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SUMMARY· 

This preliminary report of th,e Governor's Task Force on Welfare 

Management proposes recommendations in five areas relating to the 

administration of public welfare programs in New Jersey: 1) the 

process by which the initial and continuing eligibility of welfare appli-

cants and recipients is determined; 2) eligibility requirements for 

public welfare; 3) living standards for welfare recipients; 4) ad-

ministrative separation of the provision of social services from the 

payment of financial assistance; and 5.) State and local administrative 

roles. 

Eligibility Determination The Task Force found that, as it is 

currently conducted, eligibility determination in New Jersey's public 

welfare programs is expensive and wasteful to administer, as well as 

demeaning to the welfare applicant. It recommends that the Stat~ 

Divis ion of Public Welfare immediately begin testing of the simplified 

method M eligibility determination, as required by the federal govern-

ment. Provided that such te,ting is successful, the simplified method 

should be fully implemented in the State. 

The simplified method of eligibility determination would have the 

local welfare agency fully investigate only a limited random sample of 

initial applications for public assistance as well as subsequent re-

determinations of eligibility. This would contrast with tre present 

method, according to which every application and subsequent redeter-
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mination of eligibility receives a full investigation by the local welfare 

agency. Evidence from other states indicates that approximately 

$ 8 million in public welfare administrative costs in New Jersey 

could have been saved in calendar ~rear 19 68 through implementation 

of the simplified method, and that potential savings would now be even 

greater~ Moreover, such evidence indicates that utilization of the 

method could enhance the sense of responsibility of welfare recipients 

without increastng current low rates of ine·ligibility for assistance among 

those now on the rolls." In order to minimize the possibility of erroneous 

payments under this new method, the Task Force also recommends that 
' 

a number of specific additional safeguards be built into the simplified 

method as it would be tested and implemented in New Jersey. 

' Eligibility Requirements The Task Force concluded that eligibility 
. . 

requirements for public welfare should be substantially simplified in 

order to promote administrative simplicity, dignify the relationship 

between client and a('.Jency, and assist the client in maintaininJ a modicum 

'of economic security. 

Eligibility requirements such as those concerned with cash and 

liquid assets, personal pr.:)perty, real estate, life insurance, automobiles, 

· and income of relatives may incur administrative costs in their enforce-

ment that are greater than increased assistance payments that would 

be made in their absence. Simplification of these requirements would 

f 
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help to reduce these administrative costs and also minimize the in-

trusion of local welfare agencies into sensitive areas of family 

relations and personal rights. 

Many of these requirements seem to be implicitly based on the 

mistaken assumption that most welfare recipients fall into a pattern 

of chronic dependency; the requirements therefore force the client 

to exhaust all resources before he can receive assistance. Alteration 

of the requirements to permit recipients to retain a small cushion of 

resources would assist many recipients to regain self-sufficiency 

more rapidly than is now possible. 

Living Standards for Welfare Recipients In the view of the Task 

Force, New Jersey has been one of a small group of states that has 

maintained a level of cash assistance for welfare recipients which 

approximates a minimum decent standard of living for the needy. 

However, because the current State Division of Public Welfare standard 

for recipients does n,Jt include amounts for routine transportation costs 

or school expenses, the Task Force recommends that grants be adjusted 

upward slightly to permit such expenditures. The Task Force further 

recommends .that basic lump-sum assistance grants should include 

an amount for shelter costs which varies only according to family size, 

rather than providing families with "as-paid" grants for their actual 

shelter costs as is now the case. In addition, the present definition 

of emergencies justifying special circumstance grants should be slightly 
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broadened. 

Separation of Services. At the level of client-agency contact, 

public welfare is presently administered on a non-specialized basis: 

both relief payments and rehabilitative services are provided to a 

recipient by a single "Caseworker I." Although tasks involving relief 

payments are largely clerical in nature, tasks involving rehabilitative 

services are essentially professional in the kinds of skills which they 

require. Thus, public .welfare caseworkers are frequently overqualified 

for the assistance payments function and underqualified for the social 

service function of their assignments. 

Due to limitations of time, the Task Force makes no specific 

recommendations in this area, but it believes that an administrative 

separation of the function of disbursing payments from the function of 

providing services would allow for 'more specialized and efficient use 

of personnel. Properly carried out, this should lower costs, raise the 

quality of services, and improve staff morale. It would also resolve 

many of the conflicts and ambiguities in the present relationship 

between the welfare dient and his caseworker. These conflicts and 

ambiguities stem from the obligation of the caseworker to investigate 

the client's financial circumstances objectively while at the same time 

establishing a relationship of trust with the client as a means of providing 

effective social services. 

State and Local Administrative Roles The Task Force believes 
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that the performance of the present structure of assistance programs 

in this State should be evaluated on the basis of three criteria relating 

to equity, effectiveness, and efficiency: 1) The equity of the dis-

tribution of fiscal burden among the citizens of the State; 2) The 

capacity of the administrative structure to implement State policy 

and foster the rapid adoption of innovative ideas at the local level; 

and 3) The extent to which the system can eliminate duplication of 

effort, utilize modern management techniques, and take advantage of 

economies of scale. 

At present, the distribution of the cost of public welfare programs 

among the people of the twenty-one counties of the State is highly 

inequitable. In calendar year 19 68, the highest ranked county spent 

more than eight times as much per capita for welfare as the lowest 

ranked county; the highest ranked county spent more than ten times as 

much per $100 of assessed valuation. 

The diffusion of administrative responsibilities among State, county, 

and municipal agencies hampers the effective implementation of federal 

and State policies. 

The present system prevents the State from concentrating ad-

ministrative resources according to numbers of recipients rather than 

geographic areas and permits a certain amount of duplication and in-

efficiency that could be eliminated in a statewide system utilizing 
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modern management techniques. 

On the basis of these considerations, the Task Force recommends 

a complete State assumption of the administrative functions and non-

federal costs of public welfare in New Jersey. Th.is reorganization 

should be preceded by a period of careful planning. Advisory 

committees should be established within each of the loc1al service 

areas of the new statewide public welfare program in order to retain 

local initiative and assess agency performance at the neighborhood or 

community level. 

, 
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RECOMMENDATIONS OF 

GOVERNOR'S TASK FORCE ON WELFARE MANAGEMENT 

Recommendation One: 

To facilitate experimentation with investigation of assistance 
applications on a sample basis only, there must be an immediate 
determination as to whether a statutory barrier does exist. If 
such a barrier exists, it should be promptly removed. This objective 
should be attained in the following manner: 

A. The Governor or the Commissioner of Institutions 
and Agencies should request a ruling from the Attorney 
General as to whether the statutory requirements of 
"investigation" of ~very application would be met by 
consistency verification of all applications and full 
investigation of only a statistically valid random sample 
of applications for assistance. 

B. If the Attorney General rules that such procedures would 
not satisfy presently applicable statutory requirements, the 
Legislature should forthwith modify the restricting statutes. 
The Legislature should specify instead that the Commissioner 
of Institutions and Agencies shall be given the administra-
tive authority to devise suitable means for investigating 
the eligibility of applicants for and recipients of public 
welfare. 

[Pages 28 and 29] 

Recommendation Two: 

The Division of Public Welfare should proceed forthwith to test 
and develop the simplified method of eligibility determination, in-
cluding full investigation of a limited random sample of cases, in 
all federally-assisted categories of public assistance. The simplified 
method should be fully implemented on a statewide basis as soon as 
a satisfactory procedure has been developed. When fully implemented, 
this procedure should make maximum use of electronic data processing 
equipment and welfare aides in order to minimize administrative costs 
without compromisirg protection against erroneous payments. 

[Page 29] 



Recommendation Three: 

Clear responsibility sbould be plac'ed on th:e client to give a factually 
correct account of his :situation. The welfare agency must be prepared 
to give assistance to the client, v-..,:here needed, in filling out the 
application form or obtaining the necessary1 information. 

[Page 3 O] 

Recommendation Four: i 
I 

I ' • • 

. Guidelines should be cleveloped aqcording to which full investigations 
, are made of those cases which eli<::ribility workers have reason to be-
lieve warrant such inv:estigations. These investigations would be in 

, addition to those whidh are made df the random samples of applications 
: • L , ' , ' ! , ' 

and redeterminations qf eligibility~ 

[Page 3 2] 

Recommendation Five: 
' ' 

Computerized verifications of internal consistency should be made of 
all applications for public assistance. 

[Page 32] 

Recommendation Six: 

There should be provi$ion for sample validation of all continuing 
! i •• • 

cases in addition to Sµmple validation of initial determinations and 
redeterminations of eligibility. 1 

[Page 33] 

. Recoinmeridation Seveh: · 

' -

The siz8 of the valida:tion sample ;should be large enough to detect 
ineligibility trends within the majpr subgroups cf the public welfare 
programs as wen as Within the total public welfare caseload for the 
entire state. 

[Page 34] 
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Recommendation Eight: 

Provision should be made for progressive graduated shifts to larger 
validation samples if increases in the ineligibility rate are detected. 

[Page 35] 

Recommend9-tion. Nine: 

Cash and liquid assets should be counted as resources for current 
support only when their value clearly exceeds an amount desirable 
for protection of the family. Applicants for welfare assistance should 
therefore be allowed to retain a reserve of cash and liquid assets; which 
should be disregarded when resources for current support are evaluated. 
This reserve should be set, after study of recipient needs, at a level 
which allows recipients to retain a 9ushion of resources sufficient to 
cope with emergencies and other necessities unrecognized by welfare 
budgets. 

[Page 54] 

Recommendation Ten: 

Automobiles and personal effects should normally be disregarded as . 
potential resources for current support, and their existence should 
normally not be considered in determining eligibility or size of grant. 

[Page 54] 

Recommendation Eleven: 

The State should recommend to the federal government that life 
insurance should be considered separately from cash and liquid 
assets in evaluating resources for current support. Other than 
group or term insurance, which should be disregarded entirely, 
clients should be permitted to retain a specified amount of insurance 
protection {based on the face value of the policy). Although the 
subject merits.further study at both federal and State levels, a fair 
amount of protection should be allowed for clients without requiring 
complex and expensive administrative procedures to encumber the 
determination of eligibility. 

. [Page 55] 
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Recommendation Twelve: 

Current State law and policy requtring OM and DA applicants, and 
in some cases AFDC applicants, to sign an "Agreement to Reimburse" 
should be repealed. 

[Page 5 5] 

Recommendation Thirteen: 

A. The statutory specification of relatives legally obligated to support 
those in financial need should be limited to parents of minor children 
and to spouses. 

B. The current practice,. according to which welfare clients are some-
times required, either directly or indirectly, to initiate legal support 
proceedings against spouses or the fathers of their children should be 
halted. 

[Page 55] 

Recommendation Fourteen: 

Basic grants should be adjusted to recognize and permit expenditures 
for school expenses and routine public transportation . 

. [Page 63] 

Recommendation Fifteen: 

Basic assistance grants should include shelter costs, adjusted only 
for variations in family size. For a given family size, shelter costs 
included in the budget would be set at the 85th percentile of such 
expenditures currently paid by welfare families of that size, and would 
be periodically adjusted, as are non-shelter budget components, to 
reflect changes in the consumer price index. 

[Page 65] 

Recommendation Sixteen: 

The definition of special ctrcumstances justifying supplements to the 
basic grant should be broadened to provide assistance for clothing, 
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home furnishings, and/or other essentials when an emergency need 
exists because of the depletion of resources prior to application;or 
the destruction or failure of assets. 

[Page 69] 

Recommendation Seventeen: 

The State should assume the entire non-federal share of the assistance 
and administrative costs of the present categorical and General Assis-
tance programs. 

[Page 80] 

Recommendation Eighteen: 

Legal responsibility and authority for the administration of public welfare 
in New Jersey (including the pr0v is ion of both money payments and 
social services), both categorical and general, should be shifted to the 
State government. Assurrption of the administration of public welfare 
by the State should occur in conjunction with the organizational 
separation of the function of service provision from the function of 
monetary payments, as discussed above. The State should administer 
public welfare through a system of local offices convenient to recipients 
and potential recipients. 

[Page 85] 

Recommendation Nineteen: 

State assumption of administration as well as organizational restruc-
turing should be preceded by a planning period adequate to minimize 
disruptive effects on clients and empli-¥ees (at least 18 months) and 
provide for a carefully planned initiation of the new administrative 
structure. 

[Page 85] 

Recommendation Twenty: 

Advisory committees should be established within each of the local 
service areas of the new public welfare program. Such committees 
should make re.commendations relating to the money payment and 
social service components of the public welfare program. The advisory 
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committees should be composed of a broad-based group of community 
representatives, including welfare clients, public officials, professional 
groups, and members representing the general public interest. 

[Page 85] 
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PREFACE 

In his Seventh Annual Message to the Legislature, on 

January 14, 1969, Governor Richard J. Hughes enunciatedhis 

concern over growing dissatisfriction with the welfare system 

and announced his intention to appoint this Task Force. The . 

Governor stated: 

" ..• the welfare burden continues to grow heavier, and 

strong remedial action is essential. I have long held the view 

that payment of welfare costs should be a federal responsibility, 

but federal assumption of the full welfare burden is not now in 

prospect. What is clear is that the present welfare system satisfies 

no one -- neither taxpayers nor recipients. Indeed, it is a system 

that cries out for change. 

"To determine what construct.i.ve change is possible in 

the public assistance program, I shall shortly appoint a distinguished 

Task Force on Welfare Management. I shall instruct this body to 

examine modifications in the present' welfare system now being tested 
. . . 

in various parts of the country and to recommend any possible im-

provements in the management and administration of our present · 

welfare system. I shall consider their mission a crucially important 

one for the people of th is State. " 

Since our appointment in October of 19 69, we have met 
. . 

regularly, have studied analyses and research reports on the components . . 

I 
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of the welfare system, and have discussed various welfare issues 

with experts in the field and with each other. We have been most 

ably assisted in our work by the efforts ,of a small but highly 

dedicated and talented staff which has been functioning since last 

July. We have also initiated a major interview survey of 600 welfare 

recipients in representative sections of tre State in order to find out 

about their needs, their past employment, migration patterns, and 

experiences on welfare, and to assess their attitudes toward jobs, 

family planning, and the various social services provided to th em by 

welfare agencies o The results of this survey will be analyzed by the 

Task Force staff and released in February, 19 7 0. 

