child support enforcement program is
thus not directly a cost - saving progr am for the state.
Several states indicat ed a desire for a change in the handling of
non- AFDC cases, by either a federal incentive fo r collections or by an
elimination of the requir ement to handle non- AFDC cases altogether . Pending amendments t o section IV-D would increase the national pape r commi tment to the provision of services to non- AFDC cases without a restruc turing of the reimbursement formula . The results of this study suggest
that these changes would have little effect on the actual prio r ities of
IV-D agencies .
Finally , the objective of "increasing noncustodial parent's personal
involvement" cannot be considered a goal of the child support pr ogram.
Eleven states considered this goal as not applicable to the program at all,
while another eleven states assigned it a low priority . This emphasi zes
the direction of this program away from a social-s ervice orientation toward
one of collections and administration. While perhaps providing some spillover benefits like legal aid and income maintenance, this program provides the service of a collection agency of the state. It will be seen
that this orientation is reflected in the enforcement methods currently
being emphasized by the state programs .
Measurement of Agency Success
As seen in the discussion of the child support enforcement goals, a
program is measured by its cost - effectiveness . Often cited as successful
is a pr ogram wi th high coll ections-to- costs ratio , a high percentage of
cases with collections, and a high percentage of AFDC costs recovered.
There is, however, conside rable concern over the inability to measure some
of the cost- saving efforts of the agency, particularly in aspects of the
non- AFDC cases , which should be considered as preventing AFDC expenditure s.
Many of the responding states expressed the need for a method of
measuring the cost-saving effects of removal of cases from AFDC rolls and
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Tahle 2 .5
Relative Usefulness of Enforcement Procedures
to Success of Child Support Enforcement Programs

Enforcement Procedure

No . of States
Authorized
to Use It

Average
Usef ulnessa

Variance

Income-Tax Offset

25

1.16

0.31

Civil Proceedings

27

1. 70

o. 7 5

Voluntary Wage Assignment

21

1.86

0. 63

Garnishment of Wages

25

2 . 16

1. 72

Lien Effect of Judgment

26

2.96

o. 92

Criminal Proceedings

26

2 .98

1. 7 3

Long-Arm Statutes

20

3.35

1. 50

Security or Bond to
Guarantee Payment

19

3.84

0. 92

Mandatory Wage
Assignment

9

1.2

0. 17

Administrative Process in
Support Determination

2

1. 0

Unemployment Benefit
Offset

3

2.0

a1

= very useful.
5

=

no use at all .
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excluding non-AFDC cases from government support. The accurate measure of
the cost savings 1.s underestimated 1.f one looks only at "collec tions."
There is also a cost-saving benefit from cases kept off the programs. As
with the other measures , though, use of such a measure would reflect one of
the highest priorities for the state programs, cost- effectiveness, but
might fail to determine whether families are obtaining an adequate and
equitable support level.
Enforcement Procedures
The availability and use of enforcement measures is at the center of
the administration of child support enforcement . The questionnaire surveyed both the availability of techniques and attitudes toward them. Child
support enforcement directors were asked to indicate which techniques their
agency is authorized to use. Each authorized technique was then assigned a
value for its usefulness . to the program from one--very useful, to five--no
use at all. The responses to this question are summarized in Table 2 . 5.
The ability to collect support obligations through the income- tax sys tem stands out as the most useful procedure available to the state programs . As indicated earlier , the IRS has been directed to cooperate with
state child support enforcement programs in securing delinquent payments.
States have publicized dramatic increases in collections upon use of this
procedure. Some states have also elected to pursue support obligations
through their state income- tax operations . Twenty-five of the states responrling to the survey indicated that they were using the income-tax off set
procedure. All but two of these responded that the procedure was very useful. This collection procedure most nearly reflects the "collection" ori entation of the program. It is an administrative procedure requiring little or no contact with the absent parent .
The availability of civil procedures, garnishment of wages , and
voluntary wage assignment fall within the range of a useful rating. Civil
procedures include establishment of court - ordered support obligations,
state suits against absent parents, and contempt of court orders that may
result in jailing. Many states indicated that jailing was most often used
under civil procedures rather than criminal. All states responding noted
the availability of civil procedures with thirteen states indicating them
as very useful.
Twenty-one states responded that they have the authority to use
voluntary wage assignment, where the obligo r may initiate the assignment.
The usefulness of this procedure varied but not nearly as much as that for
garnishment, which is collection of a delinquent obligation by garnishing
the obligor's wages. While ten states indicated garnishment as being very
useful, three reported it of little use, and two stated it had no use at
all . Part of this difference may be due to the availability of other
wage-assignment techni ques, particularly mandato r y wage assignment . The
difference may also be a result of the confusion as to the precise definition of garnishment since ga rnishment and mandatory income assignment
a r e often used interchangeably to describe income withholding. The definitions also vary from state to state.
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A preference for mandatory wage assignment is developing , however. As
defined by the National Conference of State Legislators , mandato r y wage
assignment allows the court no discretion under certain circums tances.
Once a delinquent parent has violated the conditions of the law, the court
must order the parent's employer to withold income. Nine states ind i cat ed
they were authorized to use mandatory wage assignment as an enforcement
technique, with seve n of these ci ting it as very useful to their pr og r am.
In addition, nine states responded that authorization for mandatory wage
assignment would be one of the changes that would most improve their program.
Three enforcement procedur es--the lien effect of judgment, criminal
proceedings, and long- arm statutes--were in the mid-range of usefulness
for those states that had them available . The lien effect of judgment is
entered at the time of the establishment of the enforcement or der where a
l ien is placed against the property of the obligor in case of delinquency.
Long-arm statutes allow the state to pursue enforcement efforts outs ide the
state--not a particularly cost- effective procedure. Cr iminal proceedings
are most often used for jailing. Indications of the usefulness of these
three procedures differed widely , as shown by the variance measur e . These
differences were especially great for the usefulness of c riminal proceedings. Eleven states evaluated them as having little use for pr ogram
success , and another two indicated that they wer e not useful at all . Five
states , however , reported that criminal proceedings were very useful in
their enfor cement program.
Both criminal and civil proceedings are used in jailing for delinquency in child support . In both proceedings , the effect on support enforcement is not in the actual jailing but in the threat of jailing. All
of the responding states except Alaska indicated that they have authority
to jail. The maximum sentence most often depended upon which proceeding
was used. Maximum sentences ranged f rom three months to fou rteen years,
with most falling somewhe re below five years . One state reported its maximum sentence as "until payment," while three s t ates responded that they
had no maximum sentence . It is, however, doubtful that an unlimited jail
term is ever used . In fact, very short sentences are most often used.
Five states responded that they seldom or never used their jailing autho rity and another four indicated the sentence was most often probation or
work release . The rest reported most frequent sentences ranging between a
few days to six months, with nine states under a month . Two states r e ported their most frequent sentence was "until payment . " This general
sentencing behavior again reflects the actual use of jailing as a threat to
secure payment rather than as punishment for violation of a court order.
Most states (sixteen) repor t ed jailing to be an effective deterrent to
defaulting child support payments . Some state directors believe that jailing serves as a tool to secure payment. One director wrote, "It is amazing
how quickly a respondent can generate money when he or she hear s the squeak
of the cell door . " The threat of jailing is publicized to make absent parents more responsive to enforcement efforts. Another director responded:
"The 'word' t r avels quickly among our absent parents and the fact that one
person is sentenced to jail prompts many others to pay . " A significant
number of the responding states express doubts as to the effectiveness of
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jailing (six indicated that it was sometimes effective and four reported
that it was not an effect ive deterrent). Its effectiveness was especially
questioned for those cases with limited resources. Most states agreed that
jailing was the most effective enforcement t ool for the middle- or upperclass delinquent parent . This procedure reemphasizes the state IV-D programs ' perception that they are "collection agencies." Jailing is used as
a threat t o secure payment without regard to the disruption it may cause in
the lives of those involved.
Finally, the use of a security or bond to guarantee payment, while
available to eighteen of the responding states, was found to have the lowest average use as an enforcement technique. Seven states indicated that
it had little use to their program and another five reported that it was of
no use at all. This technique essentially is a preventative measure , to
insure prompt child support payments, rather than an enforcement technique.
Two other enforcement procedures were indicated in the other cate gory
as being useful to the child support program. Two states reported that the
use of administrative procedures in negotiation of support orders was very
useful . Another three states expressed the desire for administrative procedures as one of the state changes that would improve their program.
Three states noted their use of the unemployment benefit offset as a ~seful
enforcement technique. It is difficult to draw conclusions about these
techniques with such limited information.
Prioritization--deciding which cases to pursue and which to drop--is
an important area in enforcement . Of ten states contract to systems that
determine priorities for pursuing cases while some develop their own procedures . Many, however, decide informally, either by routine or caseworker
discretion. The survey inquired only about the formal procedures by which
twelve states indicated that they currently contract for, or otherwise use,
a prioritization system. Two states indicated plans for future use of such
a system. Such systems use a combination of characteristics of the delinquent parent, like employment history, criminal record, income, and
health record. Six of the states that currently use a formal pr ioritization system report that it has improved collections , while three find no
improvement. These states vary in their program success within these
categories, so it is difficult to test their conclusions.
Use of procedures for terminating cases is reported by fifteen of the
responding states. The number of cases terminated by these procedures
varies widely, from very limited use--3. S percent of the caseload fo r one
state--up to SO percent for another. Again , there seems to be no consistency among these states in either program success or agency orientation. Termination is primarily based upon an inability to locate the
absent parent after a designated period of time or the chronic unemployment
of that parent. One director , however, briefly described conditions for
case termination as "not cost beneficial."
A Comparative Note
The ratios of AFDC collections to AFDC co llections costs of the surveyed states are ranked in Table 2.6 . An examination of this array does
43

Table 2. 6
Ratios of AFDC Collections to Collections Costs by State

AFDC Collecti ons/
Collections Cost Ratio

STATE
Vermont
Iowa
Wisconsin
Idaho
Utah
Wyoming
Kansas
North Dakota
California
Delaware
New Jersey
South Dakota
Tennessee
Montana
Georgia
Florida
Alabama
New Mexico
Mississippi
Colorado
New York
Nebraska
Arkansas
Nevada
Arizona
Alaska
Texas

4 . 21
3 . 45
2 . 30
2.15
1. 94
1. 80
1. 68
1. 66
1.62
1. 54
1. 45
1.44
1. 36
1. 22
1. 18
1.16
1. 14
1.06
1.05
1.04
• 97
. 96
.87
. 71
. 54
• 51
.45

Sample

1. 48
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Table 2.7
Patterns of Perceptions of Otverse Enforcement Strategies

States in
Pattern Group

No. of States
in Group
(Total N= 24)

Collection
X Ratio
Jail

LongArm

Disregard

California

1

1. 62

Yes

Yes

Yes

Nebraska, New Mexico,
Texas

3

.83

Yes

Yes

No

Alabama, Arkansas, New
York, Tennessee, Wisconsin

s

1.34

Yes

No

No

Colorado, Delaware ,
Kansas, Iowa, Nevada,
Utah, Vermont, Idaho

8

2.09

No

Yes

No

New Jersey, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Wyoming

4

1. 63

No

No

Yes

Idaho

1

2.03

No

No

No

Florida, Georgia

2

1. 17

Yes

No

Yes

not suggest any regional pattern in the effectiveness of collection ratios .
Simil arly, the use of principal-components analysis relating collection
ratio s to per capita cost of welfare, welfare benefit levels, unemployment
rates, percent nonwhite, and party competition failed to reveal any significant associations.
We have also examined the cos t effectiveness in terms of beliefs of
responding administrators about the effectiveness of various enforcement
procedures . We used the questionnaire to force a categorical response to
three very diverse enforcement practices--jailing of the nonpaying parent,
long-arm (chase) statutes , and use of benefit disregards. For the twentyfour states where there were suffic ient data to make this judgment , the
sample collection ratio mean was 1.48 and the standard deviation was . 846.
The population mean and standard deviation were 1.63 and .837 respectively.
Clearly , there is conside rable diversity among the states. Unlike benefit
levels and other measures of welfa re practices, these collection ratios
appear to be ranrlom. They are not related to the standard independent
variables associated with welfare practice. Our survey does not reveal a
consistent pattern associated with IV-D agency structure, enforcement
strategies available, or beliefs as expressed by the chief executive
officers of IV- D agencies responding to our survey. This lack of significant associations reinforces the picture presented in the normative and
descriptive literature. While there is widespread agreement about the
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desirability of government using its authority to secure child support payment , there is little agreement as to the extent of or the way that authority should be used.
An effort was made to compare the percep tion of the utility of various
collection procedures with the collection r atio actually achieved (see
table 2.7) . Those states with a belief in jailing as a collection strategy
had a collection ratio of only 1.20 , while those with nega tive o r neutral
belief of jailing had a collection score of 1.94. Conversely those believing in the reinfor~ing strategy of a collection disregard--a procedure
to exclude a portion of the payment in calculating the benefit, which gives
the absent parent incentive to pay-- had a collection ratio of 1.50, while
those with little faith in that st rategy had a collection ratio of 1.64.
The apparent lack of any clear pattern of state practices and beliefs
of administrators is itself significant. Our survey and review suggest
that this issue is resolved, to the extent that it is resolved, through
forces int eracting at the state level that vary greatly f rom one state to
the next .
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Chapte r 2
APPENDIX

APPENDIX A

Child Support Enforcement Survey

I. Background and Administration
1.

As part of our survey of IV-D agencies, we would like to compare the
organizational structure within which each agency operates . Is your
agency (check one):
_ _ subordinate to another department or agency
Name of department/agency

- - - - - -- - - - -

_ _ free-standing
With this questionnaire, please attach:
• the IV- D agency internal organizational chart, and
• the external organizational chart of the department/agency indicated above.
•the executive summaries of your agency's budget since FY 1976.

2.

Did your state have a child support enforcement department, agency or
unit prior to the Social Security amendments of 1974?
Yes
No

---

If yes:
• how many years had it been operating prior to the 1974 legislation?

•Did your IV-D agency develop from this department,agency or unit?
Yes
No
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3.

Please indicate your IV- 0 agency 1 s staffing and budget levels for fiscal years 1974-1982 as follows (if available).
# Employees

Budget

1982
1980
1978
1976
1974

4.

For .FY 1981 and FY 1982, please indicate the total number of administrators (management employees) at the state office level.
FY 1981
FY 1982 _ __
Of these administrators, please identify the number with the following professional/educational background.
FY 1981

FY 1982

Law (attorneys)
Law Enforcement
Social Work
Other( indicate)
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5.

6.

What is your
background?

(agency

director)

professional

and

educational

P1ease circle the priority assigned to the following policy and administrative goals of child support enforcement ( H =High priority; M=
Medium priority; L =Low priority; N =not applicable).
H M L N

Reduction of AFDC costs

H M L N

Removal of cases from the AFDC rolls

H M L N

Increasing non- custodial parent 's economic responsibility for their children

H M L N

Increasing non-custodial parent's personal involvement

H M L N

Upholding child support laws

H M L N

Improving the cost-effectiveness of the program

H M L N

Increasing percentage of AFDC cases with collection

H M L N

Increasing percentage of non -AFDC cases with col lectio n

H M L N

Improving cost/collection ratio for AFDC cases

H M L N

Improving cost/collection ratio for non -AFDC cases

H M L N

Increasing overall level of child support collections

H M L N

Decreasing administrative expenses

H M L N

Increasing number of paterniti es established
Other?
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7.

What performance measure(s) would be a better indicator of your program's success than AFDC costs/collections ratio?
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8.

