San Francisco, CA
(San Francisco Co.)
Examiner-Chronicle
(Cir. S. 892,408)

Workfare

NOV 1 0 1985

plans to put

welfare out of a job

' By Mireya Na'vln'o
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With 2 job counselor, she maps out her
future, choosing from among an array of
educational and training options.

She is offered free child care while she
learns. Even transportation expenses are
covered. Eventually, she lands a well-pay-
ing job and her name is dropped from the
welfare rolis.

That is the bright side.

In another scenario, she is forced to sign
a state contract that offers her school and
on-the-job training, but dooms her {0 a year
of menial work without pay. She ends up
‘picking up trash in a public park to get her
~elfare check. ,

.Sometime in the next five years, thou-
sands of single mothers on welfare in Cali-
fornia may face these two scenarios. The
scenes are forecast by opposing sides of a

major overhaul of the welfare system
scheduled to be in operation by 1990.

At a projected annual cost of $400 mil-
lion, the plan is predicted to save the statea
net $272 million a year. ,

Signed by Gov. Deukmejian last Septem-
ber, the law will require able-bodied recipi-
ents of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) to go back to school, get
job training or work off their welfare
grants for up to a year. People with chil-

" dren under 6 are exempt.

) An October 1982 survey by the state
Department of Social Services found most
AFDC recipients are mothers with an aver-
age of 11 years of schooling. Only 8 percent
had been to college, and the average age of
respondents was 29.

Assemblyman Art Agnos, D-San Francis-
co, who co-sponsored the legislation, calls it
“the most progressive, innovative war on
poverty ever devised in the country,’

But despite the unusual bipartisan ef-
fort to pass it, a number of welfare-rights
groups, labor unions and liberal Democrats
vehemently oppose the plan, objecting
mainiy to a provision cailed workfare —
mandatory work in a public or non-profit
agency for people who don't find jobs at
the end of training.

“This is shoving government down poor
peopie’s throats,” complained Kevin Aslan-
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1an. legislative advocatevfor the Co-
alition of California Welfare Rights
Organizations. “In America you d

things voluntarily. You provide in ‘
centives. You don't force people toy/ (7

tlo things.”

1 Workfare is not new to Califor-

nia.

In the early 1970s. President
Reagan came up with a “work-for-
Welfare” program that was deemed
unsuccessful. Currently, a handful
pf counties implement a form of
workfare for general assistance re-
cipients. In San Francisco, for ex-
ample, about 1,500 recipients sweep
streets two days a month in a $1
pillion program managed by the
Public Works Department.

But the new plan would affect
an estimated 171,000 people. requir-
ing them to sign a contract binding
until they find a job. Recipients
would face sanctions, including cut-
off of aid, for failure to participate.

The contract calls for the state t6
provide free child care and other
‘benefits while the recipfent
searches for a job, recetves training
and goes on workfare if no job is
forthcoming. Recipients would
-work off monthly welfare checks at

$5.07 an hour, for a maximum of 32
hours a week, while looking for
‘Jobs. Limited to a year on workfare,
any recipient who still has no job
icould be bounced back to training
Ain another discipline to test another
‘job market. -

“They'll constantly be recycled
.until they score,” said Agnos. “The
:whole system is aimed at one thing:
‘getting a job.”

'!'h_e law applies only to AFDC
fecipients, whose grants inciude
food stamps and Medi-Cal and who

epresent 70 percent of the states
;1;2,.3 billion welfare costs. _Upder
the current system, those recipients
are fequired only to attend a three-
day job hunting workshop and then
spend three weeks looking for
work.
Agnos says only 20 percent qf
he proposed programs partici-
ants are expected to reach the
rkfare stage. Most. he says, will

find work sooner because trainers

will be hired under performance-
based contracts that require them
to find jobs for recipients.

Critics argue that the plan does
nothing to create jobs, 80 most par-
ticipants will end up on workfare.
And, despite language in the law
that says workfare jobs must relate
to the person's field of training,
critics say the jobs would be useless
because the law says workfare
workers can't displace regular em-

ployees.

Mehl Simmons, of the County
Welfare Directors Association of
California, says the plan could be
underfunded by as much as 50 per-
cent In the second year of opera-
tion, and that his organization in-
tends to work with the state to
make budget estimates “more real-
istic.” Counties have five years to
plan and implement the welfare re-

form. but some may start their pro-
grams as early &s next year.

“If the state doesn't fund it
they're going to lose a lot of cred)

- bility,” he says.

John Vera, assistant general
manager of the San Francisco So-
cial Services Department, said The
City would need to hire job counsel-
ors and.other personnel while con-
tracting out for the educational ser-
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vices. He said the plan will affect up

to 5,000 AFDC families out of about
12,000 in The City.

“We have a lot of planning to
do." he said. “The big concern is the
hope that there are employment
opportunities out there for people
who are getting their hopes up and
are looking forward to participat-
ing in this program.”

But those who favor voluntary

participation say employment
would be scarce because the pro-
gram sets no money aside for job
development. They also wonder if
the performance-based contracts
will have any takers.

“My question is, where are the
jobs?" Assembiyman Tom Bates, D-
Oakland, asked. “They don't exist.
If there are jobs, they'd (recipients)
find them.”

Bates said that when a secretari-

- al position opened in his office re-

cently, he teceived more than 100
applications from people with
PhDs and master’s degrees. The
job went to a2 woman with a mas-
ter's degree in psychology.

“We're beating these (welfare
women up for the fact that the
economy 15 not working,” he said.

But plan supporters point to suc-
cesses eisewhere,

In Massachusetts, which provid-
ed the modei for California, an em-
ployment-training program that
works with performance-based
contracts but has no mandatory
work provision has put 20,000 recip-
ients into full- and part-time jobs
since October 1083, according to
Lee Chomeniak, spokeswoman for
the state’s Department of Public
Welfare.

:She said the program has saved
the state 860 million in welfar
grants. .

. Massachusetts has 83,000 AFDC
families, its lowest caseload in 12
years and 3500 fewer families than
when the program began, Chomen-
jak said. There's a waiting list of
16,000 people for the program;
12,000 may participate at any given
time. Among those placed in jobs,
88 percent are still off welfare one
year after they were hired, she said,

. “We don't have a problem with
people not wanting to participa
said Barbara Burke Tatum, who
runs the program. “Thirty-five per-
cent of the people participating in

the program are women with chil-
dren under 6, and by law they don"t
have to participate.”

The California plan also borrows
from a program in San Diego that
consists of three weeks of job
search and 13 weeks of workfare
for AFDC recipients. Up to three
months of training are offered, but
only after recipients have gone
through the first two stages.

Ray Koenig, the program’s man-
ager, said 47 percent of participants
find jobs at an average wage of
more than $5 an hour, mostly dur-
ing job search. The placement rate
among those who train is 69 per-
cent, said Stan Schroeder, who
oversees the training part of the
program.

The program works with perfor-
mance-besed contracts. Most recipl-
ents find jobs as office clerks, labor-
ers, technicians and in hotel and
food service.

“We have a pretty good choice of
proposals (for contracts),” Schroed-
er said. “It's a highly competitive
arena.”

Koenig said that those who don't
find jobs go through more super-
vised job search but are not re-
quired to do workfare a second
time.

“We think we've turned around
thousands of people's lives,” he
said. “We've gotten jobs for people
that would have been on welfare
for a long time had we not inter-
vened.”

Supporters of the statewide plan
say that foes are simply ideological-
ly opposed to workfare, regardiess
of how different the plan is from
past proposals. They say benefits
such as the $113.3 miliion increase
in state funding for child care far
outweighs the mandatory-work
provision.