Through this activity we have come to certain conclusions 

which are detailed in this report. These recommendations relate to 

the structure of the public welfare system, which we believe is, at· 

present, unnecessarily costly, confusing, inequitable, and inefficient. 

This is not to suggest that the people working in New Jersey's present 

structure of public welfare are themselves inefficient or unjust. On 

the contrary, we found that, no matter how efficient and determined 

its personnel might be, no significant gains in equity or efficiency 

can be made in the welfare system without major alterations in its 

structure. 

During the period in which this Task Force has been func-

tioning, we have studied the following areas: the process by which 

f 

,.,,, 
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eligibility is determined; eligibility requirements; living standards 

and budgeting for welfare clients; administrative separation of the 

payment of financial assistance to recipients from the provision of 

social services; and State and local administrative roles.· Some of 

the recommendations we c:1re making would require far-reaching and 

fundamental changes. We believe that their implementation is 

essential and urgent, but such changes must be preceded by a 

period of careful planning. Other changes are also. important, but 

they would have less of an impact on the system and accordingly 

could safely be put into effect without substantial delay. 

In respectfully submitting this preliminary report, we have 

fulfilled only a fraction of the Governor's mandate. There are many 

issues -- including those related to the separation of social services 

from money payments, employment and training programs , day care 

facilities, family planning programs, recipient housing, the reasons 

for increases in the AFDG rolls and the potential impact of the 

President's new welfare proposals -- which are crucial and need 

initial investigation or further analysis. They were not explored by 

the Task Force due to the limited amount of time available to us, but 

. we believe that such areas should be thoroughly and sensitively 

examined. Our first recommendation, therefore, would be that a 

new Task Force, or Commission, be appointed and funded to take up 
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these issues where we left off and likewise to consider such. other 

matters pertaining to public welfare as a mandate from the new 

G.overnor may direct. 

We wish to express our appreciation for the trust and con-

fidence that was placed in us. We hope that this preliminary report 

will help to bring about changes in accordance with its recommendations 

and will' help to stimulate an even more thorough examination of the 

public Welfare system in New Jersey. 

F~w. 
-}f;~tt. /3,~s 

. / . . 

./~~ 

-&{~ 41a(~._# 

~<l,,.,·~ 
' /) 

. .. ,:,)5)--~ 
.. \. .. . 
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INTRO DU CT ION 

No major program administered by a governmental agency is 

ro maligned and misunderstood as public welfare. Whether justified 

or not, a continuous and persistent stream of criticism of public 

assistance in this country comes from widely disparate but vocal 

sources: recipients and taxpayers, administrators and political 

leaders, liberals and conservatives. This criticism tends to be 

diffused rather than focused on any particular aspect of the welfare 

system. But there are enoughanomalies· and contradictionrS embodied· 

in the program so that its critics never lack for objects. Among these, 

one might list the following examples: 

Public welfare is intended to provide support for 
people in times of financial emergency, yet it has 
been widely criticized for increasing the time of· 
financial need. 

There have been uninterrupted increases in the rolls, 
yet many poor persons in need have been denied entry 
because of arbitrary restrictions on eligibility. 

Taxpayers complain of widespread fraud in the welfare 
system, yet federal officials complain that eligibility 
determination entails excessive red tape and inordinate 
administrative expense, and that fraud is in fact extremely . 
rare. 

Recipients complain of meager grants at the same time 
that some political leaders deplore the high cost of 
welfare programs. 

Most taxpayers view welfare payments as a privilege 
which can be revoked with minimal cause; recipient 
organizations view welfare as a legal obligation of the 
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State which 1 can be revoked only by due process with 
full regard for the recipient's constitutional rights. 

' ' ' ' 

Many people think of w~lfare as:n is,tance as a semi-per-
manent alte1rnative to employment, but many AFDC mothers 
stay on the rolls oply fqr a short time and strongly demand 
improved employment training and day-care facilities to 
allow them to work. 

Many recip~ents would like monetary assistance without 
counselling,· while most social Workers advocate an 
expansion 0f social serfv7ices for recipients; caseworkers 
are overqualified for the clerical tasks which they spend 
the bulk of 'their time performing, yet most are underqua,lified 
for the deli'very of sensitive social services; recipients 
complain of paternalisqc intervention while caseworkers 
deplore their lack of influence over recipients' behavior. 

J ! < 

' ' 

' ' I : • • • 

Many people see in the! high birth rate among the poor 
a major obstacle to reducing the size of the poverty popu-

, I . : 

lation, but 1 many welfar:e recipients say they desire to 
limit family size even rpore strictly than middle-class 
families. : 

Housing costs in the welfare prcbgrams are high, yet more 
than 40% of AFDC recipients live in dilapidated housing 
and one-third live in c1:1owded quarters. 

The administration of phblic welfare programs is divided 
among four 1 levels of government, an arrangement which 
engenders considerable fiscal inequities and permits 
neither adEjquate centr9 1 control, over policy nor innovation 
and flexibility at the local level. 

Such contradictions are. sufficient in themselves to evoke substantial 

criticism, but the sheer size of thei welfare system also makes it an 
I ; I 

. i ' 

inviting target. All public assistance programs in this country absorb 

over $10 billion in federal, state, tounty, i;ind municipal expenditures. 

In New Jersey alone $194 million ({ncluding federal funds) w~s spent for 

public assistance -- excluding Medical Assistance for the Aged -- in 

f 

c:t 
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the last fiscal year. Because the benefits from these expensive and 

growing programs directly affect only a minority of citizens, very l.ittle 

public support is ever generated for this role. of government. Moreover, 

many recipients have been ashamed to receive aid; it was not until 

recently that recipient groups began to organize well enough to press 

for larger benefits and more dignified treatment. 

Certain of the contradictions cited above are probably inevitable, 

for consideration of welfare policies immediately involves. one in a 

tangle of questions relating to individual rights, family life, sexual 

morality, race, taxes, and governmental priorities. Policies which 

flow from underlying assumptions about such delicate questions are 

seldom clear; they reflect a long history of conflicts, resolutions,. re-

considerations, and uneasy compromises. Because the structure is 

never completely torn away to permit a fres.h start, the accumulated 

artifacts of old ideas and old decisions remain firmly rooted in the 

statutes and regulations. Within the welfare system, moreover, the 

overwhelming bulk and complexity of regulations and procedures tend · 

to shelter these contradictions, and allow the perpetuation of .a highly 

misleading group of myths. There is an alarming paucity of serious and 

useful research relating to welfare in this country, in large part because 

the intricacy and lack of uniformity in the regulations, and the severe 

shortcomings in available data, have made clear, objective analysis 

difficult. 
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The diffusion of administrative: responsVbility for welfare programs 

has also spared many of !these contradictions from serious challenge 
' ' ' . . 

and allowed them unwarranted longevity. Educatiop is administered 
. ' 

' . 

by local districts under loose State supervision; major highways are 
' , . . , , I, 

constructed by States with federal support and supervision; national 

defense is provided almost solely by the federal government. But public 
. ! i ' 

assistance is the respon:sibility of four separate levels of government 
I 

working with or against each other a~ the poHtics of the occasion 

demand. Initiation of sJbstantial reforms under such a system is ex-
, ' i 

' . 

ceptionally difficult; ascription of responsibility for performance is 
' ' 

virtua.Hy impossible. 

The size of the we:Jfare systemi, the tangle of contradictions, and 
I 

the diffusion of responsibility for itsl administration together may seem 

to invite the abandonment of the old_structure and the proposal of a 
i . ' 

completely new alternative system to take its place. On the national 
I 

' ' ' i 

level, just such a conclusion was reached by the President's Commission 
' 1 ! ' 

, on Income MaintenanCe Programs, which recently recommended 11 ••• - the 
' ' 

creation of a universal income s uppl~ment program financed and 
i 

· administered by the fede1ral government, making cash payments to all 
i 

. I , ! 

members of the population with incorpe needs. 11 Desirable as a 

completely new alternative might be~ the narrow federal framework of 

public welfare precludes, individual st9tes from drastically restr~cturing 

I 
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even their own welfare systems unless action is first taken at the 

federal level. Even in the absence of far-reaching national change, 

however, less drastic changes must be made within the existing 

system to improve its efficiency, minimize its intrusion into the lives 

of recipients, and assist its recipients more effectively to regain 

economic independence. This Task Force believes that important 

modifications can be made in accordance with those goals and has 

made certain initial recommendations which are set forth in this report. 

Much more intensive, objective, and sustained study is needed, 

however, for the present system is rapidly losing the confidence of 

those who pay for it, those who administer it, and those who are 

served by it. 
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PUBLIC WELFARE, IN NEW JERSEY 

The:-e are five public assistance programs in New Jersey through 

which needy persons can obtain financial support for food, shelter, 

and other necessities. Four of the programs are county administered 

with the federal and State governments making a financial contribution. 

These are the so-called_ "categorical" programs, which provide assis-

tance under the following titles: 

1. OLD AGE ASSISTANCE (OAA) provides aid to more 
than 15,000 needy persons over the age of 65, at 
a total cost of $15. 2 million 1 in fiscal 1969. 

2. AID TO THE BLIND (AB) provides aid to more than 

3. 

9 00 needy persons who meet the legal definition of 
blindness, at a total cost of $1.2 million in 1969. 

DISABILITY ASSISTANCE (DA), also known as Aid to 
the Permanently and Totally Disabled (APTD), provides 
aid to 12,000 needy persons who are permanently and 
totally disabled according to legal definition, at a 
total cost of $ 17 million in fiscal 19 69. 

4. AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC) 
provides aid to 266,000 persons in 63,500 needy 
families with dependent children and is by far the largest 
and most controversial program. It cost $144. 5 million 
in fiscal 19 69, or approximately three-fourths of the total 
public welfare expenditures in the State. 

1. The source of statistics on categorical assistance caseloads 
for this section is New Jersey Division of Public Welfare, Public 
Welfare Statistics for the Month of August, 19 69. The source of 
statistics on public welfare expenditures for fiscal year 1969 is 
New Jersey Division of Public Welfare, Public Welfare Statistics 
for the Month of June, 19 69 • 

·.f 
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a. AFDC-regular segment provides aid to 217,000 
persons in families with dependent children in cases 
of parental death, disabilit~ or continued absence 
from the home. 

b. AFDC-U (unemployed, underemployed) segments 
provide aid to families with dependent chilciren in 
which the primary breadwinner does not generate an 
adequate income. 

(1) AFDC-U ( unemployed father segment) provides 
aid to 21,000 persons in needy families with 
dependent children in which the father is unemployed 
(according to federal definition). 

(2) AFDC-U (underemployed parent segment) provides 
aid to 28,000 persons in needy families with dependent 
children in which there is insufficient income (the 

'working poor") , as defined by current public welfare 
standards of living. The federal government does 
not presently provide any reimbursement for the cost 
of this segment. 

The fifth program, GENERAL ASSISTANCE (GA), is a residual 

classification through which aid is provided to 7,000 needy persons who 

do not fit into one cf the other four categories at a cost of $15. 9 million 

in fiscal 1969. In New Jersey this residual classification includes 

(by process of elimination) needy single persons and married couples 

between the ages of 18 and 65 who do not have minor children. Because 

of implementation of presumptive eligibility and AFDC-U, GA in 1969 

declined to only 2 0% of its former level one year previously. 

These programs provide a variety of services to recipients as well 

as monetary payments. Caseworkers employed by the welfare agencies 

prepare a social study for each member of the recipient's family in which 
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all needs are identified~ A service :plan is then drawn up according to 

which needed services are to b.e pro;vided. Services include casework· 

counselling, referral to, other governmental agencies, day care, family 
' 

planning, employment training, and health care, among others. Since 
' 

Januar; l, 1970; all payments for health care of welfare recipients in 

New Jersey have been channelled through .the new State i,Tedicaid program. 
: , :· I 

' • ', ! .• ' 

Administrative Structure of Public Welfare Prbgrams in New Jersey 
. ' ' 

Responsibility for ifinancing, a!dministerirg, and regulating the 
i 

five public assistance programs in New Jersey is divided among four 
' I ' ; , .• 

levels of government. !The general apportionment of financial respon-
; I ' 

' ' ' 

s ibility for the various programs is :illustrated by the following chart: 2 

Contribution (% of total) 

Type of 
Program 

I 

Purposie of 
Expenditure 

Categorical Benefit Payments 
~AA,M,~, , .. 

AFDC) County Administrat!ive 
Costs 

Costs of Social Services 

General Assis- Benefit Payments 
tance 

I I ' Admini1stration and, Services 

Federal State County Mnicipal 

50 

50 

75 

0 

0 

371/2 12 v2 

0 50 

0 25. 

75 0 

0 0 

0 

0 

0 

25 

100 

2. This chart ignores many of the £iner details of public ,welfare finance, 
but it illustrates the general matching formulas which are currently 
effective. ' 

"'! 

-0 
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· ,The feder.al government establishes the preponderance of b.astc . ,: . ' . :, . . . •, ; . 

policy for the four categorical programs (OM, AB, DA, AFDC). It 
• . . ! . .. · 

, ' . : 

heretofore contribµt ed_ to the cost of those programs in New Jersey 
. . 

according to a complex formula that ranged from a 33% subsidy for . 

AFDC to, a 64%, subsidy for OM. With the, implementation of Medicatd 

on January 1,. 1970, New Jersey was able to take advantage of an 
-

optional federal matching formula for welfare under: which the, federal . . . . 

government will provide a 50% s4bsidy for assistance payments in 

categorical programs (except for the ,AFDC-· Unc;ierernployed pp.rent 
. - . . . . 

·segment). Utilization oft his new ,formula will bring into the State an 

estimated $16. 8 million in additional federal funds in the first six · 

months of 1970 alone. The federal government provides SQ% of the 
' . . . . . .· 

administrative costs of the categorical programs and 75 % of the costs 

of certain services to recipients. federal funds can b~ withdrawn if 

a State refuses to comply with federal. statutes and accompanying 

regulations of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare .• 
• • . . j 

The .State government supervises the administration of the categorical 

programs· at the county level and contributes 75% of the cost of assis-

tance payments not covered by federal contributions. The .sta:te makes• 

no contribution toward the cost of administration or services. The 

Division of Public Welfare, which is part of the State Department of 
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Institutions and Agencies, supervises the implementation of federal 

policies in New Jersey ,;md supplements them with regulations of its 

own. The Legislature ahd Governor 'set limits on the basic levels of 

grants through their control over funds and legally define the categories 

of assistance -- although the federal statute,s and regulations allow 

little leeway for states to vary categorical definitions. The State 
' 

also loosely supervises\ the General 1 Assistance program and contri-

butes 75% of its assista:nce paymen{s. 
! 
I 
I 

The twenty-one counties administer the four categorical programs 
' i 

' ' 

and contribute 25% ofthenon-federal assistance costs and 100% of 

non-federal administrative and servfces costs. With their actions 

regulated almost compl~tely by the State and federal governments, 

however I there is little room for dev:elopment of affirmative welfare 
' ,,· :· :, 

policies at the county level. Accordingly, the county is generally 

limited to carrying out S:tate and fed~ral regu~ations vllh ile trying to 

adapt them within very narrow limits: to local conditions. 