Please indicate which of t he following agencies and other parties are
involved with your agency in its Child Support Enforcement activities. Note whether this relationship is contractual or voluntary
(disregard reference to any department cited question 1).
Agency Name

contractual

voluntary

no
relationship

State Police Dept.
Local Police Dept.
State Revenue Dept.
State Welfare Dept.
County Welfare Dept.
County Clerks
State District Courts
State Attorney Gen'l
Other (indicate)

9.

Please indicate the amount of cooperation in the relationships indi cated above.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very Cooperative
Cooperative
Only as much as necessary
Uncooperative
Very Uncooperative

State Police Department
Local Police Department
State Revenue Department
State Welfare Department
County Clerks
District Courts
District Attorneys
Private Attorneys
State Attorney General
Other (indicate)
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II. Enforcement Practices and Strategies

1.

Following is a list of commonly applied child support enforcement
techniques. Please indicate which of these techniques your agency
currently has authority to use.
A.
B.
C.
0.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.

2.

Voluntary wage assignment
Garnishment of Wages
Civil Proceedings
Criminal Proceedings (eg. jail)
Long-arm statutes
Income tax offset
Lien effect of judgement
Security or bond to guarantee payment
Other (indicate)
--~~~~~~~-

Please indicate the importance of the above enforcement techniques to
your agency ' s program.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
A.
8.
C.
0.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.

Very useful
Useful
Some use
Little use
No use at all
Voluntary wage assignment
Garnishment of wages
Civil proceedings
Criminal proceedings
Long-arm statutes
Income tax offset
Lien effect of judgement
Security or bond to guarantee payment
Other (indicate)

3. For which of the above enforcement techniques would you favor new legislation to create or enhance statutory authority?
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4.

Is jailing of the absent parent for non-support an authorized enforcement procedure in your state?
Yes
No

• If yes:
A. What is the maximum allowable jail sentence?

B. What jail sentence is most frequently issued?

5.

Do you believe jail is an effective deterrent to defaulting chil d suppo rt payments? Please explain.
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6.

Recently "Chase" systems have been developed to assist child support
enforcement efforts in pursuing those absent parents with a highe r
likelihood of paying. Does your agency currently contract or otherwise use such a system?
Yes
No

• If yes, has this system significantly improved collections?
Yes
No

• If no, do you have plans to contract to use a "Chase" system?

Yes
No

7.

Does your agency have a procedure where enforcement efforts are terminated following repeated unsuccessful efforts to secure support?
Yes
No

If Yes:

• what proportion of your caseload is terminated by this procedure?

• briefly describe the conditions under whi ch this procedure is
used.
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8.

Public Law 96-265, the Social Security Disability Amendments of 1980,
increased federal matching funds to 90 percent for the costs to
states of developing, implementing, and enhancing automated child
support management information systems. Has your state updated its
child support information system, pursuant to this act?
Yes
No

If yes, has it enhanced your enforcement capabilities?
Yes, a great deal
Yes, somewhat
No

9.

Does your state require that a non-AFDC custodial parent complain
before the state can pursue the delinquent non-custodial parent?
Yes
No

10.

What internal administrative innovations have contributed significantly to your program's success?
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11.

Please indicate which of the following aspects of the child support
determination process have influences on your enforcement success.
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

Very important
Important
Little importance
Unimportant
Not appl icable

A. the use of a uniform formula/standard to determine support
B. medical paternity determination efforts (e.g. blood tests)
C.
D.

E.

F.

12.

court reconsideration/readjustment of support levels
awarding of lenient visitation privileges
awarding of joint custody
other (please indicate)

Do you consider the 100 percent benefit reduction rate on child support payments of AFDC clients a disincentive to:
a . the absent parent in providing support?
Yes
No
b. the AFDC client in securing support from the absent parent?
Yes
No
c. the enforcement personne 1 in securing full child support ob 1i gat ions?
Yes
No
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13.

What two changes or additions in your state's enabling legislation
would most improve your program efforts?

14 .

What chan ge in
efforts?

f~ deral

legislat ion would most improve your program
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Thank you for your cooperation in filling out the questionnaire.
Please feel free to use the remaining space for any additional information or comments that you feel may be pertinent to ou r research.
Also let us know if you would like a copy of our final report. We
would appreciate receiving any reports, pamphlets, or studies which
you have produced or distributed.
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Chapter 3

COMPUTERIZATION IN STATE ADMINISTRATION OF WELFARE
Jeanne Andersen
David Bartholomew
Audrey Wright

INTRODUCTION
The Management and retrieval of information with speed and accuracy
has become a serious concern in both public and private management. Today
the efficiency and effectiveness of computers in private business is rarely
questioned. While a similar attitude is prevalent in most of the public
sector, the managers of the data necessary to administer the welfare programs of the federal government and the fifty states have been slow to
adapt to change. Computer· systems, which have proved to be so successful
in business, are only now beginning to be used in the administration of human resources in the United States.
The barriers that delayed the introduction of computers in public
welfare administration for so many years are the same ones that make progress in the area of computerization a slow process. They include fear of
dehumanization, fear of personal security risks, expense, computer phobia,
lack of needed uniformity in agency administrations, quality control issues, implementation problems and anxiet.i es.
All states realize that their choice is not between an information
system and no information system, but rather a choice between a computer
system for information management and a manual system for the same purpose.
Stephan McMenamen has this to say about manual systems:
Manual systems do not and will not be able to cope with
the demands that are and will be placed upon them. For
the most part, agency data is collected and prepared
by hand and usually not centrally organized; two factors that detract from its timeliness and efficiency.
Furthermore, most manual systems support only administrative needs. Since the caseworker is responsible
for the integrity of the data that goes into the system, the system must provide direct support to the
caseworker.l
Manual systems may be viewed as a way to avoid the real or expected problems associated with computer systems. Moreover, manual systems represent
the status quo and conservatism is a natural response when moving into a
new area like computerization. Some of these problems warrant consideration. Varying philosophical views regarding public assistance programs across the states, or within a state, result in a hodgepodge of
legislation with conflicting goals. States with conflicting goals for
public assistance may decide to opt for coMputer systems or information
management. In one case the recognition by laWMakers of the potential for
long-run cost savings has motivated a welfare conservative state to begin
abandonment of manual information management. On the other hand, in
Wisconsin concern for delivering services to needy persons not receiving
assistance has prompted extensive computer management to facilitate comprehensiveness.
Just as monetary considerations may motivate a state to computerization, they may also, however, be seen as a great barrier.
65

The

computerization of information management requ ires a grea t initial outlay.
The ratio of administrative costs to henefits in the first years of an
automated system is very high . These short-run costs can be a point in
favor of the status quo manual system or an altered manual system. The
inability to measure the productivity of human services is another barrier
to compu ter ization. There are no discrete units of outpu t or clea r definitions of adequate or appropriate levels of productions . Furthermore,
the use of human services varies with the fluctuations in the economy-greater unemployment leads to a wider use of welfare services . Management
of these externalities demands discrimina ting decisionmaking and good
guesses or a computer system equipped with good programs and superior data
bases, which are not yPt available . 2
The meager literature we found conce rning co mput eriza tion in the social services revealed that many states use computers only in a particular
area of administration with specific difficulties. While New York, for example, is not a model of automated service administration, its sta t e agency
recently began using compu t ers to solve a long-standing problem in the processing anrl dispersion of personnel checks . This seems to have solved the
problem.3
The application of computers in the personnel and other various
offices of the state agencies seems to be most common. Responses to our
questionnaire revealed that the various office uses--such as word
processing, remote print, interoffice communications, and check
wr iting--are some of the most valued abi litie s of a computer system. These
uses improve the quality of an agency's service delivery by increasing
efficiency and hence the timeliness and scope of service delivery .
Compute rization of these office uses can be seen as an indirect service to
the client.
The Wisconsin Department of Human Resources has begun to develop a
comprehensive data base . It will begin with a ranrlom sample of Wisconsin
welfare r ecipients and follow them through th e entire period of their
welfare dependency. The department hopes to use its model computerized
information system in the study of a c tivities, trends, and use of its
services over time. The data will he tabulated by an SPSS (Statistical
Programs for Social Science) program and made available to persons interesterl in reviewing the material.
Although we failed to discover the expected wealth of information on
the states ' race to implement the latest in computer technology , we did
learn much about the current state of computeriza tion. The state agencies
do react to particular needs, as New York did when it implemented its pe rsonnel program, hut they are not yet applying automation generally to the
administration of human services.
THE SURVEY OF THE STATES
The Service Administration Task Force of this research project developed a questionnaire to determine the degree to which the fifty states
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are using computer facilities, the types of functions these computers
perform. and the degree to which the fifty stat e s ar~ using a combined form
for eligibility determination in the ht~an servi ces (see the Appendix).
This questionnaire was sent to the fifty state commission~rs . Thirty-one
states responded. They were
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Georgia
Hawaii
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Michigan
Mississippi
Missouri
Nebraska
New Mexico
North Carolina