Municipalities administer the General Assistance program and 

contribute 25% of its assistance payments and 100% of its administrative 

and service costs. The ,Program is carried out under State supervision, 

but this is generally fairly loose as there are too many municipalities 

to permit close control. 

The President's Proposals for Welfarb Reform 

The present structure of the welfare system could be significantly 

l 
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altered by recent proposals of President Nixon for national welfare 

reform. The Task Fotce has studied and discussed detailed analyses 

prepared by its staff on the potential impact on New Ja:- sey of these 

proposals. The broad principles of the President's plan, as submitted 
\ •• • • > 

to Congress (H.R. 14173, S. 2986), can be outlined as follows: 

Nation-wide minimum support levels for recipients 

in federally-assisted welfare programs would be 

established; 

Welfare benefits would be extended to unemployed and 

underemployed families on a nation-wide basis; 

A stringent work requirement ,,,ould be instituted along 

with new ·"'1ork incentive schedules for the proposed Family 

Assistance program; 

New administrative options for channelling payments to 

needy families would be provided; 

01.d Age Assistance, Aid to th.e Blind, and Disability 

Assistance would be consolidated into a single program. 

There are elements in these principles which could be far-reaching in 

their impact on the administration of public welfare in New Jersey. At 

this time, however, the intentions of Congress regarding these proposals 

are unknown. In addition, even if the President's plan were passed 

without change by the Senate and House of Representatives, it presently 
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· lacks specificity in a number of areas which are crucial to making a 

determination of the plan's ultimate. consequences for this State. 

Therefore, although we do believe that these proposals will affect 

New Jersey less than most States, their final analysis must await 

development of the proposals in greater detail by the White House 

as well as their further consideration by Congress. 

Who Receives AFDC in New Jersey 

Although the statutory and administrative structures of welfare 

seem intricate and complicated, the most fundamental complexities 

of the "welfare problem" relate to the people most directly affected 

by welfare programs -- the poor and potential poor. No small group 

of citizens like this' Task Force can ever be in a position to grasp 

completely the nature of the personal decisions and situations which 

have led to the current welfare crisis. However, our. discussions -have 

repeatedly made us aware of how closely proposals for changes in 

welfare are tied to particular views of the "facts" about the background 

and actions of welfare recipients. We commissioned the statewide 

survey of AFDC recipients partly to expand data relating to those "facts." 

Even as we await the results of that survey, however, we can .present 

a brief though incomplete profile of welfare recipients based upon ::;tate-

wide surveys of AFDC cases conducted in 19 67 and 19 69 and scattered 

additional sources. 
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Receipt of Welfare 

65% of the AFDC recipient families in New Jersey 

are receiving welfare for the first time, while the 

remaining 35% have received welfare before. This 

proportion represents a decrease from 19 6 7, when 

7 5% were receiving welfare for the first time. At that 

time, the national percentage for II repeaters II was 4 2 % • 

Half the families who went off welfare in 19 69 were on 

for less than one year. 

For those still receiving welfare, a fourth began receiving 

assistance less than a year before, a half had been re-

ceiving assistance for less than 28 months; only 3. 7% of 

those still on the rolls had started receiving assistance 

more than 10 years ago. 

The average AFDC mother currently receiving assistance 

has spent 1/8 of her life on welfare. 

Income and Employment 

87% of the mothers receiving AFDC have at one time been 

employed at some gainful work. 

Of those mothers on AFDC, 11 % to 12% still work, (6% 

full time). An additional 40% receive other income such 

as Social Security and support payments. In total over half 

of the mothers receive welfare as a supplement to other 

sources of income. 



-14- I 

The average total monthly non-welfare income for AFDC 
'' I :_ .1 

families is 1$72, most of which decreases the size of 
I 

welfare payments. But 'half of the families have outside 

income of l~ss than $401 a month:. 

Social Background 

, The age of the average welfare mother: is 3 2. 

60% of pres:ent AFDC fainilies are black, a decline from 

66% in 1967. 
i 

The average welfare mother has spent more than half 

her life in New Jersey. i One-Third of AFDC mothers 
I 

were born iµ New Jersey. An ad,ditional one-third had 

been living: in New Jers~y before 1959. 

Of those AFDC mothers who were not born in New Jersey, 
• i 

.. . 
'! i 1 

the South contributed tlie largest share, 36% of all recipients; 
I 

New York State was next with 8% of all recipients, and 

Puerto Rico followed with 6%. 

Family and Home Life 

' ' 
76% of the :children supported by AFDC payments are 

I 

12 je ars of age or undeir. 

6% of the fathers of AfIJ)C-regular families are home but 
·1 ., • 

incapacitated; 5% of th~ fathers' are dead. 
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In more than 60% of the families receiving AFDC all 

of the children have the same father and mother. 

52% of families on AFDC are receiving assistance because 

of maritarbreakups, 31 % because of the birth of illegitimate 

children. 

12% of the AFDC mothers received AFDC as a child. 

Only 2. 5 % of welfare recipients own their own homes. 

The average welfare family in New Jersey has four people 

in it and lives in three rooms. 

Information about the characteristics of welfare recipients provides 
' 

only a static picture of the situation. The dynamic factors behind the 

· rapid growth in the AFDC rolls are not as easy to identify. Utilizing 

some of the mo st sophisticated techniques used in the study of social 

problems, the Task Force staff has sought, on the basis of past information 

and federal surveys, to determine the causes of the length of stay on 

welfare for current recipients. They found that the commonly proposed 

factors -- inducting family structure, race, education, geographical 

region, residence in New Jersey and receipt of welfare as a child -- al-

together could help to explain less than 25% of the total variation in 

the length of stay of all recipients. Nor can these factors explain any 

more successfully why less than half of those eligibile for welfare _pay-

ments actually have arplied. There is, as yet, a vast area of ignorance 
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about the dynamics of welfare applications and case closings. 

Hopefully, the survey initiated by the Task Force, as well as 

fut,ure research by the State, will help to clarify the fa.ctors contri-

buting to the rise in the welfare rolls. 
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ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION 

As it is currently conducted, eligibility determination in New 

Jersey's public welfare programs is expensive and wasteful to administer, 

as well as demeaning to the welfare applicant. Under the present system 

of "presumptive eligibility" (instituted in January, 1969), applicants 

for public' assistance in New Jersey have to file five-page affidavits 

detailing their circumstances relevant to requirements for eligibility. 

If the information in the affidavit indicates that an applicant meets all 

eligibility criteria, he is given assistance immediately. However, the 

public welfare agency is still required to make a full investigation of 

each application soon after assistance is granted. In addition, full 

investigations are repeated at least once every year in the adult cate-

gories (Old Age Assistance, Disability Assistance, and Aid to the Blind), 

every six months in the regular segment of Aid to Families with Dependent 

Children (AFDC), and every three months in the unemployed and under-

employed segments of AFDC. 

The institution of presumptive eligibility represents an improvement 
' 

over the prevtous system under which full investigations of applications 

had to be conducted before any assistance could be awarded. County 

welfare agencies now respond to needs immediately; applicants are no 

longer referred to municipal welfare rolls until the completion of a full 

investigation, which usually took at least 30 days under the old arran~-

ment. There has been no evidence that presumptive eligibility has resulted 

in any increase in abuses in the welfare programs. The State Division of 
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I, 

Public Welfare's quality,- control uni{ independently investigates a 

random sample cif county agency determinations and redeterrriinations 

of client eligibility across the State; •. The quality control unit indicates 
. . ! . 

that there has been no i1ncrease in the rate o:fi families receiving assis-

tancewho are not legally eligible -a~d that tnere has been. a slight. 
" ,. : • I 

i 

decrease tn the numoer bf underpayriients and overpayments made to , - . - . .. . ! .· I ! . . 

n. 
recipients. 

' I 

: 
i' 
[· . 

i 
I 

. ' • '. "i . • 
· }he Simplified Me_thod qf Eligibility :Determi~aUon 

I I 

Current regulatiotjs of the United$tateis .. Departme,nt of Health, 
' 1 . 

. .. ,Education and Welfare r;equire states to have, begun testing of a simplified 
• . ' ' ! • . 

• • • • I • ' i 

method of eligibility de{ermination i~ all fed~rally;_ass isted categories 
· .. , . ·. _ . : - l ,· •·· ! .. · : . 3 . . . . 
of p~blic assistance (OM, DA, AB, !and AFDC). Under the proposed 

' . . . 
: .· .· . l : .. ·. . . >· 

simplified method, applicants wruld file an affidavit similar to that 
I · . I I 

. ' ', . . . . i .. · . i . . . .. . . 
currently used (under pr'esumptive eligibility)· arid assistance w_ould be 
. : • , . ! . 

. . . . .. . I .•... i I . . 
giv.en immediately if th!:! information! in the affidavit indicated thatthe _ 

• ' ' I , , • • , • 

. . ; ·. . ' ·. ·-.i·. ·. i : ·. : .. · . ; . . . . . 
applica"ntwas eligible t'.o receive pa¥ments. I However' in order to monitor 

the incidence of fraud uinder the simplified method, the local agency . . . ·_ . r . l . - - . . 
· i · · I . ' · 

would investigate a lim~ted random sample (perhaps 5%i 10%, or 15% 

according to appropriate statistical_ briteria) pf the det.erminations of 
I 

, I 
. . . . " .. ·! .,· ·1 . . . :.- . ' -. ···'. ., . 

· initial and continuing eHgibility of welfare. c;lients. · Even with traditional 
_·. • .·. . : ·.· ' . . i ·.·. ·. i ' : . . .. • . . . . . . ·_. : . 
methods of full investig'3,tion of ever:y case at the time of both initial 

. . ! . 

· application and subsequent periodiC:redeterminations of eligibility, it is . . I , i ' . . 
·. .. . . . .. ·.! , I . . . . . 
·not possible to detect every occurrerce of fra.ud and administrativ_e error, . . . . . - . . . . . !' . ' ! 

3. II G.F.R. 45-pt. 205. 
I. 
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With the ·;implified method, the object of investigations would shift 

from an unrealistic and costly effort to hl'iminate all erroneous pay-

ments to an effort to ensure that the rate of erroneous payments i.s 

maintained at minimal levels. Investigations of a s1a tistically valid 

random sample of cases would not permit administrators to detect all 

cases of ineligibility, but it would permit them to determine, within __ a 

narrow range, the proportion of cases r,eceiving payment which are in-
- . . 

eligible at any given time. If that proportion became unacceptably large, 

immediate changes in procedures could then be instituted to reduce .in-

eligibility to lower levels. Evidence from other states which have tested 

this method indicates that implementation of a well-'--designed simplified 

method of eligibility determination can yield substantial savings in 

administrative c,osts and enhance the dignity of the applicant without 

increasing the incidence of fraud. 

A. change to the simplified method of eligibftity determination could 

yield substantial savings in administrative costs because procedures 

presently mandated for investigating applicants are time-consuming 

and wasteful of the resources of skilled personnel. Full investigation 

requires the collection of collateral documentary evidence (rent receipts, 

pay stubs, support orders, etc.), a visit to the home of the applicant, 

contact with any legally responsible relatives, evaluation of the cash 

value of any life insurance, etc. This full investigation is made of 

every application, and is made by caseworkers with college degrees, 

even though most of the functions are really clerical in nature and hardly 
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require the skills of a college graduate. 

In calendar year 19 68, expenditures by the federal, State, and 

county governments in New Jersey amounted to $21. 7 million solely 

for administration, services, and training for the categorical (federally-

assisted) welfare programs. Regrettably, no information has been 

developed by the State Division of Public Welfare to indicate that 

proportion of this expenditure which is spent for eligibility determination 

and related functions, but common estimates of the proportion of total 

caseworker time spent in determining and redetermining eligibility of 

welfare clients range from 60% to 90%. If it is assumed, then, that 

roughly 75% of the $21. 7 million is, spent for functions related to 

eligibility determination, such expenditures would have amounted to 

more than $16 million in calendar year 19 68. 

The federal Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has. 

summarized available data on possible reductions in the cost of 

eligibility determination resulting from implementation of the simplified 
. 4 

method as follows: 

Cost comparisons as yet are available from only three states. 
Two have not progressed far enough to eliminate the personal 
interviews. Nevertheless, all three show substantial reductions 
in costs. 

4. HEW, SRS, Assistance Payments Administration, The Simplified 
Method in Public Assistance Programs (process. duplicated, December, 
1968) p.6. 

:ii 

7 
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One state not only requires interviews but has not yet 
simplified its policies. In the county selected for study, 
however, the unit cost of eligibility determination has 
decreased from $48. 80 to $34.90 . 

In another State, a large city calculates 5 0% cost reductions 
in OM--from $ 20 to $10. These reductions include savings 
in both time and salaries. Although annual horn e vis its are 
still required, case aides can handle a much larger number 
of simplified eligibility determinations. Case aide salaries 
average $1,000 less annually than those of social workers 
who did the same work. When new machine processes relieve 
aides of routine clerical work and eligibility and services 
are finally separated, costs are expected to decrease to about 
$5 per case. 

The third state has personal interviews only if the applicant 
needs help to fill out the application form. On a statewide 
basis, the unit cost has been reduced from $22.30 to $6.30 --
a 75% decrease -- while ineligibility has decreased from 2. 5% 
to 1. 0% and incorrect payments from 28.3% to 13. 0% . 

The most complete study which has been made in this country of 

the possible savings derivable from implementation of the simplified 

method was carried out by Planning Research Corporation (a management 

consulting firm) under contract to the California State Assembly. After 

making a step-by-step analysis of eligibility determination procedures, 

PRC ,., conservatively" estimated that implementation of the simplified 

method in California would reduce initial eligibility determination costs 

by about 50%. 5 

5 • 

Given the approximately $16 million spent on eligibility-related 

California Welfare: A Legislative Program for Reform (Sacramento, 
1969), pp. 88-90. 
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functions in N.ew Jersey] in calend~r !year 196;8, a reduction of one-half 
. . l , 

·. . .. I . . .. 

stemming from implementatiop of the simplified me.thod would have saved· 
... ··.. . . . , , ·. , i . --. ' ! ' ; . ' . . ' .. ·. ... , 
roughly $8 million' in federal, state ~nd county fonds. This 'ainoµnt would 

! 
i ' .·· .· . . . i 

now be greater since total expenditures for qat.egorical assistance are 
• • • I 

V )~f- ·· . . ·., - i·• . . .. !· . . .. 
. about 5 0%.higher this year due to th!e additiqn of the. AFDC-U segments, 

· ·_ · .-· · I ·· : · · , . 

inc;:rea~es in grant le~e~s, and the niormal incbreases iri the rolls. Adminis- _ 
-- . ., 1 • \ 

t .r--_~.. f . . . . \ . •.- ·- . ' ' i ' . . 
tra,tiv'e costs hc;ive likely increased. (n apprOxtmately the same proportion 
· ' · ·. ' · . · 1 · f · · · : . · .. · 

-~o that savi~gs -fro~ th~ institution iof the .siinpl0ifi.ed method would be so 
.j i . . . 

I 
f. 

much the greater~ .I 
: I . 

. '.. . .... . . : . : .. _.j.:·. -.'..' i .. ' . '.: . j . .• ·. .· ; .. 
Savings in administrative costs would!be gr~atest if maximum use 

. --; ,- 1 . ,• '· 

1.() 

were ~ade .of electronid data processin~ equipment and of Specially 
. . ' . . . . . ' . 

. . . i , i ' 
trained welfare aides (w~o are paidf conside:r;ably less than caseworkers) 

. I I • ! . 
i • • • 

in ~-arr;ing out functio~s related to leligi.bilitf determination. An integrated 
. . I -. . . 

state-wide computer s~stem, with riemote consoles utilized to connect 
. ·.. . ·. i .· . . . . ' . . · .. " .. . .. . . . ' 

each focal office.,with ~he central data processing facility, would relieve 
. . . . ! . ' j . . . ; . " . 

' 
trained perso~ne'i from b substantial amount iof routine cleric at work. - . . i . ! . 
This type of s~stem woµld be m~st feasibly ,implemented in conjunction 

_· · r · . • 1· -. ' _ - _ 

·. :: ' . - . . .,. . : ·, ,. .. ·1 . .· . . 

with a simplified methqd since the µiost complicated eligibility require-
' . 

. ments a.nd procedures wouid be elirilinated. : 
• f i· . 

. .. . ,· ' ) . . 1- !· . . - ·:: . 
Lmplementation o~ tl'e simplified method would also enhance the 

j • ' 

d1gnity of the client. · :Presumptive ieligibilit:y represents an· improvement-.-.. 
. I 

. . I ,. , • . . 

over the old system of 'eligibility jijsofar' as it implies trust of ah applicant 
• ' • I , • 

. . . ' ·_. ' ' i. . .. · ... : ' . . . . . . ' ' .. ··. 

for at least a short period of time pending .full investigation of his status. 
'· i 

f 
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But the requirement of a full investigation of each application strongly 

implies to the welfare client that he cannot be trusted to give accurate 

information. This implied mistrust does not encourage the client to 

give precise, accurate information since he knows that his responses 

will be validated later in greater detail. It also adds to the tendency 

to demean the client since it indicates that society does not expect 

much of him; such low expectations in turn are too frequently translated 

into a feeling that he should not expect much of himself. A sense of 

dignity and worth is a prerequisite for continued efforts of clients to 

restore themselves to economic independence. By giving clear notice 

that the .client himself is responsible for providing accurate information 

regarding his status, the simplified method helps the recipient to 

maintain his sense of responsibility for his circumstances and his self~ 

respect. 

Controls Over Ineligibility 

The primary objection to the use of a simplified method is the fear 

that it might invite fraudulent use of public assistance. The need to 

safeguard public funds as well as the public reputation of the welfare 

system requires that the proportion of welfare payments erroneously made 

to ineligible persons, or to eligible persons for excessive amounts, be! 

held to the minimum level which is administratively practical. 

Available evidence indicates that the incidence of fraud in the public 

welfare system in New Jersey has been quite low. A statewide random 
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! . ' . . 
sample survey of AFDC cases sponsored by the Department of Health, 

·. i . . . . ' 
Education, and Welfare in 19 63 showed that every family mernber was 

eligible in 97. 7% of the 1cases; The 1 remaining 2. 3% of cases included 
I . 

persons ineligible for thie following ~ea sons: 

. 5 % Eh-ors in ageric y pracdce (inadequate 

<ietermination! of initia,l or continuing 

1.5% 

i . 
eligibility) 

: 

Change not reported by client 

• J% 
' 
' 

' j I . . . 
No evidence of intent to conceal or 

rriisrepres ent jfacts . 
. . . 

L 2% Appearp to hav~ intentionally con-

cealed or mis!represented facts 

• 3 % · Other reason~ 
2. 3% 

· The same survey also indicated that 12. 5% of eligible families were 

receiving overpayments while 19. 8o/cj of eligible families were receiving 

underpayments. 

At the time of that survey, retjetermination of eligibility of AFDC 
I 
I 

families in New Jersey was required1 only. once per year. Shortly thereafter, 
' I 

a new ruling was issued which required redetermination every six months. 

Results of independent yalidations iin the past three years by the State's 
I 

quality control unit indfcate tha_t the percentage of legally ineligible 
I 

welfare clients who are 1receiving aJsistance has declined to a negligible 

level and that instance51 of overpay~ent and underpayment have also de-
1 • 



-25-

creased. Since a system with no erroneous payments is impossible to 

devise or administer, the present ineligibility rate is probably about the 

lowest which is administratively reasonable. 

Evidence from other states which have experimented with the 

simplified rn2thod has shown that, after .initial proceduralflaws have 

been shaken out, most of them have experienced slight decreases in the 

:.neligibility rate. This decrease has been ascribed to a number of factors: 

1. The development of a simplified application form which 

incorporates all eligibility requirements makes the re-

quired information clearer to respondents and agency 

personnel as well; 

2. The development of a simplified form often leads agencies 

to simplify some of their more complex and less essential 

eligibility requirements (e.g. lien laws and regulations 

concerning assets) which can be sources. of confusion and 

error; 

3. Requiring information in written form demands precise answers; 

and 

4. The placement of clear responsibility on the client for the 

accuracy of his answers als.o encourages precise responses. 

However, such evidence is still sufficiently limited to justify caution in 

implementing the simplified method too rapidly. The design of the 
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application forms 'and. tljie construction of methods for validation m113t 

be carefully planned and tested in ~ach State before implementation is 
; ' 
i , l 

carried forward. Careful pre-testing in NeW: Jersey should include an 

attempt l) to measure 'the expected savings in administrative costs, 

, 2) to de'velop a process of eligibility determination which would in-

i'.fringe least on the self trespect of the client, and 3) to determine 
' j 

. ; ! 

'.'· •,· '' ' ' •' I • • I . ,.' lprecautions which would ensure tha~ no significant increase ih the ineli"'."" 

gibility rate would resujlt. 
' 

The third determihation is par!ticularl/ important since New Jersey's 

ineligibility rate is low relative to i::>ther states. As stipulated by the 

federal government, the simplified hiethod incorporates a number of 
! 

safeguards to minimize'ineligibilitY and fraud. Independent investigation 

of statistically valid r~ndom samples of initial determinations and re-

, I : 

determinations of eligibility enables the state agency to keep an accurate 

check on the ineligibility rate; within close: limits of statistical error. 
' ' 

Whenever the ineligibility rate exceeds 3% due to incorrect responses ! ' i ' ' ' 

:··- ! . 

relating to any specific eligibility £actor; the state agency has to expand 

investigation of that factor to 100% of the cases. Also, where evidence 
I ·; • I • 

I 

is found that fraud has 1been practitjed to obtain assistance, the federal 

government requires that the case be referred to the appropriate law en-
i ! ' 

forcement official. 

Still other safeguards have been developed which can be incorporated 

into the eligibility det~rmination prbcess to minimize the error rate. 
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These will be discussed in detail below. 

Although many fears have been voiced regarding the potential for 

fraud perceived to be inherent in the simplified method, it should be 

noted that random sample investigation conforms closely to accepted 

modern business practice for minimizing fraud. Credit org~nizations, 

banks, insurance companies, and the Internal Revenue Service, among 

other agencies, all use random sample investigations rather than full 

invesUgations of every case in order to minimize fraud without sub-

jecting themselves to exorbitant administrative costs. 

Implementation of the Simplified Method in New Jersey 

At this time, 22 states have implemented the simplified method 

in some phase of their welfare operations. Forty-eight states hi:!.ve 

substantially completed testing of the simplified method in the adult 

categories (OM, AB and DA); New Jersey is one of only two states 

which has not met the HEW schedule for such testing, and ~s thereby 

risking a citation for non-conformity with federal regulations and sub-

sequent withholding of federal funds. The Task Force has been informed 

that the Division of Public Welfare is designing forms in preparation 

for testing a simplified method. Officials of the Divis ion, however, 

presently feel that they are prohibited from either testirJJ or implementing 

the simplified method by a ·statute [N.J.S.A. 44:7-18] which they be-

( 
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i 

lieve requires a complEbte investig~Uon of each welfare application. 6 

i 
Recommendation One: 

To facilitate expbrimentationi v,.rith investigation of assistance 
applications on a sample ba~is only, .there must be an immediate 
determination as1 to whether a statutory barrier does exist. If 
such a barrier exists, it should be prbmptly removed. This 
objective shduld 1 be attained iin the following manner: . 

6 The text of the statute, insofar as relevant, is as follows: 

"When the coµnty welfare board receives an application for 
old age assistanpe, an inve9tigation 1and record shall promptly 
be made of the cJrcumstances of the applicant. The object of 
such investigatibn shall be tb ascerta:in the facts supporting the 
application and !such other irtformatidn as may be required by 
the rules of the State di vis ion. When immediate need is apparent 
and the appiicant provides etidence of eligibility by a written 
statement signetj and verified :Under oath I the director of welfare 
shall issue a grant of old age assist~nce effective as of the date 
of applici;ition and pending c9mp1etion. of such investigatim. Upon 
the completion of such inves;tigation the county welfare board. 
sh.all decide whether the applicant is eligible for and should . 

I I . . ' 

receive or continue to receiv;e old age assistance, the amount of 
assistance, the manner of paying or providing it, and, as 
appropriate, the,date on whiQh the assistance shaUbegin; provided, 
however, that if: th~ complet~d inve sUgation shows the applicant 
to 'have been ine1igible for reasons other than need, the county 

I -i _ 

welfare board shall not be obligated,, in the absence of fraud or 
misrepresentatidn, to take abtion for 'the recovery of any assistance 
granted pending icompletion qf such investigation. It shall notify 
the applicant of its decision in writing." (P.L.1938, c. 361, 
p. 910.12, as amended P.L. 1968, c'. 139, sec. 1). This section . . ·! • • I , ;' _, . , •• 

is also applicable to the other federally-assisted programs; N. J. S. A. 
44;7-39 (DA),. 44:7-44 (AB}, ;44:10-2 (AFDC)~ Somewhat similar 
requirements exi!st for municipal assi;stance, N.J.S.A. 44.8-119 
through 12 3. Th;e amendment in 19 68; wasfelt necessary to allow 
for grants on a presumptive eligibility basis. I _, 
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. . ' 
. ' 

A .. · The Governor or the Commissioner c:if Institutions · 
and A.gencies should request a ruling from the Attorney 
General as to whether the statutory requirements of 

. "investigation" of every application would be met by 
consistency verification of all applications and full 
investigation of only a statistically valid random sample 
of applications for assistance. 

B. If the Attorney General rules that such procedures would 
not satisfy presently applicable statutory requirements, the 
Legislature should forthwith modify the restricting statutes. 
The Legislature should specify instead that the Commissioner 
of Institutions and Agencies shall be given the administra-
tive authority to devise suitable means for investigating 
the eligibility of applicants for and recipients of public 
welfare. 

In the view of the Task Force, implementation of a carefully struc-

tured simplified method could result in major savings in administ.rative 

costs and significant enhancement of the dignity of the client while -

maintaining current low rates of ineligibility.·· These potential advantages 

justify a speedy test and (provided that the test is successful) rapid 

implementation of the simplified method in New Jersey. 

Recommendation Two: 

The Division of Public Welfare should proceed forthwith to 
test and develop the simplified method of eUgibility deter-
mination, including full investigation of a limited random 
sample of cases, in all federally-assisted categories of 
public assistance. The simplified method should be fully 
implemented on a statewide bas is as soon as. a satisfactory 1 

procedure has been developed. When fully implemented, this 
procedure should make maximum use of electronic data processing 
equipment and welfare aides in order to minimize administrative · 
costs without comprorrdsing protection agaiµst erroneous payments. 
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Additional Safeguards 

Additional safeguards can also be instituted to minimize possible 

errors and abuses. An !essential factor in the simplified method is the 

' reliance on the. applicant or recipiept for accurate information. There 

is reason to believe that correct and complete responses can be obtained 
I 
! ' 

if and when clients understand what is expected of them. The primary 
' • ! 

safeguard, then, is to require clierits to giv'e the agency the most accurate 
! 

• information of whic:h th~y are capable, cleatly indicating that legal 

penalties are imposed for obtaining: assistance through fraudulent means. 
I ' I i 

Of course, the agency imust provide help where it is needed to fill out the 
I ' 

form accurately and to bbtain collateral information from other sources. 

Recommendation !Three: 
I 

Clear responsibility should bie placed on the client to give 
a factually correct account of his sitl\ation. , The welfare 
agency must be prepared to ~ive assistance to the client, 
where needed, im filling out the application form or obtaining 
the necessary information. 1 

' 

Guidelines can ~nd should also be developed according to 'iNh ich 
i 

full investigations will be made inlthose ca!ses where v.elfare agency 
I ' · 1 

personnel have reason ;to believe that a client has given incorrect in"'" 

formation. These inve;stigations would be nducted in addition to the 
' . 