North Dakota
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virginia
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Combined Eligibility Forms
Our task force was interested in determining the status of single
eligibility forms for benefit application in the fifty states. We learned
that the states have many reasons for not combining applications for
support services. Many of them do not administer all of the ma .i or services
- -AFDC, Food Stamps, Medicaid, Title XX, and General State Assistance-through a single agency. Some states wish to continue to observe a separaion of these services . These states may or may not include welfare conservative states who may believe a single eligibility form presents an
overly simple process for welfare aplication by the potential client .
Separate forms may deter applicants and therefore keep benefits at a
minimum.
At the time of this writing only one state, Illinois, has a single
eligibility application for AFDC, Food Stamps, Medicaid, and Title XX .
This application is being used in a pilot project that began in 1979 in
three counties. The Policy and Planning Administration in lllinois defines
the Illinois system as being "in a project stage . " Recause of the
"project" status, some information was not available, hut lllinois did
contend that single eligibility determination has not had an apparent
impact on the number of applications processed. The state attributes
increased applications to the growth of unemployment and general economic
conditions.
Six states (Colorado, Kentucky, Kansas, New Mexi c o, Wyoming, and
Pennsylvania), have a combined form for AFOC and Medi caid . The innovativeness of this combined form is, however, somewhat questionable, since a
client who qualifies for AFDC automatically becomes e ligible for Medicaid.
Of these states Colorado, Wyoming, and Pennsylvania plan to add Food Stamps
to their single eligibility forms sometime in the near future.
Ten states (Hawaii, Louisiana, Michigan, Missouri, South Carolina,
Texas, Tennessee, Utah. West Virginia, and Wisconsin) have a single
application form for the eligibility determination of AFOC, Food Stamps,
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and Medicaid. Three of these states-- Wisconsin, Utah, and West Virginia-have combined eligibility since the mid-1970s. All three of these "veteran
combined-elig ibility states have experienced some increases in the number
of applications for support services, hut two of them attributed these
increases to the economy . Wisconsin helieves the use of a single fo r m in
service administration has increased the numbe r of applicants for se r vices
in all four major programs .
No r th Dakota, Delaware, North Carolina, Nebraska, Mississippi, and
South Dakota plan to move to a form that will combine AFDC, Food Stamps,
and Medicaid in the near future. Maine and Maryland plan to combine AFDC
anrl Foo<l Stamps.
Computer Types and Functions
Our first review of the topic led us to believe that a single fo r m would be
a natural complement to a computer system with the adva ntages of facilitating the administrative work of the agency and lightening the tedious hurden
of application completion for the caseworker and client. This may be true
but many states may not combine application because they will continue to
rely on their manual systems. Even though computers are used for at least
one function in most sta tes , the computer systems are not always technologically advanced enough to handle application processing or any of a
range of other computer functions. Compute r functions and the degree of
computerization in the states are considered in the following section.
Over half of the responding states indicated they used an integrated
computer system and all hut one of these use computers to perform some
function . The syst ems in thirteen s t ates perform some part of the application process on computers, usually at the field - office level. The most
commo n compu ter for this function is a terminal- -an IBM 8100 or similar
hardware.
Ninet een states use computer facilities to sto r e the data used in
client application and eligibility determination . Equipment for this func tion varies widely from an IBM 330 to an AMHDOL V- 6 or V- 8. Thirteen
states use their computers to perform the actual processing of the application : of these, nine make their eligibility determinations on-line. Eleven
states perform benefit calculations as a comput er functio n .
Illinois, the single state with a comple tely combined eligibility
form, also comh ines all programs in its computer system. This system performs all of the application functions . Illinois uses Perkin- Elmer 3230
minicomputers in their field offices and an IBM 308 and a Burroughs
mainframe in the main office.
Michigan, Pennsylvania, Missouri, and South Carolina use their computers in actual application (interaction), storage , and some application
processing. The determination of eligibility for each individual applicant
is done manually by the field-office caseworkers . These caseworker s also
do the benefit calculations and refer clients to separate programs like
Title XX. tn addition, thes e states have computerized check writing . In
general these states have not shown a strong tendency toward combining
forms .
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Wisconsin and West Virginia use their computers in actual application,
storage, processing, eligibility determination, program referral, and henefit calculation. Utah uses computers for all of the above functions except
the actual eligibility determination. Wis consin ' s terminals are IBM 8100s
and its mainframe is an IBM 3081 . West Virginia's hardware includes IBM
3276, 3278, 3275 CRTs and an IBM 3061/Gl6 mainframe. All of these states
combine forms for eligibility determination.
Within the next year both Pennsylvania and Delaware will have considerably advanced their computer systems. Delaware will have developed
and installed a welfare system that incorporates on-line eligibility and
grant calculation, benefit history information, and case management . They
are moving towards a single form for ADC, Food Stamps, and Medicaid , but do
not intend to inc lude social services. Most administrative functions are
computed manually by caseworkers.
Pennsylvania will move within a year from a forn that currently combines only AFDC and Medicaid to an application that will include all services except Title XX . Unlike Delaware, Pennsylvania currently operates an
integrated , advanced compu ter system. Our task force chose to do a case
study of Pennsylvania, which is inc luded in this report.
Several other states indicated plans to move towards a single eligibility form of some kind. These states have different levels of computer technology . South Dakota , for example, plans to have a single form
for AFDC, Food Stamps, and Medicaid within three years, but does not have
distinct systems for AFDC, Food Stamps, Medicaid, and Title XX. Similarly,
in North Dakota a single eligibility form will be complete in one year for
AFDC, Food Stamps, refugee assistance, medical assistance , and energy
assistance . However, North Dakota is also without an integrated computer
system. At this time computers are apparently being used only for check
writing. North Carolina does not have an integrated computer system, but
does use an IBM 3081 CPU and an IBM 3380 disk drive for storage and
application processing.
The Department of Public Welfare in Nebraska has at the present time a
very limited computer-support system. While most of the actual application
functions are now performed manually, a compu terized eligibility process is
being developed. The new system, the County Information Support System
(CISS), which will provide a better method of service administration, is
scheduled for implementation within this year . In addition, the state is
moving towards a single application form for income naintenance , social
services, and Medica id .
Mississipi is developing an integrated computerized system for determining eligibility but has none at the present . They have had a key punch computer program since 1970 for AFDC and Medicaid, and since 1974 for
Title XX: however neither program determines eligibility. They do pro cess , store, and compute some benefits . In January of 1Q83 they implemented a sinplified compu ter system to gather Food Stamp data that will be
used for monthly reporting and c ross-match purposes hut not for ellgihilty
deternination or issuance. In three years they hope to have a single form
for all eligibility determination .
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The Income Maintenance Administration (IMA) of the State of Ma ryland
is in the process of developing a sta tewide integrated computer system to
be known as AIMS. Implementation of AIMS will take place in several
stages, starting in 1983. When the system is in place it will handle
aspects of public assistance eligibility determination and application processing for AFDC and Food Stamps . In addition, the system will be able to
interface with the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene's Medicaid Management Information System (MMIS) to calculate grant amounts; centralize
issuance, reconciliation, and reporting of Public Assistance and Food Stamp
benefits; gene rate requi red reports and random-sample case listings for
quality cont rol reviews; maintain a case level data base, and verify
information, among other functions . IMA plans to have the entire system in
place by September 1986 . Currently Maryland's only computer function is
check writing on an IBM 370-1 58.
Colorado is moving towards a single form also, but expresses no intention of expanding compute r functions beyond the current ones in storage ,
processing, and check writing.
Responses to the questionnaires give no clear indication that movement
toward a single form is synonymous with acquiring state-of- the- art computing systems, although in some states--for example, Maryland--that is
happening. Although many states, like Mississippi, that have had some computerization for a number of years, indicate an interest in combining some
of their applications, they do not seem inclined to expand their computer
capabilities. On the other hand, a very few states, like Wisconsin and
West Virginia, have been involved with computers since they were first
available and continue to update their systems as technology improves.
Motivations to Automate
Error and Fraud. Most states did not believe computerization or combined eligibility significantly affected fraud or e rror rates. One respondent wrote, "Staff r educe errors, not machines." At any rate, a decrease in either area was not conclusively attributable to computerization.
Several responses led the evaluators to believe that some states feel undue
emphasis is put on fraud and error measurements that are seen as misleading
or inaccurate.
Cost Avoidance. A single state, Wisconsin, believed that single- form
application and computerization led to considerable cost savings and personnel limitations . Seven states, including West Virginia , reported "some"
cost avoidance and personnel savings. Utah mentioned "some'' avoidance
also . Fo r both states reduction, significant or not, was anticipated.
New Mexico claimed that its compu ter system, which is not integrated,
created a "great deal" of anticipated cost savings.
Time- Lag Reduction. The single quantifiable benefit for the client of
the changes in service administration, according to our study, was a reduction in time lags between application, eligibility determination, and
payment of benefits . When asked if automation of services had changed the
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time between application and the determination of elig ibility, seven states
said "yes" and seven states said "no.
The decrease t n time lags ranged
from one to six days.
There was an even greater decrease in the time lag between application
completion and the acutal receipt of benefits. Thirteen states reported
decreases from one day to several weeks. Decreases due to automation were
seven days in Kentucky, five days in Maryland, seven days in West Virginia,
three to six days in Missouri, and several weeks (since the 1970s) in North
Carolina.
State Profiles
When c lassified into gr oups by size, according to the number of applications processed, five states (California, Illinois, Mi chigan , Pennsylvania , and Wisconsin) processed 80,000 or more applications for AFDC in
the last fiscal year, eleven states processed between 35,000 and 80,000
applications, and twelve states processed 35,000 or fewer AFDC applications
in 1982 .
Profiles of States with Large Caseloads. Up to this point little has
been said about the state of computerization in California, which does not
have a single integrated computer system. Income maintenance programs and
social services are administered there by county welfare departments under
state supervision and binding regulation. Eligibility forms are covered in
this regulatory format . The level of computerization in the counties is
not dictated by the state. If a system meets the regulatory requirements
of a program, and if the county can justify its existence, then the state
approves and financially participates in the system's development. The
counties have developed systems of widely varying sophistication. Some
systems are merely used to generate checks while others assist case workers
in determining eligibility.
California has the highest number of applications processsed (484 , 079
AFDC applications in FY 1982) for the states responding. It also has the
greatest number of AFDC welfare recipients--543,720 in 1982. Ac ross the
board, the ratio of applications to recipients in California is 1.12/1 for
AFDC, . 27/1 for Food Stamps, and .64/1 for Medicaid. (A greater-than-one
ratio reflects recipients carried over on the program rolls from year to
year.) Average benefits for each of these programs is $441.00 for AFDC
(the highest we recorded), $30.24 for Food Stamps, and $119.00 for
Medicaid.
The second-largest s tate in terms of AFDC applications processed is
Michigan. A state ravaged by unemployment and economic recession, Michigan
processed 223,536 applications for AFDC in 1982 and granted benefits to
113,376 people. The ratio of applicants to recipients for AFDC was two to
one; three out of four applicants received Food Stamps and about half
qualified for Medicaid.
Michigan combined the determination for AFDC, Food Stamps, and Medicaid in 1980. Its computer system is used only in the actual application
stage of processing. Michigan did not think its automation led to an
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increase in the number of applicants, but attributed the increase to the
economic conditions in the state.
Illinois, our third-largest state and the only state with a single
eligibility form, processed 161,199 AFDC applications in 1982. The ratio
of applications to recipients in Illinois was . 60/l for AFDC , . 62/l for
Food Stamps, and .61 / 1 for Medicaid. No state had more consistent ratios
across programs than Illinois. Whether or not this is the result of their
single eligibility form is unknown but doubtful , since the form is used on
a pilot basis in only three counties. The average benefit in each program
in Illinois is $304 . 59 for AFDC, $112.00 for Food Stamps, and $227.40 for
Medicaid.
Pennsylvania is the fourth-largest state of our sample and one chosen
fo r a case study. The applicant pool in 1982 for Pennsylvania's AFDC program was 146,911. Some 103 ,793 famili es received benefits, making the
r atio of applicants to recipients for AFDC .71 / 1. The ratio in Food Stamps
was .76/l and .59/l for Medicaid. In 1982 the average benefit for Pennsylvania programs was $300.00 for AFDC, $70 . 00 for Food Stamps, and $600. 00
for Medicaid .
Wisconsin processed 82 , 931 AFDC applications during the last fiscal
year , of which 65,886 were granted benefits for a ratio of . 79/1 . The
average AFDC benefit in Wisconsin was $422 . 05 , the second highest in our
sample . The ratio of recipients to applicants in the Food Stamp program
was .95/1 .
The profiles of these five states reveal the great caseload and demand
for social services in them. Four of the five , all but California, have
impressive integr ated computer systems and an interest in developing their
systems even further . In these states computers may be viewed as a necessity, facilitating the administration of an ever- growing system where unlimited increases in personnel are simply not possible . These states also
benefit from their computer systems to the extent that the computers are
capable of gene rating the numerous reports that each state needs to secure
federal aid for the administration of its individual welfare agencies.
Profiles of States with Smaller Caseloads. As we consider profiles of
states with medium-sized and small caseloads, we will attempt to show that
for these states the immediate need for computer systems is either not as
urgent, or is not being met with such alacrity. Georgia , Maryland, West
Vi rginia, and North Carolina are four of the eleven states with mediumsized caseloads between 35 , 000 and 80,000.
Georgia, with the largest case load of the five-- 70 ,17 3 AFDC
applicants--has an integrated computer system that performs almost all
administrative functions except eligibility determination and benefit
calculation. It does not have a single eligibility form or any plans to
move toward one.
In 1982, in addition to its AFDC applications, Georgia processed
687,485 Food Stamp applications, 9 , 907 Medicaid applications, and 5, 067
applications fo r Title XX. The ratio of applications to recipients for
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AFDC is . 50/1, .86/l for Food Stamps, and .54/l for Medicaid. The average
monthly benefits are $164.19 for AFDC and $110.92 for Food Stamps, and
$1244.20 annually for Medicaid .
Maryland, a state with a somewhat smaller caseload than Georgia, is
not yet as advanced in computerization. As mentioned earlier, it begins
implementation of its AIMS program in the fall of 1983. Maryland processed
51,856 AFDC applications in 1982, 125,501 for Food Stamps, and 96,217 for
Medicaid. The ratio of applicants to recipients for the programs are .70/1
for AFDC, . 62/l for Food Stamps, .54/1 for Medicaid. The average grant for
AFDC is $81.86. The other figures are not available.
West Virginia's AFDC caseload was 39,877 in 1982. It has an impressive integrated computer system and a combined form for eligibility determination. West Virginia has a ratio of .69/1 for AFDC, .84/1 for Food
Stamps, and .63/l for Medicaid, with average grants of $178.00 for AFDC,
and $120.00 for Food Stamps.
As we examine states with progressively smaller caseloads, we come to
North Carolina, a state with limited computerization and combined eligibility. North Carolina processed 45,146 AFDC claims in 1982 with an average
grant of $165.24.
It appears that computerization is proportionately less advanced in
states with smaller caseloads . This may reflect the unwillingness of
smaller states to make the initial outlays for computerization since their
smaller caseloads do not make it cost beneficial. States with very small
caseloads like Hawaii (13,237 AFDC applications in FY 1982) and North
Dakota (5,430 AFDC applications in FY 1982) probably see expenditures for
compu terization as unnecessary.
On the other hand, some states with small caseloads have made relatively large investments in automation. As mentioned earlier, Nebraska,
with only 9,195 AFDC applications in 1982, is currently implementing a complete system for the eligibility process. Another small but progressive
state is Utah, whose system is discussed above . Utah processed only 17,851
AFDC applications in 1982.
These state profiles suggest that large states are finding administration without computers increasingly difficult, while smaller states have
more freedom to either maintain their manual systems or move toward automation. There appears to be a real trend toward computerization, however,
since all responding states have computerized at least one administrative
function, even if it is only check writing .
Computerization as a Function of Other Variables
To determine the extent to which the degree of computerization among
the states is a function of different variables, the responding states were
divided into three groups according to level of computerization. This was
done in two different ways.
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First, the number of client-oriented functions was tabulated from
question 23 A-G of our survey. Tilis question asked ~hether the state uses
computer services in these stages of program administration : application,
storage, processing, eligibility determination, program referral, benefit
calculation, and check writing (see Table 3.1). Ten states that i ndicated
computer use in six or seven of the seven functions were Georgia, Illinois,
Louisiana, Maine, New Mexico, Texas, Utah , Virginia, West Virginia , and
Wisconsin. We categorized these states as having high levels of computerization. Seven states used computers for three or four of the
functions: Colorado, Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, Pennsylvania,
South Dakota, and Tennessee. We called these states moderate-level states.
Thirteen states used the computer for only one or two of the named functions; low-level states were Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii , Indiana, Iowa,
Kansas, Kentucky , Maryland , Maine, Nebraska , Nor t h Dakota, South Car olina, and Wyoming.
The level of computerization was also checked against the number of
office functions and other capabilities found in the states . These were
listed on the survey as sma r t cards, personal computing, voice response,
memory credit cards, programmable calculators , gr aphics, word processing
on-line, word processing off - line, remote print, forecasting models , program evaluation models, rate setting, and budgeting (see Table 3. 2) . Seven
states used six to eight of these thirteen functions: eleven states used
three to five of them, and seven states used only one or two . Howeve r ,
these state groupings did not at all coincide with the groupings de r ived
from application- oriented functions. Since our study was designed to focus
on the effects of computers on the actual administration of welfare benefits , the groupings derived from the application procedures were the ones
chosen to be compa red to the other variables.
These groupings of states were related to five different variables
that may be expected to have an impact on the states' adoption of computerization. The thirty states were divided into three equal groups-high, moderate, and low levels of computerization--for each of the
variables . Then a chi-square test was performed on each of the configurations to determine whether the r elationship was significant.
The first test related computerization to total state populati~n.
Table 3.3 shows this configuration. The chi - square of this relationship
was 6. 67 . With four degrees of freedom , a significant figure at a 90 percent confidence level would have to be greater than 7. 78 . We can conclude
from this that there is no significant relationship . If, however , a 75
per cent confidence level is used, the chi-square would only have to be
greater than 5.39 , making the population relationship significant . I f this
were the case, it could be concluded that the lar gest states tended to he
computerized while the smallest states did not . This seems to be a logical
c onclusion, since a state must have enough volume to justify the expense of
an integrated computer system, and only the largest states would have that
volume. However , the 75 pe r cent confidence level is at best weak , and no
positive conclusions of that sor t can be made .
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Table 3. 1
Co~pu teriz ed

State
Colorado
Connec ti cut
Delaware
Georgia
Hawaii
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
'1aine
Ma ryland
:uc higan
~ississippi

Missouri
Nebraska
New Mexico
North Carolina
North Dakota
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
South l)akota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virginia
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
TOTAL

Number of
Functions
4
2
1
6
1
7

Application

x

1

2
3
3
1

6
3
1
4
2
3
3
7
6
6
7

s

Storage

x

x
x

1

2
2
1
6
6

Client-Oriente<l Functions in State Human Resource

x

Processing

Eligibili ty
Determination

Pr ogr am
Referral

x
x

x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x
x

x
x

x
x

x

x
x

x

x

x
x

x
x

x

x

x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

14

19

x

2

Benefit
Calc ulation

x

x
x
x
x

nepart~ents

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
16

x
x

x
x
x

x

x

x
x

x
x

x
x
x
10

x
x
6

x
x
x
x

Check
Writing

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

14

26
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Table 3.3
Level of Computerization in State Human Resource Departments
Related t o State Populations

State Population Size
(thousands)
Level of
Computerization

Large
(4,700- 15,000)

Medium
(2, 500- 4 , 699)

Small
(450- 2 ,499)

High

Texas
Illinois
Virginia
Georgia
Wisconsin

Louisiana
New Mexico

Maine
West Virginia
Utah

Moderate

Pennsylvania
Michigan
North Carolina
Missouri

Tennessee
Mississippi
Colorado

South Dakota

Low

Indiana

Maryland
Connecticut
South Carolina
Kentucky
Iowa

Kansas
Nebr aska
Hawaii
North Dakota
Delaware
Wyoming

Source :

Sta t istical Abstract, April 1, 1981, p. 287.

The second test was for AFDC populations (see Table 3.4). Here the
chi - square was 4.56, which was not significant at either the 90 percent or
75 percent level. This indicates no relationship between level of computerization in a state and the number of residents receiving AFDC.
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Table 3. 4
Level of Computerizatlon in State Human Resource Oepartments
Related to State AFDC Populations, June 1981
AFDC Populations
Level of
Computerization

Large

Medium

Small

(176, 000760 ,000)

(75,000-

(7, 0566-

High

Wisconsin
Georgia
Illinois
Louisiana
Texas

Virginia
West Virginia

Utah
Maine
Utah

Moderate

Pennsylvania
Mississippi
North Carolina

Tennessee
Missouri
Colorado

South nakota

Low

Michigan
Maryland

Connecticut
Iowa
Kentucky
South Carolina
Indiana

Delaware
Nebraska
North Dakota
Wyoming
Hawaii
Kansas

Sour ce:

175, 999)

74, 999)

Social Security Bulletin , February 1983, p . 86.

The third variable was AFDC rate, which is defined as the number of
residents in a state receiving AFDC divided by the total population of that
state (see Table 3.5). This chi-square was the lowest of all the variables
at 2.59, indicating a random relationship.
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Table 3. 5
Level of Computerization in State Human Resourc e Departments
Related to Ratio of AFDC Recipients to Total Population
AFDC Rate
Level of
Computerization

Large
(.04 1- . 082)

Medium
( . 033-. 04 0)

Small
( . 010- .032)

High

Wisconsin
Louisiana
Illinois

Georgia
Maine
New Mexico
West Virginia

Texas
Utah
Virginia

Moderate

Pennsylvania
Mississippi

North Carolina
Missouri
Tennessee

South Dakota
Colorado

Low

Michigan
Maryland
Delaware
South Carolina
Hawaii

Connec ti cut
Iowa
Kentucky

Wyoming
Nebraska
North Dakota
Kansas
Indiana

Next, levels of AFDC benefits were tested, resulting in a chi- square
of S. 17 (see Table 3.6). Thi s would indicate no relationship between the
level of computerization and the level of AFDC benefits a state delivers.
A cursory inspection of the configuration on Table 3.6 seems to suggest a
trend of low-benefit states having a high level of computerization and vice
versa. However, to assume causality would be beyond the scope of this
analysis.
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Table 3.6
Level of Computerization in State Human Resource Departments
Related to Level of AFnC Benefits Delivered , December 1980

Level of
Computerization

Level of AFDC Benefits Delivered
AFDC Rate
Medium
High

Low

(321-468)

(251 - 318)

(96- 250)

High

Wisconsin
Utah

Maine
Virginia
Illinois

Texas
Georgia
Louisiana
West Virginia
New Mexico

Moderate

South Dakota

Missouri
Pennsylvania
Colorado

Mississippi
Tennessee
North Carolina

Low

North Dakota
Nebraska
Kansas
Iowa
Connecticut
Michigan
Hawaii

Delaware
Maryland
Indiana
Wyoming

South Carolina
Kentucky

Source:

National Journal, February 27, 1982, p. 361 .

Finally, the level of computerization was related to per capital
welfare costs paid by the state (see Table 3.7). Tilis chi- square was
6. 17-- not significant at the 90 percent confidence level, but significant
at the 75 percent level. As noted above, however, to conc lude that highly
computerized states have low per capita welfare costs is beyond the
capabilities of the analysis.
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Table 3.7
Level of Computerization in State Human Resource Departments
Related to State- Paid per Capita Welfare Costs, 1980

Per Capita Welfare Costs
Level of
Computerization

High

Medium

(171 - 314)

Low

(132 - 170)

(105-131)

High

Wisconsin
Maine
Illinois

Virginia
Louisiana

Georgia
New Mexico
Utah
Texas
West Virginia

Moderate

Pennsylvania

Missouri
Colorado
Mississippi
South Dakota

North Carolina
Tennessee

Low

Connecticut
Hawaii
Michigan
Iowa
Kentucky
Maryland

Delaware
Kansas
North Dakota

Nebraska
South Ca r olina
Indiana
Wyoming

These tests are for the most part inconclusive due to the small sample
size, incomplete r esponses, arbitrary size divisions, and a limited number
of criteria available to quantify levels of automation. Also, a gr eat
variety of factors must be considered when a state legislature decides to
allocate funds for automated equipment, and these factors differ from those
c onsidered in setting AFDC rates. Regions of the country, state philosophies of welfare, economic climates, and expectations of the residents all
differ between these states , influencing the two decisions in different
ways. In order to develop a true measure of the factors that influence a
state's decision to computerize , a multiple regression would have to be
constructed to take these factors into account . The data from our
questionnaire are simply not conducive to this kind of analysis.
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Conclusion
The Service Administration Task Force made this study in an attempt to
determine the degree to which the states have moved in the direction of
computerization in the administration of human services. We had expected
to find a network of comprehensive computer systems throughout the states,
which was used to increase participation in programs and improve the
administration of benefits to the needy. Instead, we found a series of
different systems with different functions designed to meet different needs
according to different priorities. Only Wisconsin fit our hypothesis; we
found its priorities to be increased participation and decreased time lags
in the delivery of benefits.
More often, we found the interest in automation for the various human
resources departments to be focused on improvements that could be made in
office administration. Those functions, outlined in Table 3.2, have little
direct impact on welfare clients , but ultimately benefit them by faster,
more efficient, and less costly administration. Although the plans for
increased automation are being initiated because agencies need more efficient off ice administration, the resulting savings in money and time
saved will inevitably benefit both the client and the state. These savings
seem to be the selling point that will enable the human resource departments to expand computerization of their information management systems.
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Chapter 3

APPENDIX

APPENDIX

1.

Are the AFDC, Medicaid, Foodstamps and Title XX
programs administered by a single agency in your state?
___yes, please move to question # 3
~-no,

2.

please answer question #2

Which programs, if any, are administered by a
single agency in your state?

AFDC
3.

How many applications
were processed in your
state during 1982, or
the last year for
which information is
available?

4.

How many applicants
ultimately received
benefits in 1982,
or the last year
for which informa tion is available?

5.

What was the average
number of months
recipients received
these benefits in
1982, or the last
year for which
information is
available?

~

What was the average
benefit in 1982, or
the last year for
which information
is available?
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Foods tamps

Medicaid

Title XX

7.

Does your state use a single form to determine
eligibility for AFDC, Medicaid, Foodstamps, and
Title XX programs?

_yes

no

If no, please move to question #11,
If yes , please attach a copy of your single eligibility form to this questionnaire .
8.

In what year did your state adopt a single
eligibility form?
19

9.

---

Has your agency found that the use of a single
eligibility form in service administration has
reduced/increased the number of applicants for
services?
AFDC
Food stamps
Medicaid
Title XX

10.

increased
--increased
- -increased
--increased

decreased
--decreased
--decreased
--decreased

no
no
no
no

change
change
change
change

To what would you attribute increases or decreases in
the number of applicants? Please provide whatever
written explanation is possible , statistical or
otherwise.

If you completed questions 7 through 10, please move
to question # 21
11.

Are any of the following services combined in the
determination of eligibility process in your state?
A. AFDC
B. Foodstamps
c. Medicaid
D. Title XX

_yes, which programs?
__no, please move to question 113
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12.

In what year did your state combine the eligibility
determination process for these programs?
19

13.

---

Does any county, parish, or region in your state
use a single form to determine eligibility for
AFDC, Medicaid, Foodstamps, and Title XX programs?
__yes

__no, please move to question #18

14.

Which programs are combined in the benefit determination process in this(these) county(ies),
parish(s), or region(s)?

15.

In what year(s) did this(these) jurisdiction(s) adopt
a combined eligibility form?
19

16.

---

Have these jurisdictions found that the use of a
single eligibility form in service administration
has reduced/increased the number of applicants
for services?
AFDC
Foods tamps
Medicaid
Title XX

17.

decreased
--decreased
--decreased
--decreased

increased
--increased
--increased
--increased

no
no
no
no

change
change
change
change

To what would you attribute increases or decreased
in the number of applicants? Please provide whatever
written explanation is possible, statistical or
otherwise.

If you answered questions 14 through 17, please move to
question i 21
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18.

Is your state moving towards a single eligibility form?
___yes

19.

Please indicate the year in which the movement began.
19

20 .

---

What is the current status of this development?
please circle one
1.
2.

3.
4.
21.

__no, move to question #21

Will
Will
Will
Will

be complete within the year
be complete within three years
be complete within five years
not be complete for over five years

Does your state have an integrated computer system in
service administration?

___yes

no

If yes, which programs are included?

If no, please move to the next question
22.

Does your state have an out-of-house contract to
provide computer services in service administration?

___yes

no

If yes, which programs are included?

23.

Does your state/this jurisdiction use computer services
at any of the following stages of program administration?
A.

Actual application

___yes

no

If yes, what type of equipment is used at this stage?

Where is the equipment located, (i.e. field
office, county office, regional office, state
office, etc)?
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Question # 23 continued

What is the case worker-to- terminal ratio?

If no, how are applications handled initially?

B.

Application Storage

__yes

no

If yes, what type of equipment is used at this stage?

Where is the equipment located?

If no, how are applications stored?

C.

__yes

Application Processing

no

If yes, what type of equipment is used at this stage?

Where is the equipment located?

If no, how are applications processed?

D.

Eligibility determination

__yes

no

If yes, what type of equipment is used at this stage?

Where is the equipment located?

If no, how are eligibility determinations made?
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Question # 23 continued
E.

Program Referral (of clients)

__yes

no

If yes, what type of equipment is used at this stage?

Where is the equipment located?

If no, how are client referrals to other programs made?

F.

__yes

Benefit Calculation

no

If yes, what type of equipment is used at this stage?

Where is the equipment located?

If no, how are benefit calculations made?

G.

Check Writing

__yes

no

If yes, what type of equipment is used at this stage?

Where is the equipment located?

If no, how are the.- checks written?

24.

Has your state discovered that computerization in service
administration has requced fraud?
AFDC

Food stamps
Medicaid
Title XX

__yes
__yes
__yes
__yes
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no
no
no
no

25.

If yes in any area, did your agency anticipate these
fraud reductions?
AFDC
Food stamps
Medicaid
Title XX

26 .

no
no
no
no

not
not
--not
not

to
to
to
to

this
this
this
this

degree
degree
degree
degree

What was your state's error rate as defined by HEW-HHS
standards for the last year prior to the change to
computerization?
AFDC
Foods tamps
Medicaid

27.

__yes
__yes
__yes
__yes

error rate
error rate - - error rate---

year 19
year 19 --year 19 ---

---

What was your state's error rate as defined by HEW-HHS
standards for the year 1982, or the last year for which
date is available?
AFDC
Foods tamps
Medicaid

error rate
error rate _ __
error rate- - -

year 19
year 19 - - year 19--- --

If the error rates in question # 26 are hither , in any
program, than the error rates in question
27, go to the
next question, if not please move to question # 29 .
28.

Were t hese reductions, if any, in error rates anticipated?
AFDC
Foods tamps
Medicaid

29.

not to this degree
not to this degree
--not to this degree

Were these increases anticipated?
AFDC
Food stamps
Medicaid

30.

no
no
no

__yes
__yes
__yes

no
no
no

__yes
__yes
__yes

not to this degree
not to this degree
--not to this degree

To what would you attribute these increases or decreases
in error rates?
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31.

Has your agency found that computerization in service
administration has reduced/increased the number of
recipients in any of the following programs?
AFDC
Foods tamps
Medicaid
Title XX

- -increased
- -increased
increased

--increased

decreased
--decreased
--decreased
--decreased

nc.
no
no
no

32.

Did your agency anticipate these changes, if any?

33 .

To what would you attribute increased or decreases in
the number of recipients?

34.

Has computerization changed the t ime between submission
of application and receipt of benefits on the part of
the average applicant?

__yes
35 .

Was the change an increase or decrease, what was the
change, expressed in days?
increase
--decrease

36 .

+

---days
days
---

Has computerization changed the time between submission
of application and determination of eligibility on the
part of the average applicant?
__yes

37.

no

no

Was the change an increase or decrease, what was the
change, expressed in days?
increase
--decrease

+- - -days
days

---
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change
change
change
change

38.

Has your state experienced cost savings with the
computerization of service administration?
__a great deal
some
--almost none
none

39.

Did you state anticipate these cost savings, if any?
__yes
no
not at all
NA

40.

What were the administrative costs to your agency for
the following programs in 1982, or the last year for
which information is available?
AFDC
Food stamps
Medicaid
TitleXX

41.

$

------

19 _ __
19
19
19--

What were the administrative costs to your agency for the
last year PRIOR to the beginning of development of the
computerized system?
AFDC
Food stamps
Medicaid
Title XX

42.

$ _ _ _ __
$
$-----

$ _ _ _ __
$
$-----$ _ _ _ _ __

19
19 _ __
19
19 _ __

What were the administrative costs to your state for
the following programs for the year in which computerized
systems were fully developed?
AFDC
Food stamps
Medicaid
Title XX

$ _ _ _ __
$
$----$

------
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19
19 _ __
19
19 _ __

43.

To what extent has your state's level of computerization
allowed you to limit or reduce personnel costs?
great deal
- - -asome
- - -very little
- - -not at all

--44.

Does your state ' s computer system have any of the
following characteristics? If so, please check
them, as well as listing any additional ones.
Smart Cards
Personal computers
Voice response
Memory credit cards
Programmable calculators
Graphics terminals
Word processors-on line
Word processors-off line
Remote print
Others

45.

_yes
__yes
_yes
__yes
__yes
__yes
__yes
__yes
__yes

Does you state ' s computer system perform any of
the following functions? If so, please check
them, as well as listing any additional ones .
Models for forecasting
Models for program evaluation
Rate setting
nursing homes
foster care
day care
other
Budgeting
Other
~--------
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__yes
__yes
__yes
__yes
__yes
__yes

Chapter 4

WORK AND WELFARE PROGRAMS UNDER OBRA AND TEFRA
Joel Arthur Hamilton
Michael Kent Davis
Dru Lynn Johnston
Steven Lowell Spinner

Work-relief programs were first used extensively in the United States
during the Great Depression. The idea lived on after the economic crisis
hA<l pnsRcd, anrl hy 1961 twenty-six stntrs were operntin~ work-rrl1Pf proP,rams for General Assistance (CA) redplcnts. In a survey of those states
the U.S . Bureau of Family Services, concluded that
1. a considerable cost--greater than that of a regular assistance
program--was involved in the administration and supervision of work relief,
2. work relief alone could not reduce the welfare rolls without the
help of a vibrant economy, and
3. work relief interferes with the employment of regular workers,
thus making it difficult to justify.1
In spite of these drawbacks, Congress sought to expand the population
of work- relief participants by including AFDC recipients. Authorized in
lq62, this expansion was a by-product of the changes made in AFDC regulations the preceding year. Sar Levitan explains:
The presumption that AFDC recipients were "unemployable" and outside the work force became untenable in
1961 when the federal government extended coverage to
families headed by an umemployed parent •••• The presence of employable parents on relief prompted Congress,
in 1962, to amend the Social Security Act to subsidize
employment programs for relief recipients: until 1962
all AFDC recipients were presumed outside the work
force . 2
States were encouraged to establish Community Work and Training Programs (CWT) . Positive work habits and skills were to be promoted through
participation in work- relief projects. Federal encouragement to establish
these progr ams was not, however, accompanied by adequate financial incentives for the states. Levitan reports that the federal government offered
only 50 percent matching funds for CWT, while it offered 75 percent matching funds for other social services, so most states simply expanded their
social services rather than creating CWT programs.3
In 1964 Title V of the Economic Opportunity Act authorized the development of a work experience program. The plan was to provide AFDC heads
of households with "const r uctive work experience and other needed training. "4 Henry Levin, in "A Decade of Policy Developments in Improving
Education and Training for Low-Income Populations," claims:
The rationale was less that of an employment program
than that of one designed to provide training and work
experience as well as to increase the number of welfare
recipients who were "working off" their public assistance. S
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Several work expe rience programs have been developed over the years .
Thre e of the ma jor projec ts--conducted in California, Utah , and Massachusetts --provide the basis for much of the evaluative literature on the
to pic .
The California CWEP (1972-7 5) started as a three- year demons tration
proje c t. Initiated by the stat e through its Employment Development Department (EDD), it was given federal approval through a contract with the
Department of Health, Educati on and Welfare (HEW) . The project was the
first in any state to require employable AFDC recipients to work at nonpaying jobs as a condition of con tinued aid elig ibility. Clients were to
work a maximum of eighty hours per month in a public or nonprofit private
agency . Work-related expenses were to be covered by the respective counties.
The primary goal of the project was to help AFDC recipients attain
self- sufficiency through regula r employment . An additional objective was
to demonstrate that
mandatory participation of employable AFDC recipients
in a community work experi ence prog r am (1) is both
admini s tratively feasible and practical: (2) reduces
the ext en t of dependency on welfare by fac ilitating recipient in obtaining regular e mployment; (3) diminishes
the rat e of the new welfa r e aplication by encourag ing
potential appli cants who are employable to have an employable family membe r to seek out o ther means of support; and (4) result s in a reduc tion in overall welfare
costs; i.e., reductions in aid payments or in caseload
growth rates will be greater t han the addi tional cos ts
involved in Communitb Work Experience Programs and wil l
result in a savings.
In the first year of the program, admini st rators found 70,000 AFDC recipients capable of participation in CWEP. Only 2,000 of those individuals
a c tually entered the program, and a mere 430 (0 . 6% of the cases judged
employable) found unsubsidized, gainful employment. Even this figure may
be ove r ly optimistic , fo r some of these individuals may have been unint ent ionally counted twice . In Califo rnia' s fi nal report on CWEP in 1976,
EDD found that
(1) nue to the low level of participation and uncontrolled variables, conclusions from the findings may
not be warranted; (2) The reverse of the expected
resu lts occurred in applications filed for AFDC. A
significantly greater increase of applicants filing for
AFDC-U/FG occurred in CWEP/Employables counties than
occurred in non-CWEP counties with Employables; (3) No
significant difference in rate cases discontinuedemployed occurred between CWEP/Employables counties and
Employables counties without CWEP; (4) No significant
difference occu rred in average grants fo r AFDC - U/FG
cases between cou nti es with CWEP and Employables and
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Employables counties without CWEP; (5) The statistical
indicators stipulated in the demonstration project with
HEW do not show that CWEP achieved any of its impact
objectives.7
In 1974 Utah started its Work Experience and Training Program, (WEAT).
The state required all employable AFDC and GA recipients to work three days
(24 hours) per week . A state review of WEAT in 1977 showed that between
1974 and 1976, of 1,850 clients, 430 (23 percent) found jobs and actually
left the welfare rolls. Another 25 percent left the rolls for undocumented
reasons (they may have found jobs on their own). The Denver Health and
Human Services Office reported that welfare spending in Utah dropped by
$1.5 million due to the effectiveness of WEAT. The relative success experienced in Utah, in contrast with California , probably resulted from a
variety of factors. Utah's sparse population made it more administratively
feasible to operate a CWF.P. Also, little union influence and the strong
Mormon work ethic contributed to its popular support. However, in a Wall
Street Journal article Leonard Hausman and Robert Lerman wrote that between
1974 and 1979 "the AFDC caseload in Utah grew 16 percent, whereas it declined in Nevada by 19 percent. In the very small part of AFDC reserved
for two- parent families, the caseload in Utah declined 22 percent, whereas
in Colorado, it declined 20 percent."8
A third major experiment with workfare occurred in Massachusetts . The
fifteen-month demonstration program, begun in 1978, divided a thousand
able-bodied male AFDC recipients into a CWEP participation group and a control group . Hausman, with colleagues from the Brandeis University Heller
Graduate School, evaluated the program and discovered little difference in
acrual employment rates between the two groups. Of those in CWEP 62 percent found jobs, but so did 57 percent of the control group. In addition,
Hausman found no evidence that workfare reduced the welfare rolls or
curtailed costs.9 These insights have led many critics of CWEP to believe that the program does little to improve AFDC recipients' employment
opportunities.
Work Incentive Program (WIN). Authorized by Congress in 1967, the
program is designed to provide a comprehensive package of training, job
placement, and supportive services necessary to move able- bodied adult AFDC
recipients off the welfare rolls and into productive employment. Under its
original design, WIN was jointly administered at the national level by HEW
and the Department of Labor. Local authority over the various program components was divided between the state employment service and the public
welfare agency. The employment service was to provide manpower services,
while the welfare agency was charged with the provision of support services
like child care and transportation.
WIN was funded on a federal - state matching basis.
quired to provide:

The states were re-

25 percent of the welfare supportive services and child-care costs ,
SO percent of the welfare administrative expenses, and
20 percent of the cost of manpower activities.
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WIN participation was initially required of "each appropriate AFDC
adult and older child not attending school ." Unemployed fathers, covered
in several states under the AFDC unemployed parent provision, were required
to be referred to WIN within 30 days of receipt of public assistance , but
little else was stipulated regarding WIN enrollment . Definition of the
term "appropriate AFDC adult" was left largely to the discretion of the
local caseworker.
Persons r eferred for participation in WIN were either pronounced job
ready and entered into immediate employment search or were recommended for
remedial training or services. Individuals were to receive a comprehensive
employability plan tailored to meet their particular needs. The details of
the plan were fo r mulated on the basis of a needs assessment performed by
the caseworker. The evaluation was to take into account the individual's
work history, education , skills, aptitude, and family situation.
The next phase of the program involved the implementation of the employability plan. The local welfare department was responsible for providing individuals with the support services (like child care, transportation allowances , and medical care) necessary to permit them to enter
employment or training or both . A number of training options were to be
provided. These included remedial educational services, institutional
vocational training , and on-the-job training .
Having successfully completed the training component of WIN, individuals r emained enrolled in the program until they secured employment.
Follow-up contact was maintained by the caseworker for eighty to ninety
days after job placement . As an additional work incentive, public assistance policy permitted r ecipients who became employed to retain the first
thirty dollars of their monthly earnings plus one third of the remainder
and gave consideration to the expenses incurred going to work. The wel fare
agencies had the option to continue to cove r the expenses of child care
until the mother was able to carry the cost . 10
A 1982 evaluation of WIN published by the General Accounting Office
(GAO) states that, in spite of all these program revisions, many of the
o r iginal shortcomings of the program persist . The GAO r esea r ch team found
that most adult AFDC recipients are still not participating in WIN:
"At the end of fiscal year 1980 , of approximately 4.1
million adults receiving AFDC, about 38% were registered for the WIN program. Further , because of limited
program funding and job opportunities , only about half
of the AFDC recipient s who must register are selected
to take part in WIN program components.11
The persons most in need of assistance, it asserts, are the least likely to
be served .
Of those individuals who do successf ully complete the program, GAO
found that many are unable to attain self - suff i ciency because of the low
wages they earn. The GAO felt that WIN ' s achievements had also been overstated:
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Local officials count each participant entering employment as a new case. As a result, participants who enter employment more than once in the same year may be
counted two or more times in determining grant reductions. 12
Alternatives to WIN. While the original WIN program offered recipients
the "carrot" of financial incentives and manpower and supportive services,
the Reagan administration assumes that recipients will be more powerfully
motivated to achieve self- sufficiency by the "stick" of mandatory work requirements and reduced cash payments. One means of tracing this evolution
in work-welfare philosophy is by focusing on alternatives to WIN that were
developed in the 1970s.
This section does not attempt to offer a comprehensive review of the
myriad of alternatives to WIN. The widespread disenchantment with WIN, and
the flexibility offered by the overlap between WIN, CETA, employment service, and state and local work- welfare policies are two factors that combined to produce a variety of hybrid WIN programs throughout the country.
One example of an alternative to WIN of this kind is the Work Equity Project, a two- year experiment conducted in Minnesota in the late 1970s that
combined aspects of WIN, Workfare, and CETA.
Rather than attempting to identify and analyze these state and local
hybrid WIN permutations, this section will describe three approaches to
WIN--Job Clubs, Job Search, and the National Supported Work Demonstration-that were developed and tested in the 1970s.
1. Job Clubs . The Job Club concept was devised in the early 1970s as
a voluntary self- help program that emphasized motivational factors to combat what was perceived as a lack of self-confidence and job-finding skills
in the unemployed population. The Job Club approach treats job-hunting itself as a full - time job. Initially, Job Clubs were successful with those
recipients who volunteered to participate in the structured group jobf inding activities .
By the late 1970s the seemingly cost- effective Joh Club concept was
integrated into the WIN structure in many local programs . The Reagan
administration has attempted (with mixed results) to encourage states to
make the Job Club a mandatory program for the WIN population. However, the
administration has had greater success in its push to get states to adopt
mandatory Job Search programs for AFDC recipients. Like Job Clubs, the Job
Search concept was originally developed in the 1970s as a voluntary, experimental program.

2. Job Search. In contrast to the Job Club's emphasis on the peer
support of a group, Job Search was originally conceived as a support service aimed at the individual recipient. At first, Job Search programs were
easily adapted to meet the needs of local WIN officials, local labor market
conditions, and local AFDC population characteristics . One example of the
flexibility of these early Job Search programs was the immediate Job Search
Experiment conducted by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
(MDRC) at the Louisville WIN Research Laboratory Project. The Louisville
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experiment tested what would happen if women were given immediate Job
Search assistance, including support services and payments, as soon as they
appli.ed for welfare . It was hypothesized that the normal proced ural <lelays
of up to slx WCt!ks ln receiving Job Senrch mnnpowcr ;rnd s11pport 1 v<~ Sl•rv1c('s
had a detrimental, and in many cases irreversible, effect on the motivation
of AFDC mothers to seek employment .
After testing 1, 619 women from the Louisville WIN population who volunteered for the experiment, the MDRC found that "immediate services had a
significant and positive employment impact on WIN clients who were offered
the special lab program compared to the similar control group of clients
who were only offered the regular array of WIN services. "13 Although
this experiment yielded less spectacular results than the Job Club study
cited earlier, nevertheless, the MDRC concluded that
the Louisville WIN Lab demonstrated that it is feasible
to integrate an Immediate Job Search component into the
regular activities of the WIN system •• • • Job Search is
not the universal solution. Immediate Job Search can
be a useful tool for the WIN system, one which can help
more WIN clients find employment than is the case using
regular procedures . 14
3. National Supported Work Demonstration. Unlike the incremental
additions to WIN of the Job Club and Job Search programs, the National
Supported Work Demonstration that was conducted from 1975 to 1979 was designed to test an "alternative to WIN" that could operate on a large scale
independently of the WIN system. The MDRC was estab lished in 1974 with
funds from six federal agencies and the Ford Foundation to oversee the
Supported Work experiment and accompanying research effort . As its name
implies , Supported Work emphasizes the delivery of support services within
the context of a public employment program targeted for severely economically disadvantaged groups, including long- ter m AFDC recipients.15 In
a 1981 article, Stanley Masters descrihed the Supported Work design and
philosophy:
The program is based on the premise that its participants can be successfully employed if they work in the
company of their peers under close supervision by technically qualified people who understand the work histories and personal backgrounds of the crew members .
The supervisors gradually increase standards of attendance, productivity , and performance until they resemble those of unsubsidized jobs. After 12 or 18
months, depending on the si te, participants are required to leave their Supported Work jobs whether or
not they have found other employment . Although parti cipants are expected to learn some occupation-specific
skills during the program, the emphasis is on the
development of work habits, basic work skills, and
motivation that will enhance employability. It is
expected that the participants, by succeeding at
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Supported Work jobs, can increase their self - confidence
with r ega rd to employment and can develop a work history that will distingu ish them from the re st of a
group that employers generally regard as poor
employment prospects.16
The National Supported Work Demonstration eclipsed any previous resear ch studies in work-welfare policy. Although supported work was designed and overseen by the MDRC, it was managed locally at fifteen sites
by fifteen separate nonpro fit co r porations . By the end of the demonstration, over ten thousand men and women had participated in Supported
Work.17 Expenditures for Support ed Work-- including public , philanthropic, and private sec tor funds--amount ed to $82.4 million, of which
about $11 million represented research cos ts.18 The MDRC Board of
Directors explained the significance of these research app r opria tions:
Early in the exploration, a consensus wa s reached among
the senior officials of the funding agencies and the
[MDRC] Board that the key requirement for the effective
conduct of the Supported Work Demons trat ion was a major
research effor t integrated into the basic program
structure. On ly in that way could reliable information
be developed about the program ' s performance and its
potential contribution in shap i ng national emplo yment
and social pol icy. Too many cos tly federal programs
had been established and explained without adequate
information about their effectiveness . Supported Work
sought to change thi s process: to acquire knowledge
before legislators had to decide whether a demonstration should be expanded into a national program.1 9
The $11 million was spent on a sophisticated research design that
included behavioral analysis, benefit-cost analysis , and process-documentation analysis. Although all of the results are not in , it appears
that the Supported Work produced positive results for the AFDC population
in all three research areas . Masters and Maynard reported that after a
two-year period, the emp loyment rate of experimentals was 20 pe r cent above
t ha t of controls, hours worked were 35 percent higher, and earnings were
approximately 50 percent higher.20 After specifying caveats about the
perils of cost- benefit analysis , Kemper, Long , and Thorton estimated a
postprogram earnings effect of over $9,000 pe r AFDC participant , with a
corresponding net benefit t o taxpayers . 21 Finally , nanzinger inte rviewed
thirty- four AFDC recipients from t wo Supported Work sites for her study
"Post-Program Changes in the Lives of AFDC Supported Work Participants : A
Qualitative Assessment," and found that ''for the ma jority , Supported Work
brought steadier jobs , higher wages and fri nge benefits , increased selfconfidence and independence ... 22
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SURVEY RESULTS:
Work-Welfare Program Options
In our survey of the states we asked the state welfare agencies to indicate
which options they had selected from those available to them under OBRA and
TEFRA. (See Appendix A for the survey questionnaire . ) We c lassi fied workwelfare program options available to the states as follows:
1. WIN . This program option denotes a continuation of the existing
WIN program , and a continuation of dual-agency administration by the
state's labor department and the state's welfare department . Twelve states
selected this option.
2. CWEP and WIN . This program type, though remaining with WIN and
its dual-ap,ency administration , has developed a CWEP (Workfare) program.
The CWEP program may be either administer ed by one or two agencies . Fifteen states selected this option.
3. Demonstration. This program has developed a WIN nemonstration
Project. At the very least, the state is testing single- agency administration of the WIN program (by the state's welfare department). Seven states
selected this option.
4. CWEP and Demonstration. This program has developed both a WIN
Demonstration Project and a CWEP prop.ram. Again, the CWEP may be either
administered by one or two agencies . Nine states selected this option.
Table 4. 1 shows the options selected by the forty- three states that
responded to our survey .
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Table 4. 1
Work-Welfare Program Options Selected by States from
Options Available under OBRA and TEFRA

WIN
( N "' 12)

Alaska
Connecticut
Hawaii
Indiana
Louisiana
Minnesota
Missouri
Montana
Oregon
Rhode Island
Tennessee
Wyoming

CWEP and WIN
(N

=

15)

California
Colorado
Georgia
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Ohio
New Mexico
New York
North Ca rolina
South Carolina
Utah
Vermont
Washington

Demonstration

=

(N

7)

Arizona
Florida
Maine
Nebraska
New Jersey
Texas
Wisconsin

CWEP and
Demonstration
(N ,. 9)

Alabama
Arkansas
Delaware
Michigan
Ok lahoma
Pennsylvania
South Dakota
Virginia
West Virginia

The first survey question asked if responding states perceived their
choice of program as a real policy shift--rather than a symbolic or reorganizational shift (see Table 4.2) .
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Table 4.2
Responses to the question : Since your state has selected at least one of
the options, does this indicate a shift away from WIN to a new type of
program?

Program

Yes

No

WIN

n. r.

n. a .

n .a.

n. a.

12

CWEP and
WIN

1

9

4

1

15

CWEP and
Demonstration

8

1

0

0

9

Demonstration

4

2

0

1

7

n.r .
n.a .

Undecided

No Response

Total

not relevant.

= not available .

Another survey question was designed to discover whether the state
shifted simply because of the funding uncertainties associated with WIN.
Responses to this question are tabulated in Table 4.3 .
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Table 4. 3
Responses to question: In your opinion, would an increase in federal fun<ls
for WIN prompt your state to develop WIN rather than other options?

Program

Yes

No

Undecided

WIN

n.r.

n.r.

n.r.

n.r.

12

CWEP and
WIN

6

4

5

0

15

CWEP and
Demonstrati on

0

6

3

0

9

Demonstration

0

5

1

1

7

n.r.

No Response

Total

= not relevant.