· investigations. which are included in the random sample. A demonstration 

project testing the s im:plified method in Minnesota hadsuch independent 

' 

verifications made wh~never interv1iew?rs had an intuitive impression that 
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the information given by the applicants was incorrect. The criteria 

used by the Minnesota workers for requesting such special investigations 

can be summed up as follows: 

1) The applicant appears confused or uncertain; 

2) The overall picture of the applicant's age, residence, 

financial situation, etc., seems to be inconsistent; 

3) The applicant is unable to give answers due to ignorance 

or emotional or physical reasons; 

4) The interviewer believes that the applicant is not telling 

the complete truth; 

5) The applicant's statements about his financial situation 

or other matters is very close to the limits set by the law. 

About one out of ten of the eligibility items processed by the.Minnesota 

welfare office interviewers were validated independently on the basis of 

these intuitive impressions; these investigations were in addition to those 

which were made of random samples o{ applications and subsequent re-

determinaUons of eligibility. The findings revealed that one-half of the 

information verified on the basis of recommendations by the welfare office 

interviewers was found to disqualify the applicants. The findings from 

the random sample validations further revealed that a large part of the 

total error rate encountered in that test of the simplified method was 

attributable to the small proportion of applicants who had been identified 

1::¥ the welfare office interviewers m the basis of th8ir intuitive impressions. 
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Recommendation Four: 

Guidelines should be developed according to which full in-
vestigations are made of those cases :Hhich eligibility 
workers have reason to believe warrant such investigations. 
These investigations would be in addition to those which are 
made of the random samples of applications and redeterminations 
of eligibility. 

The Internal Revenue Service subjects income tax returns to a 

computerized scrutiny for internal inconsistencies. These include 

arithmetical errors, discrepancies between answers which should be the 

same, highly improbable answers, etc. Provided that maximum use were 

made of computers in the processing of welfare applications and payments 

(as recommended earlier), computers could check for internal inconsistencies 

according to procedures similar to those of IRS. This would provide 

another means of pinpointing possibly fraudulent applications. It should 

also have a strong deterrent effect on potential cheaters. 

Recommendation Five: 

Computerized verifications of internal consistency should 
be made of all applications for public assistance. 

Under the present system of eligibility determination, complete 

investigations of the status of recipients are undertaken only at II decision 

points 11 : initial application for assistance, and periodic redetermination 

of eligibility every three, six, or twelve months, depending on the 

program. Investigation is also made, of course, if evidence of a possible 

change in status is reported to the county agency; it is understood that 



.. 

', . . . . 

the client has a clear responsibility to notify the welfare office of any 

·change in his: circumstances which might alt~r his eligibility for ass is-

tance. Under the simplified method, investigations would be made of 

random samples of cases at those decision points. That is,· separate 
. . ) 

samples would be drawn of an ap:plications within a given time period, 
• . j • . . 

and similarly for all redeterminations of eligibility. However, unlike 

the present system, a check could be made of the ongoing eligibility 

of ALL cases at any given time by drawing an additional sample of ALL 

cases for investigation, irrespecti've of how lori.g they· have been receiving 
' ' 

assistance. By this method~· it w~uld be possible to. determine the rate 
. . . .. . : ' . 

of ineligibility of all ca;ses at any given time, not j\ist the rate of in-

eligibility of initial determinations and subsequent redeterminations of 

eligibility. 

Reco·mmendatiori Six: 

There should be provision for Sample validation of ·all continu1ng 
cases in addition to sample .validation of initial determinations 
and redeterminations of eligibility. 

Under the simplified method, the size of the validation samples 

would be set qccording to statistical principles governing the size of 

random samples which will yield results w :ithin certain lirnits of error. T.he 
' I 

size of such samples would depend upon the tolerance of error permitted 
. . . i . . . . . 
and the number of s u b·groups into!which the total group would be divided. 

There would haver to be separate subsamples for each of the categories of 
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of assistance. There should be subsamples for major geographic 

subdivisions of the State; other subsamples could be drawn according 

to various social and economic factors. The addition of each subsample 

within which statistically valid results are deemed necessary would 

expand the size of the total sample. Such additional categor~es should 

be limited to those within which unusual ineligibility trends might be 

expected. 

Recommendation Seven: 

The size of the validation sample should.be large enough to 
detect ineligibility trends within the major subgroups of the 
public welfare programs as well as within the total public. 
welfare caseload for the entire state. 

If an upward trend in the ineligibility rate were detected within a 

subgroup of the caseload, or for a particular eligibility re.quirement (such 

as the limitation on cash and liquid assets) that trend should obviously 

not be ignored. If such a rate reached a certain level deemed to be 

totally unacceptable (now set at 3% by federal regulations),· a1 investi-

gation of 100% of cases within such a subgroup or relating to that 

particular eligibility requirement should be instituted. Before the in-

eligibility rate reaches that level; however, progressively larger samples 
' 

should be validated in order to reduce the limits of statistical error of 

the sample and also to pinpoint the cause of the increasing rate. 



I 
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Recommendation Eight: 

Provis ion should be made for progressive graduated shifts 
to larger validation samples if increases in the ineligibility 
rate are detected. 
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ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 

Present law and regulations require that the county welfare 

agency investigate the entire financial condition of persons applying 

for categorical assistance. This investigation is 'intended not simply 

to discover and record the current income of applicants, but to assess 

other possible resources which can be exploited to provide monetary 

support. The value of present assets must be determined; the possibility 

of future accumulation of assets must be foreseen; and identification 

must be made of certain 11 legally responsible" relatives able to provide 

support for the applicant. 

While not questioning the necessity of maintaining elitJibility 

requirements relating to resources other than the current income of clients, 

the Task Force believes that eligibility requirements other than current 

income should be simplified in order to promote administrative simplicity, 

dignify the relationship between client and agency, and assist the client 

in maintaining a modicum of economic security. Particularly in the con-

text of implementation of the simplified method of eligibility determination, 

simplification of these .other requirements \t\O uld help to reduce the sub-

stantial administrative costs which are presently incurred in tracking 

down the rare case of valuable but hidden resources which many of the 

regulatio-ns are designed to discover. Certain existing laws, regulations, 

and practices intrude into sensitive areas of family relations and personal 

rights and changes should be made .to minimize such intervention by 

the welfare system. Many of the laws, regulations, and practices also 

seem to be implicitly based on the mistaken assumption that most welfare 

;'I 



' 
,. 

recipients fall into a pattern of chronic dependency. _They th~ref~re 
. . 

force the clie'nt to exhaust all resources, a practice which greatly -

hinders the restoration of his. economic indepE:ndence. Since the 

rece"ipt of AFI)G especially is generally:a temporary phenomenon, the· 

· ·. regulations should be altered to permit families to retain a cushion of 
. ( 

resources with which they can he:lp 1hemselves to regain self-sufficiency 

as rapidly as-possible. 

· ·In discussing eligibility requirements, .current income standards 

· will be considered in a separate. section since they properly warrant a 
' . 

more detailed analysis! The remaining financial eligibility criteria may 

be classified according to the nature of the resource in question:·· 

1) Present assets:· cash, liquidassets, personal property, 
real estate, automobiles, life insurance policies. 

2) . Future assets: future earnings, inheritances, other 
governmental benefits or insurance benefits i legal 
dam age awards .: 

3) Relatives' income and assets. 

Because of their complexity, and their general unfamiliarity to the 

public, the details of the eligibil~ty reqµirements concerning these resources 

will re pres·en~ed here. The issues they raise call for policy choices 

vmich _ can affect the administrative cost- of assistance programs, the 
. . . . 

financial security arid human dignity of clients, and the harmony between 

written policy and administrative practice. . . . ·- . . . . 



Present Tangible Assets 

a) Cash and Liquid Assets.: Present regulations do not allow 

applicants to retain any cash savings or oth'er liquid assets such as 

savings bonds or savings accounts. The applicant with $100 in a 

savings account, for instance, will find that $100 counted as a resource 
" ! 1 ; 

available to meet his first month's budgeted needs; it is therefore de-
i 1 1 _ : 

ducted from the full bucjget when th!e size ofthe grant is being determined. 

Any such assets must l:De disposed bf and used to support the family. · The , ! • . I 

I 
requirement that all as~ets be disposed of is entirely a matter of state 

I , . , , 

agency poHc:::y I and is not imposed by State or federal statute or by 

federal . regulation. 

b) Personal Property. The lstate Categorical Assistance Budget· 

I I . . , Manual's treatment of personal eff~cts such as jewelry, furniture or 
' I 

I 

clothing is uniform for 
1
all categori~s of ass.istance. This property is 
I I 

. : , , I . 7 
considered a "potential resource"; :the Mam'.ial states that: 

7. 

(a) All personal :property must be evaluated to determine 
whether it is a pptential resource that shall be liquidated. 
(b) · Household furnishings ar!id persori,al clothing which are 
used and useful to the client and family budget unit are . 
regarded as essential for ad~quate lil.iling and shall not be 
considered as, a potential resource for liquidation. House-
hold furnishings and persona} clothing which are in storage 
are presumed to be not used ~nd useful and shall be considered 
as a potential resource for liquidation. In unusual situations, 

Categorical Assisitance Budget Manu~I, 407. 4 

' 
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. . . ' 

howeiver,. where there may be an item (>r items of exceptional 
value, not regularly used and not essential to the client's 
health and welfare, the client shall be informed that such . 
personal effects shall be considered as a potential resource 

. for liquidation. 

Whenever a person ceases, to make use of or is unable to make · 
use of any personal property which was not considerad as a 
potential resource because· of such use, it shall then be .con- · 
sidered as a potential resource for liquidation. 

c) Automobiles. State regulations specify that automobiles are 

to be cons id_ered a~ resources for liquidation, unless 
. . . ' . . . . . 

(F · they are deemed_ essential for employment or 

health; or 

(2) no 9ther means of transportation is available; or 

. (3) they are considered vital incentives to self-help; or 

(4) the value of.the automobile is less than $500. 

d) Life Insurance Policies,. Present State regula~ions regard life 

insurance policies as potential re-sources for support except under any 
l • • • , • . 

of th~ following circumstan~es: 

(1) · the policy is a group ;or term policy; 

(2) the policy's face value is less than $1,000; 

(3) the client has a reduced life expectancy, is, 

I receiving or i:3 Hkely to receive disability benefits· 

under his _policy and is therefore likely to.receive 

welfare assistance for less than six months; 

(4), the_policy i.s,a small family policy (under certain 
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circumstances). 

Under any other conditions, any policy of face value exceeding $1,000 

: . ' ::- ' . i 
must be evaluated for cash surrender value within thirty days after re-

ceipt of assistance' an~ then must be redeemed and the amount of its 
' ' ' 

proceeds deducted from i succeeding welfare grants~ ,, . . i 

e) Real Estate. Categorica~ assistance recipients are clearly 

allowed to own their homes; the valµe of their homes is not considered 
i 

I. . .. ' . , . _., . 

in determining eligibility. Ownership of oth'er real estate, however, dis-
• ' i . ! · ... 

qualifies cli-,mts from continued ass;istance. Any real estate other than 

the client's home must be sold within six months of receipt of assistance 
I 

for any offer which meets the appraised value thereof. The proceeds from 
: . . ! ' i 

such a sale must he deducted from succeedi;g welfare grants. : . : ·, 

! . ! . : ' ' . 
In calculating the grants of rE1cipients: who own their own home.s, 

local agencies provide !for the "costs of homeownership," which generally 

include mortgage and t1x payments .f . No prof is ion is made for costs of 

routine home rrtai:ntenance, though ;grants can be made for emergency re-
1 ' i • 

pairs under certain conditions.· 
• i ':· ., • 

' .. ' _. :.· .- ' i ' !. ' < 

Homeowners applying for OM: or DA. are required by state law to 
I 

I • : . I ,' 

sign an "Agreement to I;{eimburse," which pledges any property, real or 

personal I a.s a guaranty for reimbur,sement ol any assistance granted. 

This agreement must bEi signed befqre payment can be made and is recorded 

by the agency as a lien on the client's prop~rty. In effect, the client 
' i 

· I _ ;- _ i • 

signs over his property to the agency as collateral. The agency may 
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take title upon the client's death in order to recover its grants, or it 

may s~ek a court judgment exe.cuting the lien. to .Protect its interest 

under three conditions: 

1) If the recipient, :while living, is .guiLty of fraud 

or is "uncooperative"; 

2) ·• If property is discovered after the client's death 

which otherwise might .not accr1:1e ,to the welfare 

agency; 
' . 

3) If the client's heirs ar~ dissipating their inherited. 

Future Assets 

property or allowing it. to accumulate ta}{ obligations 

so as to diminish the value of 1h.e property. 

Treatment of future assets of AFDC famil.ies follows the con;ept 
( . . . . 

of the welfare grant as a loan which will be collected if the opportunity 

arises. Whenever a client can expect to receive an asset i~ the future,. 

State policy requires him to sign an• agreement to reimburse the· agency 

.and pursue whatever steps· h~ can to collect the asset, or risk termination 

of assistance .• The "future assets" in question are usually expected as 
. . . . . 

the outcome of pending claims for social secUFity payments, veteran's 

benefits, workmen's compensation, temporary disability benefits i or 

. legal suits or claims arising from contracts I inheritances, or damages. 

suffered in ac:c.iderits. 

L 
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Support from Relatives. 

Underlying the system which now provides categorical assistance 

is the notion that the relatives of po")r people should be required to con-

tribute to their support before society assumes any responsibility to 

assist them. The specific conditions which must be met before assis-

tance is gra,rrted are laid out in federal and State legislation and regulations1• 

The effect of these requirements is to define who is responsible for 

supporting welfare clients, the extent to which they are responsible, and 

the manner in 'Nhich clients must avail themselves of that support. 

The identification of legally responsible relatives is largely left 

up to the State. New Jersey specifies as "chargeable" relatives the 

grandparents, parents and children of clients, as well as stepfathers of 

minor children otherwise "likely to become a public charge." If the 

responsible relative is more than 55 years old, however, he can only be 

required to contribute to the support of his spouse and to the support of 

his minor children. 

Just as the welfare agency determines the ability of applicants to 

support themselves, it also determines the extent to which legally responsible 

relatives are capable of providing support. In accordance with Federal 

regulations regarding relatives other than parents whom the State may 

decide to consider responsible, New Jersey has established an objective 

scale which specifies contributions expected according to the financial 
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capacities of relatives. The identification of responsible relatives, 

however, is left entirely up to the State. 