Program Service Packages
Although even states moving the furthest from WIN perceived their
changing programs was not related to funding uncertainties, the service
packages of the various program options are essentially the same. (See
Table 4 . 4.)
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Tahlc 4.4
Service Packages of Program

Program
Option

A

B

c

D

F

E

Option~

G

H

I

N • 11*

WIN

10

10

7

0

9

7

9

5

9

CWEP and
WIN

15

15

14

1

14

11

13

11

15

N

15

CWEP and
Demonstration

9

9

6

1

6

7

7

6

7

N

= 9

Demonstration

7

7

7

1

7

6

5

5

7

N

=

7

*one WIN state did not list its service package.
A Assistance to individuals in conducting their own job
R Assessment and evaluation activities
C = Dissemination of information on program activities to
D = Use of private employment agencies for pla cement
E
Transportation during job search
F
Job search ass is tance to applicants
G = Assignment of specific staff to develop contacts with
employers
H = Assignment of specific staff to develop contacts with
and nonprofit employers
I
Day car e during job search

searches
employers

private sector
public secto r

Patterns in Selection of Program Options
Although the differences in real terms between the options are largely
symboli c , it is worthwhile to note the patterns- - or lack of patterns--in
the selection of work-welfare program opt ions, which can be ranked along a
continuum with the Demonstration states the most willing to be innovative
in this area and the WIN states the least willing. If New Federalism
should be adopted and the states are "unleashed" to implement their own
programs, it would be useful to know if there is a discernible pattern by
which we could predict which classes of states would be innovative . We
selected four observation points: party affiliation, level of unemployment, AFDC benefit schedules , and pre-OBRA WIN perfo r mance as likely
indicators.
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Par t y Af fil iation. The notes in Cong r ess on wel fare reform do not
show a pronounced tendency for wel fa re to be a partisan issue. Neither the
party affiliation of the governor nor the dominate party in the legislature
was significantly associated with the option adopted .
Table 4 . 5
Party Aff iliation of Governor and Legislature
at Time of Option Choice

Governora
Program
Option

Legislatureb
Misc. or
Nonpartisan

No . of
States

Dem.

Rep .

Total

Dem.

Rep.

8

4

12

4

7

1

12

11

4

15

7

7

1

15

CWEP and
Demonstration

4

5

9

6

3

0

9

Demonstration

4

3

7

2

4

1

7

WIN
CWEP and
WIN

ax2
bx2

= 2 . 181 , d. f.3, sig p) . 50
= 2.576, d.f . 6 , sig p) . 70

Unemployment Rate . In general the differences in the options, insofar
as they are real , focused on the willingness of recipients to seek and find
work rather than on the availability of jobs . The demand side received
r elatively les s attention. It is clear , however , t hat supply side changes
a r e likely to be important only in a climate where there is a reasonable
chance for a job . We used a difference of means test to determine whether
unemployment results are associated with the option selected.
The states with Demonstration projects do have significantly lowe r
unemployment rates . This is a cheering result . States appear willing to
i nvest in change when the unemployment ra t e offer s an opportunity fo r
success.
AFDC Benefit Levels and Work-Welfa re Choice . In assessing state welfare programs attention has customarily been focused on the widely different benefits paid by the var ious states to their eligible poor. This
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difference reflects interstate inequities: it also, in a much less precise
way, reflects the capaci.ty and willingness of a state to be "generous" to
its poor . The political r heto ri c associated with the work-wel fa re plans
suggests that CWEP projects are conse rvative , if not positive. The
Demonstration projects have a reputation for being an innovative, if not
necessarily liberal, response to poverty . There are a significant number
of cross-cut ting themes but it i s nonetheless useful to examine the relationship between benefit levels and the work-welfare choice exercised by
the state. As can be seen in Tables 4 . 6-4.9, there is no significant
association except that the CWEP and Demonstration states have significantly lower benefits than the WIN states . We have used the benefit for a
family of three, the model size of an AFDC family .

Table 4.6
Unemp loyment Rates by Program Options

Program
Option

x

Standard
Deviation

N

WIN

9.608

2 . 682

12

CWEP and
WIN

9. 420

2 . 350

15

Demonstration

7.914

1. 687

7

10.956

3. 826

9

CWEP and
Demonstration

Win Performance before OBRA. It is certainly reasonable to expect
that a particular state's choice of option would be affected by the state's
prior success (or lack of success) with WIN , and comments written on the
questionnaire appeared to confirm this . However, a more objective evaluation of prior performance was not associated with the choices made.
We attempted to develop a measure of each state's WIN performance at
the time OBRA was passed in August 1981 . Our work in this area is based on
data found in the WIN Program Management Information Report for fiscal year
1981,23 and a methodology developed by Mitchell and his colleagues in
their 1980 s tudy Implementing Welfare Employment Proframs: An Institu~
tional Analysis of the Work Incentive (WIN) Program. 4 The Mitchell
study investigated the question of identifying the factors that separated
high-pe rforming WIN states from low- perfo rming WIN states . The data base
of this study wa s enormous--it inc luded interviews with national WIN
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Pr ogram
Option
WIN
CWEP and
WIN

Table 4. 7
Test of Difference of Means for Program Options

WIN

CWEP and
WIN

Demonstration

CWEP and
Demonstration

x
. 1836

x

Demonstrati on

1.595*

1. 616*

CWEP and
Demonstrati on

.81 36

.974

x
x

1. 899*

*significant at . 05 level.

Table 4. 8
AFDC Benefit Levels by Program Option/November 1981

Program
Option

X AFDC Benefit
to a Family with No
Other Income

Standard
Deviation

N

WIN

340.00

135.00

12

CWEP and
WIN

315 . 80

117. 60

15

Demonstration

281.43

114 . 15

7

CWEP and
Demonst ration

266. 44

100. 15

9
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Difference of Means Test fo r Program Options

Prog ram
Option

WIN

CWEP/WIN

Demonstration

CWEP and
Demonstration

WIN
CWEP and
WIN

. 471

Demonstration

.946

CWEP and
Demonstration

1. 363*

• 611

. 870

. 2 57

*signif i cant demonstration at <.1 0) . 05 .
Note: When other combinations are tested, e .g., CWEP and CWEP and WIN vs.
Demonstration WIN, or Demonst r ation vs . other choices, no signi f icant
diff erenc es of mean emer ge: benefit schedules are apparently uncoo rdinated
with the pr ogram option.

officials, a survey of all state WIN coordinators, an in- depth study of 10
sta te WIN programs, visits t o 32 local WIN units, and data gathered from
214 local WIN programs . Based on this exhaustive research, Mit chell's report identi fie d four main measures of per fo rmance "which refle c t the current bala nced mission of WIN to find jobs fo r as many registrants as possible while also increasing the wage level and dura tion of those jobs . "
The fou r measures were the
number of job entries per s taff,
average j ob entry wage ,
retention rate, and
average monthly welfare grant reduction.
Next the Mitchell study standardized the measures to permit state- tostate comparisons by adjus ting the measures to take into account differences in labor caseload siz e:
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To permit meaningful comparisons we ha<l to standar<lize
these measures. Job entry performance thus ht-c amE> a
productivity measure--job entries per staff . Welfare
grant reductions were standardized by divi<ling gross
welfare savings by the product of the numher of registrants in a program and that state ' s average welfare
grant. This created an actual-versus-potential type
performance measure.
Standardization was also required for a third measure-job entry wage rates . Statistical analysis indicated
that WIN job entry wage rates were systematically related to state prevailing wage rates •••• We standardized this measure by dividing the average WIN job entry
wage rate by the prevailing wage rate. Thus, it
measured the degree to which WIN wage rates approached
the state labor prevailing wage. The remaining performance measure-retention rate required no standardization . (It is) defined by the WIN program as the proportion of those placements expected to last 30 days or
more that actually last that long.25
After standardizing the four performance measures, the foliowing equation
was derived for the "overall effectiveness" of a state ' s WIN program:
Overall effectiveness

A
+ B
+ C
+ D

(Retention rate)
(Job entries per staff)
(Standardized job entry wage)
(Standardized welfare savings)

The constants A, B, C, and n represent the weight that each of the four
performance variables was given in the WIN allocation formulas of the late
1970s.
Our eq uat ion for the overall effectiveness of a state's WIN program at
the time of the passage of OBRA is identical to the ahove formula. All of
the information for our measures was developed from federal WIN data as of
Septembe r 1, 1981, except for the prevailing state wage, which was taken
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics data as of October 1, 1981 . More
accurately defined, this term represents a measure of a state ' s WIN performance at the time that state offic i als began considering OBRA workwelfare options.
The results of the comparison of this "objective" WIN score and choice
are given in Table 4 . 10.
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Table 4.10
WIN Performance Score by Program Option before OBRA

Program
Option

Standard Deviation

Mean Score

N

WIN

309 . 89

47 . 26

12

CWEP and
WIN

338.05

111.45

15

CWEP and
Oemonstration

296.61

72. 11

9

Demonstrati on

343.51

65.83

7

Table 4. 11
Difference of Means t Test for Program Options

Program
Option

CWEP and WIN

CWEP and
Demonstration

WIN

CWEP and
WIN
CWEP and
Demonstration

1.057

WIN

. 853

.457

Demonstration

.136

1.269
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1.105

Demonstration

Conclusions
All of our statistical tables indicate that there is no prP. c isc pattPrn for choice of programs among the states. Though the New Federalism
initiative has been at least temporarily blocked, Congress, through OBRA
and TEFRA, has ceded the states broad flexibility in designing new employment programs for AFDC applicants and recipients. This set of options
caught the states by surprise, and because they had little experience to
rely on, it was diffi cult for them to develop programs even from a small
set of options. In the relatively short space of time available, the
states selected options because they had to. The lack of substantive
differences between the programs developed and the lack of pattern in the
way the states selected options indicates, we believe, the unpredictability
of results likely to occur if and when the states are given more freedom.
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Chapter 4

APPENDIX

APPENDIX A
Survey:

Work Proqrams for AFDC

Reci~ients

Ottions-description
T e Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981, and the Tax Equity
and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 have allowed states
the following basic options for the development of employment programs for AFDC recipients. Please check those
listed that your state has either adopted, planned or
decided to continue as of February 1, 1983.
Community Work Experience Program (CWEP)
----WIN Demonstration Program
----Wor k Supplementation Program (Part 239 of Final A~DC
----Regulations - February 5, 1982)
Continuation of existing WIN Program

(Please attach any relevant information that miqht describe
your existinq and proposed programs in more detail.)

II.

WIN Proqram
The 1 81 and '82 options provide a departure from the
continuation of the WIN proqram. In reference to the
effectiveness of WIN in your state:
1.

In your opinion, has the program proven to be
Verv successful
---Successful
---Undecided
---unsuccessful
----very unsuccessful
----Other (Please explain briefly)

What are the major reasons for your opinion?
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2.

In an attempt to a id participa nts in achievi ng selfsufficiency , WI N i ncludes objectives for t raining a s
well as performance standards related to p lacement.
On the following continuum, please check the degree
to which your state has emphasized one or t he o t her.
Neutral
Placement

Training

(Please comment briefly and/or attach material on job
placement and retention rates for the past two vears
(either fiscal or calendar).)

If your state has decided to continue a WH! prO<;Jrarn,
without any adoption of other options listed previously
from 1 81 or ' 82, please proceed to section III. If no t.
please proceed to the next question.

3.

Since your state has selected to develop at least one
of the options, does this indicate a shift away from WIN
to a new type of program?
Yes
- - No
--Undecided
If "ves" , has the shift been a direct result of a lack
of federal fundin9 for the program?

4.

I n your opinion , would an increase in federal funds
for WIN prompt your state to develop l'7IN rather than
other options?
Yes
--No
- - Undecided

12 6

III.

Rationale
-- ---· -·-for ·· -Program
·-- Since states now have flexibility to develop varied types
of work programs, it is important t o understand why individual
states have selected to pursue one course over another (e.g.,
CWEP v. WIN Demo. program) . Please comment as to why your state has
developed or plans to devel op its particular option(s) to the
WIN f ormat. What factors and rationale(s) were significant in
that selection process? Al s o , if your state has selected not to
develop options, please disucuss the reasons why.

(If your state has selected not t o develop any options, please
proceed to section V. Otherwise, please continue to the next
page.)
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IV.

Development of Options - "New" Program
l.

With the development of options to the current WIN
program, which of the following are objectives of the
"new" program?
(Please check)
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

2.

Immediate placement
--Deterrence to those who rnight apply for AFDC
--Development of good work habits
--Job training for the short term (less than six
--months)
·
Job training for the lonq term (six months or
--longer)
·
Reduction of caseloads
~Other (Please explain briefly)

Please indicate the importance of the above objectives
to your agency's program.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
A.
B.

c.
D.
E.
F.
G.

3.

Very Important
Important
Undecided
Unimportant
Very Unimportant

Immediate placeMent
Deterrence to those who rniqht applv for AFDC
Development of good work habits
--Job training for the short terT'\ (less than six
--months)
Job training for the long term (six rnonths or
--longer)
·
Reduction of caseloads
--Other (Please explain briefly)

In regards to client participation in the "new" prograrn:
A.

Who is eligible?
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4.

B.

Is job search a component of your program?
is it mandatory, and for whom?

If so,

c.

Does the program attempt to differentiate (or tarqet)
particular subsets of the eliqible population? If
so, in what way?

Please indicate the extent to which you believe day =a~e
services in your state are currently sufficient to
enable AFDC recipients to obtain and continue in el!lploy ment.
Very sufficient
- - Sufficient
--Undecided
- - I nsufficient
- -very insufficient
- -Other ~Please explain br i efly)

If less than sufficient, what steps, if anv, are beinq
taken t o remedy the situation?

5.

How is the "new" program funded? What is the ratio
between federal and state revenue support for it?
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V.

Linkages to Employment
i.

Public service jobs may be defined as those provided
within the structure of goverrunent or non-profit
organizations. Are such jobs provided by your proqrarn?
If so, what types of jobs?

2.

Concerning placement of recipients in private sector
employment, what types of jobs are provided in your
state? (Please explain briefly)
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3.

The '81/ '82 options, together with recent pas sage of
the Job Training Partnership Act, enable states to
integrate various employment services. On the following
pages , services are listed under each type of basic
format (CWEP, WIN Demo., Work Supplementation, and
existing WIN) . Please check those services that are
offered in conjunction with your particular proqran or
programs for AFDC recipients only . For example , if
your state has a CWEP program as well as a WIN Demo.
program, check those services under those programs only.
Skip over those prograns that do not apply to your state.
A.

Community Work Experience Proqram (CWEP)
Which of the followinq services are offered in
conjunction with your program? Please check .
(Some may overlap . )
1.

Job Search
Assistance to the individual in conducting
--his/her own job search.
Assessment and evaluation activities.
--Dissemination of information on program
----activities to employers.
Use of private employment agencies for
- -placement .
Transportation during job search.
- - Job search assistance to apolicants.
----AssignMent of s pecific staff to develop
---contacts with private sector employers.
Assignment of specific staff to develop
----contacts with public sector and/or nonprofit employers.
~D ay care during job search .

2.

Job Counseling/ Agency Assistance
Vocational exploration
----Outreach to make individuals aware of
----and enc ourage use of employment and
training activities.
Day care.
----Transportation.
----Job placement activities .
----Dis semination of information on p ro~r arn
----activities to employers.
Job clubs.
----Counse linq on proper work habits and
----attitudes:
Vocatio nal exploration.
----Development of job openings in the private
- s ec t or.
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3.

Education/Training
Classroom occupational skill training
--(provides skills for specific jobs - e.g.,
clerical work) .
Classroom basic educational training (focus
--on general skills - e.g., preparation for
high school equivalency degrees) .
On-the-job traininq (focus on specific
--occupational skills) .
Work experience (focus on work habits and
--attitudes rather than specific job skills).
Programs of advanced career trainin? \,·hich
--provide a forMal combination of on-the-job
and institutional training.
_ _Training programs operated by the private
sector.
_ _Upgrading and retraining.
Education to work transition activities .
--Pre-apprenticeship programs.
===:special training programs for adults and
youth (age 16-21).
Special training programs for recently
--dislocated workers. ·
_ _Specific training for "hiqh-tech" positions
(e.g., co~puter prograITU!\inq and/or operation,
electronics).
_ _On-site industry specific trainino proarams
supportive of industrial and economic
development.
Customized training conducted with a comrnit--ment by employer or group of employers to
hire an individual upon successful completion
of that training.

4.

Other (Please explain briefly)

(If your state has a WIN Der.lo., Work Supplementation
program, or a continuation of basic WIN - please
continue to the next page. Otherwise, proceed to
section VI . )
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B.

WIN Demonstration Proqrarn
Which of the following services are offered in
conjunction with your program? Please check.
(Some may overlap)
1.

Job Search
Assistance to the individual in conducting
--his/her own j ob search.
·
Assessment and evaluation activities.
Dissemination of information on program
activities to employers.
Use of private emplovment aqencies for
--placement.
-·
·
_ _Transportation during job search.
_ _Job search assistance to applicants.
Assignment of specific staff to develoo
--contacts with private sector employers~
_ _AssignP.'lent of specific staff to develop
contacts with public sector and/or nonprofit employers.
Day care durinq. job search .

--

2.

Job Counseling/Agency Assistance
Assessment and evaluation activities.
--Outreach to make individuals aware of
--and encourage the use of employment and
training activities.
Day care.
--Transportation.
--Job placement activities .
--Subsidized employment with p ublic or non--profit organization .
Subsidized employment with nonproprietary
--day care centers.
Subsidized employment with private sector
- - ( f o r profit) organizations .
Dissemination of inf ornation on program
--activities to employers.
Job clubs.
--Counseling on proper work habits and attitudes.
--vocational exploration.
--Development of job openin~s in the private
--sector.

13 3

3.

Education/Tra ining
Classroom occunational skill training

~~(provides skilis for specific jobs - · e.~.,

clerical work).
Classroom basic educational training
~~ (focus on general skills - e.g., preparation
for high school equivalency deqrees).
On-the-job traininq (focus on specific
~~occupational skills).
Work experience (focus on work habits and
~~at titudes rather than specific job skills).
Proqrams of advanced career trainina which
~~provide a formal co~ination of on-the - job
and institutional traininq.
~~Training programs operated by the private
sector.
Uparadino and retrainina.
~~Education to work transition activities.
~~Pre-apprenticeship programs.
~~Special traininq programs for adults and
--youth (aqe 16-2i).
Special training programs for recently
~~dislocated workers.
Specific training for "hiqh -tech" positions
~~(e.g., computer proaramMinq and/or operation,
electronics) .
~~On-site industry specific trainina procrams
supportive of industrial and economic
development.
Customized traininq conducted with a comrnit~~ment by employer or qroup of employers to
hire an indi v idual upon successful completion
of that training.
4.

Other (Please explain briefl y)

(If your state has a Work Supplementation proqr~,
or a continuation of basic WIN - please continue to
the next page. Otherwise, proceed to section VI.)
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C.

Work Supplementation Proqram
Which of the followinq services are offered in
conjunction with your program? Please check.
(Some may overla~.)
1.

Job Search
Assistance to the individual in conductinq
- -his / her own j ob search.
Assessment and evaluation activities.
- -Dissemination of information on prooram
--activities to emplovers.
·
Use of private employment agencies for
--placement.
Transportation durinq j ob search .
- -Job search assistance to aoolicants.
--Assignment of s pecific staff to develo~
- -contacts with private sector eMployers.
Assignment of specific staff to develop
- -contacts with public sector and/or nonprofit employers .
Dav care durinq job search

-- -

2.

Job Counseling/Agency As sistance
Assessment and evaluation activities.
- -Outreach t o Make individuals aware of
--and encouraq e the use of emp loyment and
training activities.
Day care.
--Transportation.
- -Job placement activities.
--Subsidized employment with public or non--profit organization.
Subsidized employment with nonproprietarv
- --day care centers .
Subsidized employment with private sector
- - (for - profit) organizations.
Dissemination of information on prooram
activities to employers.
,Job clubs.
--Counselin~ on proper wo rk habits and
--attitudes.
Vocational exploration .
- - Development of job openinqs in the private
--sector.
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3.

Education/Traininq
Classroom occupational skill training
--(provides skills for specific jobs e.g., clerical work).
Classroom basic educational traininq (focus
--on general skills - e.g., preparation for
high school equivalency deqrees).
On-the-job trainina (focus on specific
--occupational skills).
·
Work experience (focus on work habits and
--attitudes rather than specific job skills ) .
Prograzns of advanced career traininq whic h
--provide a formal combination of on-the-job
and institutional trainina.
Training proqrams operated bv the private
--sector.
Upgrading and retraininq.
--Education to work transition activities.
--Pre-apprenticeship proqrams.
--Special traininq programs for adults and
--youth (age 16 to 21).
Special traininq programs for recently
--dislocabed workers.
_ _Specific training for "high-tech" positions
(e.g., computer prograrnming and/ or operation,
electronics).
___On-sit~ industry specific traininq prog rams
sup~ortive of industrial and economic
development.
Customized traininq conducted with a coITIJT\it---ment by eMployer or group of employers to
hire a~ individual upon successful coMpletion
of that training.

4.

Other (Please explain briefly)

(If your state has selected to continue the basic
WIN program - please continue to the next paqe.
Otherwise, proceed to section VI.)
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D.

Existing WIN Prograrrl
Which of the followina services are offered in
conjunction with your program? Please check.
(Some may overlap.)
1.

Job Search
Assistance to the individual in conducting
--his/her own job search.
·
Assessment and evaluation activities.
--Dissemination of inforJT\ation on proararn
--activities to employers.
·
Use of private employment aaencies for
--placement.
Transportation during job search .
Job search assistance to applicants.
Assignment of specific staff to develop
--contacts with private sector ernplovers.
Assiqnrnent of specific staff to develop
--contacts with public sector and/or nonprofit employers.
Day
care during. job search.
--

2.

Job Counseling/Agency Assistance
Assessment and evaluation activities.
---Outreach to make individuals aware of and
---encourage the use of emplovrnent and
training activities.
Day care.
---Transportation.
----Job placement activities.
---Subsidized employment with public or non----profit organization.
Subsidized employment with nonproprietary
---day care centers.
Subsidized employment with private sector
- - - (for profit) or?anizations.
Dissemination of information on proqram
--activities to emplo~rers.
Job clubs .
---Counselina on proper work habits and
--attitudes ~

Vocational exploration.
--Development of job openinqs in the private
--sector.
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3.

Education/Trainina
Classroom occupational skill training
--{provides skills for specific jobs e.a., clerical work).
Classroom basic educational training
--{focus on ~eneral skills - e.g., preparation
for high school equivalency degrees).
On-the-job trainina {focus on specific
--occupational skills).
Work- experience {focus on work habits
---and attitudes rather than specific job
skills).
Proqrams of advanced career training which
--provide a formal combination of on-the- j ob
and institutional training.
Training programs operated by the private
--sector.
Upgrading and retraining.
---Education to work transition activities.
---Pre-apprenticeship programs.
---Special training programs for adults and
--youth (age 16-21).
Special training programs for recently
---dislocated workers.
Specific training for "hiqh-tech" positions
---(e.g., computer prog ramming and/or o peration,
electronics) .
On-site industry specific trainina proqrams
---supportive of industrial anc economic
development.
Customized traininq conducted with a cornmit---ment by employer or qroup of employers to
hire an individual upon successful completion
of that training.

4.

Other (Please explain brieflv)

(If your state has selected to develop a "new"
program (CWEP, WIN Demo., or Work Supplementation)
please continue to section VI. Otherwise, refer
to the final page of the survey.)
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VI.

"New" Program Evaluation
1.

Has your state compiled any data for its " new" program(s)?
(Data migh t include: number of registrants, percentage o:
registrants who have entered employme~t, employment retention rates, percentage of registrants placed in employnent,
number of grant closures and related savings, and the number of grant reductions and related savings.)
Yes
No

If "yes'', PLEASE ATTACH any relevant reports or information.
If your state has a WIN Demo. project, please attach form
SSA - 4769 entitled "Revised Report: Quarterly \\IIN !')eno:-i stration Program Report" .

If you answered "no" to the previous question, the sur vey
is complete .
Please refer to the final page.
answered "yes", please continue.

2.

In your opinion, has the "new" program (s) i n you~- state
yielded a significant number of grant closures in A~DC?
Yes
No
Undecided

3.

If you

(Please explain briefly)

In your opinion, has the "new " prograrn(s) yielded a
significant ~umber of grant reductio~s?
Yes
- -No
--Undecided (Please explain briefly)
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Thank you for your cooperation in filling out the survey.
Please feel free to use the remaining space for any additional
information or corrunen ts that you feel may be pertinent to our
research.
I would like a surrunary of the results of this s urvey.
Mail to :
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Chapter 5
LONG-TERM HOME HEALTH CARE
THE USE OF THE 2176 WAIVER IN 1981-82
Alan Eugene Gambrell
Marion Brade Shofner
Charles Norman Vaughn
Catherine Zeller

INTRODUCTION
The traditional response to the long- term health care needs of the
Merli ca id-eligible elderly has been to turn to the traditional nursing home
either for intermediate care facilities (ICF) or skilled nursing facilities
(SNF). This response has been criticized not only in terms of the adequa cy
of both the medical and the nonmedical care provided, but also in terms of
the social appropriateness of nursing home care and the costs involved.
This policy problem will become more acute as the elderly population grows
and the inflation rate in the nursing home industry continues to rise. The
current population of persons over 65 is 25 million: by the end of the century those over 65 will number 32 mil li on. Most of this increase--five of
the seven million-- will be in the post-75 age group , the population most
likely to be in need of long-term care.
ALTERNATIVES TO NURSING HOMES
In the interest of investigating home health ca re concepts, the LongTerm Care Group undertook a review of Section 2176 of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981 (P.L . 97-35; amending Section 1915 (c) of
the Social Security Act) . Section 2176 allows states to waive certain
Medicaid regulations in o rder to encourage development of home health care
demonstration pro .i ects . Regulations waived incl ude, but are not limited
to, requirements that services be provided statewide and that services be
provided to all eligible population groups.
The 2176 waiver applications of eight states were examined in order to
assess a sampling of state implementation of home health care programs .
The eight states under analysis are Florida, Georgia , Iowa, Minnesota, Mis souri, Rhode Island , Texas , and Utah. Availability of information was the
primary determinant of states selected for analysis.
The argument for home health care as a desirable alternative to instituti onal care is based on four assumptions :
1. home health care provirles a better quality of life for the frail
elderly,
2 . home health care is a more proper health care response to the
long-te rm health care needs of those elderly not requiring a n institutional
level of care,
3. expanding home health ca re will result in rerlucerl rates of institutionalization, and

4.

home health care is a cost- effective alterna tive to institutional

care. l
It is in the third and fourth assumptions that uncertainties exist.
The Section 2176 program is based on the concept of diverting from nursing
homes those elderly who are ' at risk ' of institutionalization who are
improperly institutionalized. It is es timated that from 10 to 20 percent
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of the insti.tutlonalizccl E'lclerly arE' improperly ~lacccl in nursing homC"s ;rn<i
co11l<i heneflt from home he.:tlth services insteacl.
However , a pop11l<ltlon
of elderly exists that constit11tes a potential demand for home health care,
which could have an adverse effect on the 2176 intention to reduce aggregate costs . 3
Unforeseen Demand for Home Health Ca re Services
Currently 70 to 89 percent of home health care is provided by the
family . 4 With government home health care now available, family members
may be discouraged from continuing to provide care for their elderly.S
They may choose to transfer the task of care to the government. Those
elderly not now using any form of health care also may decide to take advantage of home hea lth care. Thus used , home health care would become a
complement to rather than a substitute for nursing home care.
Development of Home Health Care under Medicaid
Home health care has not developed extensively under Medicaid because
of both supply and demand effects.
First , income eligihility standards
for Medicaid are often lower for nursing home recipients than for reci pients of home health ca re, which prevents some elderly from becoming
eligible for Medicaid payment for care in their own home . 6 Second, the
reimbursement rate for Medicaid home health care in some states is below
the full cost of care, which discourages service providers from taking
Medicaid patients .
Two types of home ca re services--home health and personal care--are
identified in Medicaid regulations (excepting Section 217 6). Home health
ca re services were optional under the original 1965 Medicaid Act. In 1967 ,
a Medicaid amendment specifically required " ' home health services fo r any
indivi dual who , under the state plan , is entitled to skilled nursing facil ity services. ' HEW • • • interpreted the 1967 amendment to mean that Home
Health Care is a mandatory service for all persons eligible for nursing
home service in a state (i.e., all categorically needy persons over twentyone i f a state covers them for Skilled Nursing Facility [SNF] services) . "
Evidently , the mandatory requirement has not been enforced.7 Home health
services are defined as including:
periodic and intermittent nursing service (RN or LPN)
and/or personal care services by a home health aide,
and medical items limited to certain types of supplies
(drugs and biologicals are exclude d), appliances, and
durable medical equipment (DME) suitable for use in the
home and listed on the HRS Schedule of Allowable Home
Health Services . Skilled professional servi ces include
administering medication which canno t be self-administered, changing catheters and dressings; professional
observation and evaluation; physical, occupational, and
speech therapy assistance with daily living skills and
medical equipment (DME).8
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Personal Care Services, optional under Medicaid regulations, involve a
level of home health ca re less merll cal tn nature. The purpose of personal
care is to provide long-term maintenance or supportive physical care in a
person ' s home as an alternative to institutionalization. Personal care
services include such tasks as
personal hygiene , dressing, feeding , household tasks
purely incidental to the patient's health care needs.
Personal care services should usually be prescribed
only in cases where the patient needs no highly skilled
or technical care. 9
Demonstration Projects or Policy Research
The home health care concept under Medicaid has traditionally been
approached by .the states on a demonstration project basis. Section 1115 of
the Social Security Act was the earliest legislation authorizing demonstration projects . While not specifically geared toward home health care
(nor toward Medicaid in particular), a number of states established Section
1115 demonstration projects. A demonstration project is intended as the
name implies to demonstrate the feasibility of a policy approach. Since
the home health ca re concept is rife with policy uncertainties, a question
exists as to whether "demonstration" is an appropriate instrument for
policy analysis.
Analysis of Waiver Reques ts
States are moving cautiously in applying for Section 2176 waivers .
Most states are limiting services to a specif ic geographical location and a
limited group of recipi ents . In the eight waivers examined in this study,
the waiver requests were to limit services to a specific geographical location or a limited number of recipients, but states were not limited to one
waiver request. Several states have submitted additional waiver requests
emphasizing different services, different geographical locations, and different groups of recipients .
Under this legislation, home and community-based services are available to a recipient while the person is not a patient in an institutional
setting. Texas interpreted the intent of Congress and received approval
from the Health Care Financing Administration to begin case management
services for some recipients prior to discharge from an institution. Minor
home adaptions, such as wheel- chair access, were adopted under the Texas
waiver project . If a recipient of minor home-adaptation services has not
received these services prior to discharge, the individual ' s plan of care
could not include home and community-based services as an option.lo
A majority of the states have had to submit additi onal information
prior to approval of their waiver pro gram. The Intergovernmental Health
Policy Pr oject, Geo r ge Washington Univers ity, found that waiver requests
were returned or denied for the following reasons:
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1. When the State does not work closely with the Regional
HCFA office, the quality of the request is lower .
2 . Necessary information was omitted from the waiver request because there is not established format under Section
2176 .
3.