The amount which n. legally responsible relative (LRR) is expected 

to contribute to support an assistance recipient varies according to his 

income, the size of his own family unit dependent on him, and his 

relationship to the clients to whose support he is required to contri-

bute. For instance, a man with an income of $400 per month, living 

alone but the father of several AFDC children living elsewhere, must 

contribute $39 per month toward his children's support. If that man were 

instead the grandfather of those AFDC children, he would only be required 

to contribute $18 per month. If he were their father but also supported 

a second wife living with him, his monthly contribution would be but 

$10. In fact, there are two separate scales to be used in determining 

financial capacity; the more demanding one is applied, generally speaking, 

to LRR' s most closely related to their client relatives. New Jersey 

regulations also allow the expected contribution to be adjusted upward 

if the liquid assets of the LRR exceed a given limit which varies according· 

to his own family's size. 

The procedures for collecting support from legally responsible 

relatives are specified by State agency regulations and~federal statute, 

and must be followed if eligibility for assistance is to be maintained. In 

cases where the LRR voluntarily steps forward and provides information 

regarding his income, he can simply be requested to make payments. 
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Special requirements, however, apply to cases where a father has deserted 

his family, or more generally, where voluntary compliance is not forth-

coming. When a father has deserted his family and his wife applies for 

AFDC, the welfare agency is required by federal statute to file notice 

of the desertion with the appropriate law enforcement officials (the NOLEO 

amendment). The agency and the client are expected to cooperate with 

the law enforcement officials in action against the husband for support. 

In cases where a child is illegitimate, the client is instructed to begin 

filiation proceedings to determine paternity, and claim support unless 

paternity is voluntarily admitted. It is within the power of the welfare 

agency to initiate court proceeding-s for support, but the common practice 

in New Jersey is to assign this task to the client. Although failure to 

initiate court proceedings cannot be used as grounds for ineligibility, the 

client's "failure to cooperate" with the agency or the law enforcement 

officials in their legal pursuit of the husband can be so used. 

Once these required legal proceedings are initiated, the next step 

in collecting support from a recalcitrant relative is the request for a 

court investigation of the LRR' s ability to support and an order to pay 

support. If the court orders payments equal to the welfare agency's 

appraisal of budgeted needs, then the welfare grant can be terminated. 

In any case, State regulations recommend that support payments be made 

through the probation office, with the county welfare board the beneficiary 

of the order. If that procedure is followed, prompt notice can be taken 
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of non-payments, and welfare grants can be adjusted accordingly. Jn 

some cases, however, judges have refused to implement this suggestion, 

and the client whose relative fails to pay support must often wait several 

weeks and endure considerable red tape before the welfare grant is ad-

justed. It should be noted that a similar burden is placed on clients 

whose relative, living in the same household, has been counted as a 

source of support for purposes of eligibility determination. Federal and 

State regulations require the relative' s income to be counted only if it is 

actually available, but the burden of proving the lack of receipt of support 

hy positive and affirmative evidence is on the client. 

****** 
After reviewing the current set of eligibility requirements, the 

Task Force has concluded that in the interests of administrative efficiency, 

the self-respect of clients, and the economic security of clients, sub-

stantial simplification is in order. 

Administrative Efficiency 

The multiplicity of eligibility requirements other than current income 

u n d .)Ubtedly lowers the expense of welfare benefits to government 

agencies; clients and their relatives probably make larger contributions 

to client support than would be made without the requirements, and certain 

persons are denied assistance or are discouraged from applying who would 

otherwise be eligible. The Task Force believes, however, that certain of 

these laws, regulations, and practices would prove on investigation to be 
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so costly arid. time-consuming to administer that they are not justified 

by the increased contributions which they yield from clients and their 

relatives. 

One example of such a requirement is that relating to personal 

property. All welfare clients are poor. Most are poor before they apply 

and will be poor even after they leave the rolls. Frequently, •.~lients 

who apply for public assistance do so only after exhausting all personal 

resources. In almost all cases, there are no personal effects of sub-

stantial value which can be sold to produce enough revenue to alter 

significantly the circumstances of the client and his family. The regulation 

requiring evaluation of all personal property is intended to insure that 

clients with, for example, valuable jewelry or fur coats liquidate those 

possessions before receiving public assistance. Clients toward whom 

this rule is directed are quite exceptional. Nevertheless a full investi-

gation must be made of every case, at great cost, in order to ferret out 

those very few. 

Similarly, few clients have life insurance policies with a large cash 

surrender value. Under current regulations, however, all life insurance 

policies (with certain exceptions) must be evaluated for cash surrender 

value in order to determine whether they should be redeemed. 

the face value of a policy is readily known and simply demonstrable by 

the client, evaluation of the cash surrender value by the agency is a 

... 
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tedious and expensive administrative process requiring the assistance 

of the is suing insurance company or other expert consultants. 

All legally responsible relatives must also be contacted so that the 

agency can ascertain their potential for the support of tre client. With 

the exception of spouses, and parents of minor children, however, the 

support obtained from such sources tends to be minimal simply because 

relatives of poor persons are usually poor and often have family units of 

their own to support. 

A simple cost-benefit analysis may show that the enforcement of 

current policies does not make good financial sense. The cost of enforce-

ment quite likely exceeds the amount of the reductions in public payments 

to clients. In calendar year 1968, welfare agencies in New Jersey 

collected $2. 3 million in reimbursements from the following sources 

(which are not separated in the Division of Public Welfare data): relatives' 

support payments, recipient reimbursements, executions of liens, and 

recovery of overpayments. This represented little more than 1 % of the 

state's total assistance expenditures. It is difficult to estimate the 

administrative cost of collecting this sum. (In California, it was recently 

estimated that 6. 4% of the cost of AFDC eligibility determination was 

spent for specialized property investigation alone.) The administrative 

cost could, however, be substantially reduced if the regulations were 

simplified and made more flexible, thus making investigation less time-

consuming. Costs could be reduced even further if the simplified method 
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were adopted and case-by-case investigation on a general bas is were 

no longer deemed to be necessary. 

Dignity of Client-Agency Relations 

The Task Force also believes that certain requirements and practices 

are unnecessarily coercive; they interject the county agency into matters 

which threaten relationships of clients to other family members and 

threaten the personal security and autonomy of the client. In some cases, 

they may even violate his legal rights.· This interference is self-defeating 

insofar as it tends to demoralize the client and decrease the sense of 

worth and individual dignity which are prerequisites to regaining his in-

dependence. 

Perhaps the best example of this kind of situation is the disparity 

between law and practice in obtaining support orders from absent fathers. 

The common practice of advising female citizens to take court action 

against absent husbands as a prerequisite to eligibility, although such murt 

action falls within the powers of the agency, is of questionable wisdom. 

Urging mothers to take action against separated husbands in many cases 

fosters unnecessary bitterness between the spouses. When the client 

is forced by the welfare agency to take an adversary pas ition a(J·ainst the 

father of her children or to assist in pursuit of him, chances for reconciliation 

or marriage (in the case of paternity proceedings) are likely to be damaged. 

In such cases, the value of support payments obtained through coercive 
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means might be outweighed by the reduction in benefits that could accrue 

from a successful marital rEfiltionship. 

Obtaining support from legally responsible relatives such as grand-

parents, or children of elderly clients, causes the lex:: al agency to inter-

vene in private and sensitive 'areas of family relatiomh ips. In addition, 

there may be a legal question raised by the State's definition of legally 

responsible relatives. The definition includes relatives who, if poor 

people were not involved, would riot be required by law to provide support. 

This disparity in treatment has been successfully challenged in several 

other states as a denial of equal protection. In New Jersey, this question 

arises particularly w lth regard to ·step-fathers, who can. in no other 

situation' be compf~lled to support their step-children. 

The Agreement to Reimburse in the OM and DA programs, through 

which a lien is attached to homes and personal property, does not 

usually directly deprive in a material way those who become re1:::ipients 

because they usually do not regain economic independence in their life-

times. Forcing clients to sign such an agreement, however, is often a 

serious emotional blow because clients feel that they no longer have 

control over their own property and will never again be able to attain self-

sufficiency. Requiring such an agreement also deters many elderly or 

disabled persons from seeking assistance. Reluctance to sign away the 

rights to property one has struggled to acquire may force many people to 

live unnecessarily under deprived conditions, rather than live in the fear 

of having their home "sold out from under them. " 



-50-

The legal soundness .of the Agreement to Reimburse as it is used 

in the AFDC program is sometimes questionable. In cases where children 

are to be the beneficiaries of an award, the parent is required by State 

regulations to pledge the children's future .as sets. The parent, even as 

trustee for his children, may have no legal right to sign away their future 

assets, and yet, if he refuses to do so., the entire family can be declared 

ineligible. As one judge has commented, a child, upon reaching maturity, 

should not receive a bundle of murt orders showing that all of his property 

has been used for his support. The legality of such treatment of the assets 

of children is particularly questionable when they consist of compensation 

for damages or injury suffered in accidents. In that case, as a general 

matter, whatever part of the compensation is not required to pay accident-,-

co.nnected expenses is legally viewed, not as a contribution to the 

support of the child, but rather as something to compensate the child 

as the accident victim -- for whatever pain, suffering and impairment 

he may anticipate and/or have endured because of it. A somewhat s.imilar 

problem occurs with adults or children entitled to workmen's compensation 

awards. 

Clients' Economic Security 

Many eligibility requirements appear to be based on the erroneous 

view that the welfare rolls consist of chronically dependent clients who 

receive assistance for long periods of time and have little chance to re-

gain economic independence. Although this conception may be reasonably 
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accurate in the case of the adult categories of assistance (OAA, DA, AB), 

it is highly misleading when ap~lied to AFDC and AFDC-U; To the extent 

that the concept underlies regulations v.rh.ich require clients tb exhaust 

their resources in order to receive public assistance, it may ·prolong the 

stay on the rolls of many families. 
. . . . 

The most recent available statistics on· length of stay in the AFDC 

program (1967) indicate that half of the families had received assistance 
·. . 
continuously for 2 8 months or less. More than one-fourth of recipients·· 

had received assistance continuously for less than one year. A simHar· 

proportion. had been receiving ·assistance for five. years or more,· but fewer 

than ore recipient in twenty...:five (3. 7%)' had received assistance contimiously 

for more than ten years. Equivalent information is not available for New 

Jersey's AFDC-U segments which were inaugurated only in 1969, but 
·. • • , I 

national figures indicate that half of those families remain on the rolls 

for nine months or less. 

This evidence indicates that welfare recipients in the family programs 

do not seem to be permanent failure's in need of life-long support: 

"welfare" is not a "way of life" for the typic~l client. Most recipients 

come onto the rolls to survive economic hardship of a temporary' nature;· 

the experience of economic independence is not foreign to them. The 
. . 

true role of the welfare system for many recipients might well be char-

acterized as long-term unemployment compensation, or early social 

security benefits. And yet I neither une~ployment compensation· nor 

social security benefit programs, properly speaking, require a state of 
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·I 
I 

. i ,· . t ' 

. impoverishment or complet$ financial i:q.security 1 as .eligibility conditions. 
I 

. . !", . ·i. . 1· : · . ·. 
To facilitate the return.of vyelfare recipients.to i:ndependence, it would . . • . ', ... . •, i . . : . :·' ._ . · .... ;· . 
be wise to allowt he retent~on 6fa cert?in finanba.1 cushion, as do the . . I . I ' 

• • . ' \ , i . ' , 

assistance programs aimed!at the populiation wii!h a "normal" wcrk 
.. - . . . . I . , . : : .· .: , 

I ·1· . 

history. - This approach' itls'hould be nbted' is bonsidered quite proper - j .- .. - i -·. • i . ' -_ ' 
also in _the treatment of ba*kruptcy cas~s; peop1e given the extraordinary · 
- --.· · ··- - i ·.· l • - i • .· ·. ·. -

privil~ge of debt dismissal are allowedi to retaim a certain amount of .• 
d · · .· .. - . - I - · i · - 1 · - ·' .' · - · - _ -

their property. · The retennon of properW or other resources is a gu3.rantee 
- . _ l · . · i _ i -- - .- . - . · -

that emergencies can be m~t; the welfafe recipi~nt, unlike-the bank..: .. _- _· - . - -i -. .· .- . l - ·. ! - . .. - _· . 

ruptpy claimant or the -soci~l securi~y or-unemplpyment compensation 
,.,: - -· - I ,. - . .:' - ·1 . · . -

recipient, is not allowed tJis financial/eeway. i _ . :• . ·-. . . I . . . -{ . 1. 
I I· I . - - . I - - i. . I. . ' Welfar~ cUents are qlearly denie\'.f this le¢way by the current· 

. . ·• . i _. -. . i . - ·. ! - ' .. - - -·-.· . 
New Jersey requfrement th~t the client apply all! cash and Uquid assets 

. . ·' .. . 1 .. · --. ·. ·: ·: .) .' 1, · · - · .- ··._. . 

to his: support. Any perE>o9a1 property ~f substartial value must also be 
· i . . I I 

liquidated and applied to his immediate1 This policy makes it 
- : - I - : . . 

impossible for welfare cliehts to maintdin a finJncial cushion with which 
- . . . _ •.. : . ·-·1 . , .. - f -. : • . - • 

- I - . I - I 
they can meet emergency needs or satisfy demamds for necessities_ . - · ; · · · i . 1· ( - - . : - ! . -._ I . • - --
which are not currentlyrecpgnize.d inwielfare b~dgets (such as routine . - . . - . .·: r . ·- . . . l . - .. ;· ·. . . . -· .· 
transportation_ costs and sc:/~ool expens~s.) _ WeJfare clients, in their __ 

.-·. ·. ·. ·i . : . 'i . - ' .. ' ·j ,- .. - . . ·, . 

efforts to me.et their own n~~ds, · often do in~o d~bt and seriously deplete 
J • • ·' 

• ' ' ., j •• 
- ,- I . . I .- -

. _ _ I · ,- I 
their resources before requesting assistance. !Demanding complete 

. ' ' , . '.··, ·f . .· .. : . · ... ·l · . . . . .. ···. . . 
exhaustion of resources. plJces them inlno position to withstand, on . . ·:f . , .= . , .:l · . 1 • . . •.. , • 

·• their own, ar{ emergency wiich arises 4hile-they are receiving welfare 
. .. . · 1· - '} . 1·, . . ' . ' 

i,: 
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grants. Emergencies must then. be met by a request for additional 

help, a move which does little to foster a spirit of independence. 