Federally required state assurances are not explicit.

4. Alternative services are not fully defined in terms of
avoiding institutionalization, particularly those services besides the seven mentioned in the legislation.

5. Supporting documents, such as provider standards, are
not included.
6. The average per capita costs under the waiver exceed the
ave r age per capita costs for institutionalization.11
Section 2176 of P.L. 97 - 35 added new pr ovisions to Social Security Act
(Section 1915[c)) amending Medicaid regulations to permit states to offer ,
under a waiver from the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, the
wide array of home and community-based services that an individual may need
in order to avoid institutionalization. The purpose of the law is to provide an incentive for beneficiaries to remain in the community by providing
supportive care at home, rather than making it available to them only in an
institution.
The policy guidelines for Section 2176 waiver projects--published in
the October 1, 1981, issue of the Federal Register--serve as the basis for
our interpretation of the legislation.
Definition of Services. Congress defined home and community- based
services for which a waiver may be granted in the following way:
1. 'Case management ' is a system under which responsibility
for locating , coordinating and monitoring a group of services
rests with a designated person or organization.
2 . 'Homemaker services' consist of general household activities (meal preparation and routine household care) provided
by a trained homemaker when the individual regularly responsible
for these activities is temporarily absent or unable to manage
the home and care for himself or others in the home.
3 . 'Home health aid services ' include the performance of
simple procedures such as the extension of therapy services, personal care, ambulation and exercise, household services essential to health care at home , assistance with medications that are
ordinarily self-administered, reporting changes in the patient ' s
condition and needs , and completing appropriate records.
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4. 'Personal care services ' are defined in the Medicaid
program as the services furnished to a r ecipient in his or her
home that are prescribed by a physician in accordance with t he
recipient ' s plan of treatment and provided by an individual who
is
(i)

(ii)
(iii)

Qual ified;
Supervised by a registered nurse; and
Not a member of the recipient ' s family .

S. ' Adult day health services' are defined in the legislative history as encompassing ' both health and social services
needed to insur e the optimal functioning of the client, as wel l
as habilitation services suitable for the ca r e of the mentally
retarded and the developmentally disabled.' Title XX now pays
for individual meals provided as part of adult day health se rvices. This approach was also adopted by the Health Care Financing Administration fo r Section 1915(c) services.
6. 'Habilitation services' encompasses both health and social services needed to insure optimal functioning of the mentally r etarded and developmentally disabled.
7. 'Respite care ' is given to an individual who is unable
to care for him/herself and provided on a short- term basis to the
i ndividual because of the absence or need fo r relief of those
pe rsons normally pr oviding care. Respite care services may be
provided in the individual ' s home or in a facility approved by
the State such as a hospital , nursing home, foste r home or community residential facility . Congress intended respite care
services to include full -t ime , short-term institutional care with
room and boa r d.
8. 'Other services '--A State may r eq uest approval from the
Health Care Financing Administration to provide other home and
community based services not listed in the legislation. These
services may include, but are not limited to, nursing care, medical equipment and supplies, physical and occupational therapy ,
speech pathology and audiology, and minor physical adaptations to
the home . A State must demonstrate in its waiver request that
the service is cost effective, described in detail , and assure
the Health Care Financing Administration that the service is
necessary to avoid institutionalization . 12
Waive r Request Requirements. A waiver application must describe each
service offered under the waiver progam and indicate who would be eligible
to receive each service. All beneficiaries must be eligible for intermediate care or skilled nursing care in the waiver request with each individual being provided a plan of care. Who prepares the plan of ca re, who
will pr ovide the services , who prescribes the plan of care, the f requency
and the type of provider to f urnish the services must be included as well
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as the qualifications of the person delive ring the services .
agency has discretion of writing care plans.

The state

State Assurances . The 1915(c) legislation specifical ly states that
the waiver requests would not be approved unl ess certain
1. 'Necessa ry safeguards' have been taken to protect the
health and welfare of the beneficiaries receiving the services.
Applications must include adequate standards for provider pa r ticipation; what the safeguards are; how they will be developed and
implemented; how they satisfy the statute; and how licensure or
certification requirements will he met .
2 . ' Individual assessments ' - - Congress clearly intended services to be made available only to individuals who had been determined to need in-patient SNF or ICF services in the absence of
the alternative noninstitutional services . A copy of the written
assessment instrument to be used, how the assessments are to be
made, and by whom must be provided.
3.
'Informing beneficiaries of choice '--Beneficiaries
determined to be likely to require an SNF or ICF level of care
must be informed of the feasible alternatives and given a choice
as to which type of services to receive. That integrity of
patient choice must be preserved is the i ntent of Congress.
4. ' Average per capita expenditures' --Congress was concerned about the total expenditure of all medical assistance for
services to individuals. Assurance must be given that the
average per capita expenditure under the waiver does not exceed
the average per capita expenditure that would have been made
under the State plan had the waiver not been granted. The
estimates are to be based on the following 2176 cost formula:
Waive red
(A x B)

(F + H)

+

(C x D)

Nonwaiver ed

<

x G) +

(F

(F

+

(H x I)

H)

where:
A = the estimated number of beneficiaries who would receive the
level of care provided in an SNF, ICF, or ICF for the mentally
retarded under the waiver .
B = the estimated Medicaid payment pe r eligible Medicaid user of
such institutional care.
C = the estimated number of beneficiaries who would receive home
and community- based services under the waiver or other noninsti tutional alternative services included under the State plan.
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D = the estimated Medicaid payment per eligible Medicaid use r of
such home and community- based services .
F a the estimated number of beneficiaries who would likely receive the level of care provided in an SNF, !CF, or !CF/MR in
the absence of the waiver .
G the estimated Medicaid payment per eligible Medicaid user of
such institutional care.
2

H = the estimated number of beneficiaries who would receive any
of the noninstitutional , long- term care services otherwise provided under the State plan as an alternative to institutional
care.
I = the estimated Medicaid payment per eligible Medicaid user of
the noninstitutional services referred to in H.
S. 'Annual report on impact' --Information on the impact of
the waiver on the type and amount of services provided under the
State plan on health and welfare of the beneficiaries must be
submitted annually by the State to the Health Care Financing Administration.
ELIGIBILITY
There is considerable diversity in the range of clients made eligible
for home health care under the waivers we have studied. Eligibility criteria range along a continuum, from the most general provision of care to
the categorically eligible to service provision to those discharged from
specific hospitals. Standards selected reflect the targeting efforts of
states to provide services to specific client populations. Eligible gr oups
may inc l ude the aged , mentally retarded, and developmentally disabled defined as being 'at risk' of institutionalization in a skilled nursing
facility (SNF) or an intermediate care facility (!CF) . These facilities
are defined as follows:
Ski lled Nursing Facility. A patient requires skilled
nursing services or skilled rehabilitation services on
a daily basis , which as a practical matter can be provided only in a skilled nursing facility on an in- pa tient basis; the patient requires care and services
which cannot be provided without professional nursing
services available on a 24- hour basis; the patient
requires physician attention at least every 30 days.
Intermediate Care Facility. The patient ' s health needs
require constant supervision in an institutional setting to prevent deterioration/disability; physician
attendance for the individual is requi r ed at least every 60 days unless justified otherwise and documented
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by the attending physici an ; and nursing care is under
the dire c tion o{ a registere d nurse or licensed practical nurse.13
The reason for such a wide range of eligibility standards is the degree of
experimentation and diversity encouraged by the unstructured character of
2176 regulations.
The selection of eligibility standards is indicative of the approach
states are undertaking in identifying the 'at risk ' population. Determination of 'at risk' status can occur at
The hospital. However, it may be too late for home health care to
properly address needs because fairly severe phy s ical deterioration
may have already taken place.
The nursing home. This is the point at which physical deterioration is most likely to have already occurred.
The home. Yet, the danger is greatest here that services would be
provided to those elderly not actually ' at risk ' of institutionalization.
For example, Florida's 2176 program covers Institutional Care Program
(ICP) clients--those eligible for Medicaid due solely to their impending
placement in a medical institution. Income levels for I CP eligible clients
cannot exceed 300 percent of the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) level.
ICP eligihility is in accordance with the 2176 requirement that services be
provided those facing institutionalization.
Eligibility standards are also a measure of the control a state wishes
to exercise over the client population served. Rhode Island's eligibility ·
covers patients from two hospitals that are deemed 'at risk' and likely to
benefit from home health care . This standard provides a more controlled
environment from which to draw home health care clients.
Following is a listing of the eligibility criteria for our eight - state
sample:
1. Florida. Categori cally eligible (AFDC, SSI), aged, physically
disabled, developmentally disabled (for the MR aspect of the waiver, which
was not addressed in this report), 300 percent of the SSI level , ICP.
2.
3.
area).

Georgia.
Iowa.

Categorically eligible.

Medicaid-eligible residents of Scott County , Iowa (an urban

4. Minnesota . Categorically eligible, medically needy.
excludes those already in an institution.
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Specifically

5. Missouri . Categori cally eligible, 65 an<l ol<ler, r e sidents of the
pilot areas. Financial eligibility includes income of $264 or less per
month, with a "spend down" considered thereafter.
6. Rhode Island.
hospitals.

Aid to the aged, blind , and disabled (ABO) from two

7. Texas. Categorically eligible aged (65+), must meet rehabilita tive criter ion (i.e., have the potential to be rehabilitated), residents of
Potter and Randall Counties (Amarillo) .
8. Utah. Categorically eligible , medically needy , coverage limited
to Salt Lake City and Wasatch Front areas.
DEFINITION OF HOME HEALTH CARE SERVICES
Case Management
There is a similar diversity in the services being offered under the
waiver request. Seven of the eight states reviewed offer case management
under the waivered services. Definition of the term is quite uniform in
each state. Basic components include responsibility for locating and
coordinating clients with community services, documentation, reevaluation
of plan of care, maintaining provider contacts, discharge determination ,
and planning.
Homemaker Chore Service
Five of the eight states studied offer homemaker services. Specifics
of the service differ from state to state . However, the services involved
are so general in nature that these diffe r ences may , in practice , be negligible. For example , Minnesota includes provi sions of "social and emotional support" in conjunction with personal care, money management ,
nutritional care, and home safety practices.
Conversely , homemaker services component s are personal hygiene assistance; housekeeping; meal planning, preparation, and shopping; and communi cating problems to case manager s. Rhode Island's definition is very similar to Utah's definition and even more specific. All states require that
the person providing the services receive training.
Home Health Aide Services
.Home health aide service is offered by three of the surveyed states :
Florida, Ge~rgia, and Utah . Home health aide services are medical in nature. Utah s service components include personal care , ambulation and exercise , household services essential to home health care, assistance with
self - administered medication , and tracking and recording clients, conditions . A registered nurse supervises the services provided.
Florida offers a service that fits the Health
d H
s
an
uman ervices de finition of the home health aide service but is
11 d H
h
,
ca e
ea 1 t Support
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Services . The Florida service definition is vague but in accordance with
HHS guidelines is medical in nature. Home health aide services responsibilities may overlap with the cheaper homemaker chore services and for this
reason are not as widely offered.
Personal Care
Personal ca re services are offered by five of the eight states studied
(Flor ida, Georgia, Texas , Utah, and Minnesota) . As defined by the Medicaid
guidelines, personal care services are prescribed by a physician and supervised by a registered nurse. Texas views personal care (in general terms)
as protective oversight to the medically needy without specif i caton of responsibilities. Utah and Florida are specific in their definition, requiring ambulation, personal hygiene, and assistance with self-administered
medications, and transportation to the physician's office or other medical
appointments .
Adult Day Health Services (ADHS)
Six of the eight reviewed states offer ADHS. (Iowa offe rs only one
waiver service and Texas offers ADHS under the state plan.) All six state
definitions were unif orm in service provision in accordance with HHS
guidelines .
Respite Services
Florida, Georgia, Missouri, Minnesota , and Utah offer respite services
to clients . In all cases , the definitions were uniform. Utah requires
that respite care be provided by the pre-admission screening panel. The
other states do not spe c ify determination of placement.
Other Services
A large variety of servi ces have been developed by the states and
approved by HHS as waivered services . For the following sta tes this category includes:
Florida--escort, translation, counseling, foster placement
Missouri-- foster placement
Rhode Island--home adaptation and transportatio n to medical
appointments
Texas--emergency response , home-delivered meals , minor home
adaptation, rehabilitation
Utah--hospice
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NEW COST VS. OLD COST:

THE POLICY UNCERTAINTY

The demonstration format required that the states assure the federal
government that the per person cost of the programs under the waiver would
be less than that under the nonwaivered program. As discussed in the
literature, however, this was precisely the policy uncertainty. No one
could be certain that home care would be cost-effective for the state or
the nation. 'Th.e waiver format thus defeated the policy analytic purpose of
the demonstration idea. The format did, nonetheless, allow states that
chose it a more flexible environment for the delivery of certain home
health aides and services to Medicaid-eligible persons. 'Th.e policy problem
was not addressed.
Conceptually, the problem can be clearly stated. Under present arrangements the aggregate cost of Medicaid nursing home care is the product
of mean cost and the population in nursing care facilities .
old cost

mean facility cost per patient multiplied by the
population receiving care

It is generally assumed that there are potential savings because a
portion of the population could, without a diminution in care, be diverted
to home health care and that this home health care would, per patient, be
cheaper than care in the nursing home . At least this would be true on the
average. Conceptually the potential savings, or cost avoidance, would be
the product of the mean unit savings and the diverted population.
cost avoidance

= mean nursing home cost minus
mean home health care multiplied by
the diverted population.

Since few of the elements on the right-hand side of the equation are
positive, there is a reasonable certainty of :·savings."
'Th.ere are , however, some new costs to be considered other than the
purely administrative ones. The new costs to be considered result from the
fact that with a home health care program in effect at least some persons
not now in nursing homes would seek care in the home health care program.
'Th.is new cost factor is the product of the new demand and the mean cost of
home health care.
new cost

=

mean home health care
multiplied by
new demand population

Few deny that both factors are clearly positive so that it is reasonably certain that new cost will be incurred by the state and the nation.
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What is uncertain is the net impact:
less than the costs avoided?
new costs

),
~

Will new costs be greater or

costs avoided

It is recognized that none of the elements discussed above are equal
to or less than zero . There will be savings and there will be costs . The
relevant ratios among the variables will influence the net cost impacts .
If quality of service is held constant or improved, then it is reasonable
to expect that if the package of services available in home health care
pr ograms is large, the unit of savings will be small. However, a larger
package of service would produce both a large diverted population and, presumably , a larger new demand population. Conversely, if the package of
services available is smal l, the unit savings would be large but the population diverted and the new demand population would be smaller. The rlirections are clear but the magnitudes are uncertain. A pr ior pred i ction of
net cost effects is clearly impossible.
To the extent that states choose home health care as a measure to reduce costs , they would seek a package of services in home health care that
would (1) increase unit services and care cost avoidance, (2) minimize
the new demand population, (3) maximize diverted population. The package
of service is thus critical. Activities of daily living services provided
by registered occupational therapists are likely to have a high ratio of
diverted populat ion to new demand population but traditional homemaker
services are likely to have a very low ratio . Properly constructed demonstration projects would focus attention on these uncertainties. The results of our survey offer little evidence that neither the federal government nor the state governments have come to grips with this problem.
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