The only other alternative is to make credit arrangements, which for 

" ' ' .· \ . a welfare cliept can lead to an: extremely expensive and long-term 

debt. Allowing greater retention of resources would place greater em-' 

phasis on the .r;:;lient's best interests over the long term, not simply 
' ' ' . . . 

on the restriction of the "welfare" .he receives. Allowance for su'ch 

a cushion is provided for in the federal regulations which stipulate that 

a ~tate can permit a client to retai~ up to $2, 000 in net ,;orth, in 

addition to his home and automobile. According to federal policy, 

the cash surrender value of a client's life inSurance policy is included 

in this maximum sum. 

In this context, treatment of life insurance is questionable. 

Provision for the future well-being of one's family is a goal which can .- . } . ' :.. ' . -·. ' '. 

hardly be deemed a luxury. :Present regulations are obviously an attempt 

to limit short-term welfare expenditures. It is likely, however,. that 

if a client dies, his family will be able to live on his insurance benefits 
• • . ._ ·: .· • . • ! 

: ' . ' . ' . . 

for longer than they can on the policy's cash value while he lives. The 

choice is one between the short-term protection of the welfare agency 

and long-term prote'ction of the client and his family. 

Finally, the classification of automobiles rriay.reflect an u~-

realistic a~sessment of the necessities of modern life. A 1969 California 

legislative study of welfare co_ncluded, for instance, that automobiles 
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are no longer a luxury, arid recommended that' ~hey be totally excluded .. i . . . . ! . ; . . 
I : 

from consideration in eligibility determination. The Task Force believes 
I ' I 

0 I 

that automobiles are often (necessary i~ the abs~rice of a goods ystern 
. . . ! ' 

I . . 

of public transportation an~ can be useful fo, he:lping to restore families 
. I . I • 

to economic independence) :whereas the curre~t presumption is that .. . l I i . 

· cars must be juStifiecl. as 9eeded, the rieverse p~esurription is more realistic.: 
... -_·_ . ··· ·· . l , . l. • .. !. •·· · 
only 'iJ(a few cases are cars owned simply "forishow. II · · · l .1

1
· ! · -. 

r .• J 
1 · I · I.·· . . · l . . I • I 

Accordingly, itts th~ co.nplus ion! of the Tas~ Force that eligibiUty . . .·.. ., I . . . ·i . . . i I. .•• ·.· ; • .· • • • • 

requirements should be simplified as Jdllows in: order to promote a_dminis-. ·.- · -... ·-., . · - : .- I - -·· · .: . - -.. :" ·-1· · · , · · · --· ·- :. : · · · ·. 
. .· . · . , • I . ·· -: . . ._. ·j . , · · ·. 
trative efficiency, dignify ithe relationf:!hip be~ieen client and agency, 
... · - . -· , · -.·•· I. · · · : · · ·. l · · ·. > · · .-· ... · 

and assist the client in ma\intaining a modicum pf economic security~ 
. . . ·! I -

l I I. 
I. ! 

. .· ... •· I. . I i 
.Recommendation. Ninr= . I i 

-- ·- . -~ -. . . . . I - · . . J ·. · ,; · '1 .. 

Cash and liquid assets should b~ counted as resources .. · -· ' . .l . . . ·1 . . '.,'· . . ... 

for c_urrent support only when the:ir val1,1e plearly exce_eds . . .· .. · 
• an amount tjes'irable /for prot~ctiqn ofthe ~amity. 'Applicants.···· .. · . 
. for welfare assistancj:e should thfrefore ·b~ allowed to ret_c1in · 
a reserve of ca·sh anp liquid ass~ts, whiqih should be disre,,.. 
garded when resources for current support are evaluated. This 

·, . . . . . ! .. .· . I · .. · . ' ·. . . . . 
reserve should be se;t; after stuqy of recipient needs,· at .a 
level which allows r~cipients to !retain a pushion of resources 
sufficient to copewtJh emergendes and dther necesstties 

• I • ' • I . . i . ' •. 

· unrecognized by welfare budgets~· · ' · 
· .· • · · .· · · : I · . ;_ · ·· i·· 

. I 

Recommendation Tent 
I 
I. 
1 

l . 
. . . · .. ! . . ...•.. ' ·, · .. ·· : .. ·.. . • . . .. . 
Automobiles and per$onal effects! should ~ormally be disregarded 
as potential resourc$s for current su-pportj, and theirexistence 
should normally not pe consider~d in determining eligibility 
or siz.e of grant.· i · ,i · · ; · 

. . · I .I .. I 
! ., . .. . . .·.· { 

'Recommendation Eleven: ·· 
I 
'· i 

..... ·. .i . . . i ... ·.··. ! . ·. . . 
. The State should recpmmend. to tfye federal government that life 

I 

i 
I 
i• 
I 
I 
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insurance should be considered separately from cash 
and liquid assets in evaluating resources for current support. 
Other than group or term insurance, which should be disre-
garded entirely, clients should be permitted to retain a 
specified amount of insurance protection (based on the 
face value of the policy). Although the subject merits 
further study at both federal and State levels, a fair 
amount of protection should be allowed for clients without 
requiring complex and expensive administrative procedures 
to encumber the determination of eligibility. 

Recommendation Twelve: 

Current State law and policy requiring OAA and DA applicants, 
and in some cases AFDC applicants, to sign an "Agreement to 
Reimburse" should he repealed. 

Recommendation Thirteen: 

A. The statutory specification of relatives legally obligated 
to support those in financial need should be limited to parents 
of minor children and to spouses • 

B. The current practice, according to whic;::h welfare clients are 
sometimes required, either directly or indirectly, to initiate 
legal support proceedings against spouses or the fathers of their 
children should be halted. 



LIVING STANDARDS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS 

New Jersey has beeJ one of a small~rouJ· of states that _has·. 

maintained a level of cash! assistance for welfa:ire recipients which · 
. . 1 • . : • . 

approximates a minimum dJcent standard of living for ·the needy: · The . i . . ,. . . . . 
stated purpose of public aisistance grants is to_ provide for "the · 

. . j . . . 

essentials for an adeq1,1ate!·minimum standard of;living .II Re-' 
. . i . . 

grettably, mo~t stg.tes hav~:tallen fat short Of thjet goal because their 

legislature·s and governors have imposed fiscal :restraints sharply 

curtailing the amount Of pi.{blic fµnds which could be spent on public - - I - i -
. . ! . . .. . . • . . . . . . 

assistance. Thus, welfare departments in such states have proceeded 
. .· ·_ . . . . i . . •. . _· ·. . . i . . ··-• 

to construct cost standard~ for adequate minimU:tn standards of living . . . . .. ' . - . 

. . i ·.. . . •· .• .- . 

for welfare recipients whil~ paying only an arbi~rary proportion of those 

.standards,_ bas.ed on the a_~ailability of appropr~ated funds. 
. . .·. ., .. ' ' : . ·' . . . 

Even the ideal stand~rds have been less than generous in most 
. . ·. ! ·. . . ' '. : . . . . . . 

states; in 1968, only six sftates had standards equal to or higher than I . . -
- ,. . . -· i•· · · ·. I . . -·. 

the official poverty line of,$ 3,553 for an urban family of four. More-

over, only twenty--:fo4r sta~es paid recipients 1@0% of their own usually 

inadequate minimum stand,rds. · New Jersey ha~ alwa~s been in the _ 

group of states paying lOOtc; of the minimum ~tandard, and its AFDC -· 
. : I . 

I ' 

standard is currently the highest in the nation {~xcepting Alaska's, 
i 

. j . -i· .. . 
which is_ inflated by the artificially high cost of living in that state). 

i 
I 

This level of performance tjas evidently been m~de possible by New 
• • I : . _,. . . 

. Jersey's wealth and relativiely low proportion of poor persons; as well . . I , . --- - , . -
as efforts of public .welfar~ administrators to maintain adequate levels 

1 . 
i 
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of assistance. : It is reflected in the State's average· payments for 

AFDC, which are also.the highest fnthe n~tion at $66.40 per person 

pe~ month as of June, 1969._ (~verage payments ~e lower than standards .. 

because mar1y t~c ipients have at least some outside .income.).· As 

evidenced by these figures, expenditures for welfare in New Jersey 

have not to this point been arbitrarily restricted by legislative or 

gub~rnatorial fiat; rather appropriations have been made a~ necessary 

to meet the ne~ds of the actual number of recipients. 

How Grants Arn Calcu.lated _•·· 

In earlier years in New Jersey:. the goal of welfare budgeting 

policy, to provide individuals witn,'.an adequate minimum standard-of . . - ., . . 

·.f· 

support, was carried. out l)y constrqcting the standard in such detail· 

that it ,could be applied to ,_a wide variety of different. cases· in a w·ide, ! 

variety of different· combinations. :Minimum famHy needs wer:e broken 
. ' ·. . ' 

down· in.to components. representirigifood, shelter; utilitLes, clothing I 
' .. , ' .. ··- . . . ' . 

. . 
personal incid.entels, housel)old furnishings, household operations; 

etc.. Table.s were drpwn up for each of these components which Varied 
. . . , 

according to f,a,mily size-;' age of each child, sex of each child, etc~· 
. . 

When a fa~ily yVa.s deemed (3ligible,.for public assistance, the case...: 

worker formed a budget by•working through the amount indicated under 

each component according. to the particular cir¢umstances of each family 

and combining .these .amounts to. arrive at .,the fin~l total. Ne~dless to . . 

. . . 

say,. it w9s necessary to adjust thi:~ budget as circumstances of the 
, . '. . . . ~. . . . . 

. . 

family -- such ~s ag~ of the children -- changed. 
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I 

Although this method cari effectively adapt grants to individual 
. . I , . .. . , 

needs on a highly flexiblejbas is, it is ·apparent'. that the demands on 

caseworker time and the p, tential for erroneous; calculations cancelled 

out many of the. a,dvant~geJ inherent ~n the condep:. ·_ Through the years, . , . I . 
I . ( .. 

components were graduaUicombined and distin~tions between variations 
. . ,' ; . . . ,: . J' ·., . . . .·· 1 ' . ' 

· _ . .·-· i. . _._' . . . l · -
in individual circumstance$ were gradually· elimtnated in order to simplify . . I .. . .. . . . i-· .. .· . . 

. , . . . I . -· . .. ·• . . . 
the budgeting system. Pri?r to March, 1969; hrwever, the statewide 

• • •, • • • • • C • • i > • ' ', ; l • '• • • • ' .- • ' ' •, • 

sta,ndard was still ·c~nstrutjted ~ccording to a b~ilding block approach, 
.· . i ., ' .,- '. j • • •' • 

eveh urlder the moie si~plihed system. The ba~ic standardwas broken 
· ·. . .·. · . 1. · • 1-· . . · · ·. 

' / C • . _ . . · • . , i .· . · j . . . . . 
into 'compo_nents su'ch as ftjod, clotl)ing, person;al ·needs, etc·. ·· Home . 

. . . . .· . . ] . . ..... ·.·· .. i . . . . . .. 
economists 'in the State Dit fsionof .Public Welfare then constructed ·. . 

minimum standards f~r'.-·eac~ of those areas .. · In ~he ar~a: of clothing, .. ·· 
I I 

. for example} a· Hst of basi~ needs for a gi&en fdmily was developed and 
• ' • I • •• 1 

. . . I . : 
the individual items were Phced in New Jersey ~tores in.order to deter-':-. 

. . . . .·. . . . . . I . . \ . . .. • .. 
. mine the overall co.st of th~t_- component: to. New Jersey welfare recipien:ts •. 

. . . ·1 . ! . .. . · .. · .. ' 

All compbilents,were theff a/dded togethJr to obtaltn the· basic standard; ... 

which varied'according,to f~mily ·size, age of cJildren, and'rental pa,y- · .. 
. . ' . ; . i ' · ... •·. . .. · : .· .. · . 

ments, since actual rent isJpa.id to welfare r:eci~ients; provided that 
'• ·. . ! . . .- i . . . . 

it is reasonable.· (It spou1¥ be noted ·that the cilre.nt was under rib pressure, .. -
. . I . • • : . 

' •• ' I 

either direct or indirect, tol spend~he grant:iri t~e same' Way that it was 

constructed.) · · · . , ··. i · .. · .. · · 
' . . ' i : . . . 

As of Ma'rch l, 1969,j the Division ofPtibltc \I\Telfare .introduced 
i . I . . 

a new approach which carri¢s forward the trend fowahi simplification 
I: . l • 

I. 
1 • 

.• l 

! 

I· .. 
i 
i . 
I 
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and utilizes a new method o( calcuiating statewide budge>t .standards. 

Under this new approach, a lump:_sum standard is developed which_ 

includes food I utilities' home furritshings, househol.d operations I . 

clothing, and personal care. This'.:1ump-sum exclude~ rent (~i costs 
·. : . --. . :: . . ' . . . . 

of h0111eownership) and varies_ only according to family size and age 

category (pre~~chool, pre~teen school age, teenage) ofthe eldest 

child. However I the lump:..sum stqndard is no longer constructed 

according .to th~ buildingblock' met~od. Rather,. it is develop~d by :H 

comparison with overall standards for families of given sizes· publishe_(j 

by other agencies, primarily the U ._ S. Bureau of Labor Statistics' (BLS) 

low income fa~ily budgets for the New York City and Philadelphia. 
. .' .· . : . 

metropolitan areas. Thus, the new budget standard is not designed 
I • , • 

to be adapted to a 11 variations · in family c ircumstanceEi; rather it is 

intended to setan incom~ floor below which families in this Sta~e are 

not allowed toifall. · 

Is the Existing Standard Adequate?: 

It is not possible to determirl.e categorica.lly whether existing 

grants are adequate, for families vary so much in their material needs . 
. . . 

and abilities to spend wisely that no single objective statewide standard_.·_ · 
' . ' . .. .. ,',' ·,. . .. . . 

can prntend to meet the heeds of all cases. Moreover' s irice the standard 

is no longer constructed by adding,together various components,. it is 

not p0ssible tdtry to separate those out and attempt to mea~ure ti-1kir 



adequacy on a cOmponent--~y"-component ba~is; i1t .is only ~oss ible 
. . ' .. I ·. . . . . . . . I . ..: . . . :. . . ! . . . . . • . . 

to examine the te~hniques py whtch the standar~ is developed and 
• . • • • ' j 

i ' 
compare it with other indicfs of a_dequate level~! of supporL 

.In evaluating the cur~ent standard of $416j() for a ;'stati~ticaln ... ·. •. '. . ·. I·. . .· . . • . . ·.. I . . . .· .. : . . ... 
family of four, thEl Divisio1[1 of Public Welfare P?ints out that this 

'l ·i 

level is eqtiivale~t to the t~kEl-home wages of al family head earning 
· · . l . . i 

• I •• •• I 

$2.50 per hour. (Hereafte~, unless indicated otherwise, all references 
:- · · ·_ ·. r ,. · · .. · · · ::i · ·, · . . > ·. · ·. '. · = • ; __ . '. · 

to the budget standard wiH; be in terms of the ,; ~,taf istical" family of 
·. ,. : ·:. . j " . 

. a .man, wife, teertage·~h!lf and young~ child; 1$100 rent is assumed,) 

· This is computed.as f~llowr: .· ·1 

$5200 
700 

$4500 

-400 
$4100 

. WAGE EARNE)R J 
. I,.·· i 

I 
Annual Salary · l $ 2~7 
Income and socia~ security• taxes . l~0 
Animal take-,-home!pay . .. . $ 3~7 

AFDC RECIPIENT 

Monthly lump;...sum allowance 
Allowance-for rent (assumed) 

i X il2 
Medical expenses! $41~4 Annual allowance (medical . + 1• 

Disposable incomr net of . , 
medical expenses : ,. 

•I 
I 

I i 
.1 I. ·1 

expenses paid by dir.ect 
payments to providers of 
care, not included in 
a)lowance)· 

i j ·.·. . . . ·. I . ·.· .. · .· : . . . 
The AFDG standard i~ also comparable to· the minimum rieces sa:ry . . I . . 

·. . . .. . . • I . . , . . . .. . . 
. · budget,for a family' of four ~s determined by .BLS 1for the New York City 
· • · .· , · · • · , : · · · I ·· . ·. , ·. · : · . i · · · ·· ·. · · . 
an<;l P~Uadelphia metropoUtrn are~s-~- if certai~ componerits are sub-

' , , . , • , . l . 

tracted from the BL$ budgetiwhich·are·not includied in the welfare allowance • 
. · · · 1 . -· ·1· . . . -

. . . ·.. ·. i .•. . . ' ! .· . 

The BLS low~income budget! for an urban family qffour is designed to 
.. · ·.· . . . .· '. .. · . . . .j .. ··· . ·.. . •. . I . .' .. 

. represent the minimum level nece.ssary for.the ttnipintenance of health . . . i I 

-:.s. 



"' 

and social well-being, the rurhirc o;f children> and participation iri 

community activities.'' It is broken down into a number of specif,ic 
. . ; . I: . . . ' ' . " 

categories, in.eluding food; housitig, transportation, clothing, personal 

care, medicaLcare, and other fam1ly con~umption (the;e are further· 
. . '. . . ' 

divided into a:number ~fsubcateg6ries). ·The food and housing co:m-
' ' . ' . . 

ponents q,re based on minimum sta!'ldards of nutrition arid health. The 

remaining components are ba~rnd on surveys c:if actual consufoer ex-. 

periditures of low-income families. 

Within most categories, the· budget for the New York City 
'. ·, . . 

. . . . ' . ' ,. . . 

metropolitan area runs slightly higher than the budget for the :Philadelphia 

metropolitan area. In comparing the BLS budgets with the AFDC Standard, 
• I ' • • ' • • 

then, the Division of Pullie Welfa:re. gives the New York City budget 

·. 75% of the we;ight of the two.budgets incombining them to,obtain a 

composite figure. Accordingly, the BLS composite low:..income anr~ual 

··budget for a family of four for Spring 19 67 (th~ latest fi~ur~ available)·. 

for those c·orriponents coveted in New Jersey's welfar~ standardw6uld. 

be as follows: 8 

; Food (at ·home) 
.Home ·rurnishing:s: .. · 

. Household operations. 

Clothing 

Personal care . 

Utilities. 

· 1516 

141 

147 ·· (This is calculated 
_ independently from New 

5, -.6,4 · · ·· Jersey Public Utilities 
165 Commission ciata .by the _ 

2533 /Division of Public Welfare} 
+300 .·. 
2833 i- 12 == 236. 08 

. . . •' . . 

8. See Appendix !for full comp¥iSO~ ofthe New Jersey Welfare 
Standard' and the BLS low-income family budget. · .. · ·. _ · 

. ' ' . . 
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t 

The monthly figure of $236i is very cl~se to the IAFDC m~nthly 
._., i . . . ' 1' . .,.· , . : ·.( . . . 

allowanc;:e of $232. (plus s}i.elter costs) for a fanj1ilY of four that was . . . L . 
in effect atthat time •. Fo+1 those categories :coteredby the welfare_ 

· .standard, then, the mm1m. m necessary .family budget as determined 
.. . ·,· . . '. . ' ! . . . . ·, 

. ·t · . . · 1 · . : · . ; 

by BLS is a~most exactly ~quivalent to. the monthly welfare allowance. 
f . 

. j . ' . . ·. 
Because of its comprehensiveness and cdreful grounding in ex-

. . . ' ' · .. ·.' - ,,.·... ; ; ',' . ·. -.. ·.. ·/ - .· ·.··• . .· 

tensive research, the Didsion of PubUc Welfafe's relian.ce on the 
. . . ,' .. i . . i . · __ ·.·• i • . . . ' .. · . 

BLS low-income budget --: supplemented by.·corpparison with other 
. . '· ' ] . - . .. . ,. . . i . • ...... '. ··:· . i·- ' ..... .. 

standards ,..., ... is a sound t~chnique for developing a •Standard of ass is.:.. 
. .. . . . : I . . . . . . .! . . ,. .. . . 

tance for welfare families !in Ne~ Jersey. · The~e ,are a number of . . l I . ' . 
,. 

components, however, which are included in t]e BLS budget but left 

out of tbe welfare standar<ll. Certain of these components are not in-
! ·.1 . . 

. c_luded because they are cblculated s-epar,itely:) occu;atiohal costs . ' . . . 1,· . 1 
. . . . . . ,• . -.!· .. ' ' .. .; i.' . '. ,.. · ... : . 

are left out because they ~re calculated only £Jr ~mplcyec::l. clients; .... ·- . . . . . l' . ·- . _-·_ : . • . . 
medical care is not inciud1ed because ~ayment lor health care for 

. ·•. . . . . . I .. . 
i .. · 

clients is made through the Medicaid program.i Othe'r components··· 

are omitted because they ~re not deerired t~ be Jappropriate expenditures 
. . . ! . .· . .· i' . 
for welfare recipients: li~e insurance'· gifts, qontributions I food 
. . - . _, ·•-•· ... ·· .· . ·. I . _·. . . .· . ! -· .· . 

away from home, alcohol,! tobacco, reading, recreation, and a mis-
.· .. •, ' ' .. ,· :! ' ; . . 

• t • • ' 

cellaneous category are ah left out ~n this baJis. ·. . ' .· i . . '. ' . i _, ,· 

' ,, _Two other compone~ts of the BLS budget ' transportation and 

school expenses, are alsf not included iri the welfare sta11dard. The 
- .. , l- . . 

lack of an allow~nce for ichool ~xpenses; which,amounted to .$47 . .. ·- ' . 

..,,,. 
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' ' ' 

annually for a family of four in the Spring., 1967 BLS budget is 

important to families with school children I who must purchase . . . ·, .' .. . . . . :· . 

various scho~l supplies so that t:he children can participate in public 
• • J I • 

education alc;mg with their peers~· ·. Transportation, which amountp 

to $112 annually in theBLS budget for non-automo~ile owners, is 

nci generally included and is given only on a special circumstance.• 
. ! . . . ' . , . 

basis. However,· the criteria for: special circumstance grants for. 

transportation bar their use for r~utine trips. 1'.hus, if recipients: 
:· _·· . .. . . . '• ., ·, .. 

wish to use public transportation to vis it the welfare office I or to 
. •, ·, . . . ' : .· . . . . . ·. ' ' .· . . : <· ···:-·· .. 

shop in less :expensive downtown stores I or ta. g~ to a hospital or : . . . . . . . . . 

clinic'· they must pay for it out of other parts of their budgets .. · • 

Accordingly,. the majority of the members of the Task Force concluded 
' ' 

' ' 

that provislori for these two components $hould be made in constructing 

the welfare standard: 

Recommendation Fourteen: 

Basic grants shou.ld l:>e adjtlsted to recognize ·and perrriit 
expenditures for school expenses and :r;outirie public 
trans pe>rtation. · · · · 

The annual c~st of iricl~dirig these two items in the basic grants, based 
. . . . . . 

on the latest count of recipients,: is estimated to be $ 8 million for the 

transportation component and $3million for the school expenses 

component. Fifty percent of these expenditure's would be reimbursed 
:, ... . . .· .. ,'· .- ', : '. ' 

by the federal government, in accordance with the currerit matching 

formula for welfare payments. 
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Shelter Costs. 

As noted previously,' shelter costs are not included in the 

welfare standard. Rather, they are calculated on an "as-paid" 

basis subject only to the limitation that they do not exceed "reasonable" 

levels (as determined by local maxima for rentals set by the County 

Welfare Boards). This approach does help to ensure that grants for 

individuals will be adequate to permit the occupancy of decent housing. 

However, it is deficient in a number of other respects: 

1) It limits the control of the client over his own 
welfare grant. He cannot sacrifice expenditures 
in other areas .for better housing, and vice-versa; 

2) The client has no incentive to bargain with the 
landlord to obtain a lower rent; 

3) It leads to inequities among recipients based on 
different levels of awareness of the open-ended 
nature of the shelter grant and different levels. of 
willingness to press for a larger grant for better 
housing; 

4) It leads to inequities bet .. ~,een recipients and non-
recipients: some families are denied eligibility for 
assistance because they pay low shelter costp, even 
though their gross income may be less than that of 
a comparable family on welfare occupying more ex-
pensive housing; 

5) It complicates the determination of eligibility and the 
calculation of welfare grants; and 

6) It discourages home maintenance by homeowning 
recipients because the shelter costs paid to home-
owners do not provide for routine home maintenanc.e. 

Because of these shortcomings in the "as-paid" method of budgeting 

for housing expenditures, the Task Force believes that a component for 

... 
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· shelter costs should be built into the lump-sum grant and should vary 

only according to family size .. The transition to such a system should 

be made in such a way that those now receiving relatively high grants 

for housing are not unduly penalized. One way of doing this would be 

to make a survey of current expenditures for housing by welfare families 

and set the housing component of th.e grant at the 85th percentile of 

expenditures by families of a given size. This would slightly penalize 

fifteen percent of those on the rolls. Hopefully, it would permit the up-

grading of housing conditions among the majority of recipients. These 

conditions were demonstrated to be inadequate by a special housing 

survey by the Division of Public Welfare in 1968 which showed that 48% 

of all AFDC recipients in private rental housing lived in dilapidated 

buildings. 

· After the initial level of the housing component is established, 

it would be adjusted periodically according to increases in the housing 

component of the consumer price index, as is the rest of the welfare grant. 

Recommendation Fifteen: 

Basic assistance grants should include shelter costs, adjusted 
only for variations in family size. For a given family size, 
shelter costs included in the budget would be set at the 85th 
percentile of such expenditures currently paid by welfare families 
of that size, and would be periodically adjusted, as are non-
shelter budget components, to reflect changes in the consumer 
price index. 
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Special Circumstanc~ Grants· 
! 

• l • • . . • ': • 

A natural corollary of movement tow~rd the lump...:su:m approach ' i ' ' 
I 
i I 

of establishing basic standi:ll"ds has been the gradual curtailme·nt of 
i .··· . ' 

. . . t ···.'. :, . · .. _. ,· ,j . . •. . 

special circumstanc~ grants in favor of sI!ighfly. larger basic budgets. 

The traditional appro~ch to budgeti:ri:gfor welfare recipients described. 

earlier varied so mudh with individual needs that the entire budget 
. . I . .· .· : . . 

could be characterizeo as responsive to special circumst~nces •. For 
' ' i ,• ; ' . ,, ' 

example, home furni$hings, maJor items df ciothing,. a:nd many other 
.· .• '. ' : . 'i . . , '. : : . ·,' . . .· . 

necessities were·prov-1ded ·on an "as-needed" basis outside of the. 
' ' ' 

basic grant strucb.1rej. As the State. movecffrom·a highly variable 
i ' 

standard toward .a basic incoriie floor, hdWever ,· the list of needs for 
. 1.· . . 

!· j 
. . . : ' . . '. . . ·1 . . . . 

which special circumstance grants were g:!iven was gradually litiljted. 
l i 

. .. . . ·. ! - . ·. . .. : ... : ' . .' 
·The basic· grant was ~djusted upward slightly_to compensate for these. 

' ·.··· ' ' ' i .· ·. ' ' ' ' ' : ' ' ' ' ' ,' ', ' 
·limitations, but the lpasic nature of the strandard shifted from an attempt 

• • I • • • • 

' ' 

to meet deficiencies j in. individual family ~udgets to· an effort to place 

a basic luinp--sum flq·:>r under income which would have to be budgeted 
: j' ' ' 

.and spent just like .i~co~e of any wage eJrner. 
I.· 

There are more' than philosophical r~as6ns for implementing this 
i .. · _·· -._ · ... -.. :_:... . ·. . .· 

approach •.. High adm!inistrative costs accompany provision for a wid.e · 
. . . . . . 

range of. special circ~instance grants_., ·Al~o, special ~ircumstance 
. . .. . . 

grants are not· equita!ble in the.ir impact on recipients. · Caseworkers I . . . . 

vary widely in the e~tent to which they n~tify clients that special cir'.'.'" · 
! ,.. . 

' I /. 

cumstance grants arJ available just as .clients vary widely in their 
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awareness of the existence of these grants. .Thus, only a minority 

of recipients regularly took advantage of grants which applied to their 

respective situations; those who obtained grants as they needed them 

received far more adequate benefits than those who did not. When the 

State implemented its new lump-sum budgeting method in March 1969, 

it abolished many special circumstance grants for furniture and clothing. 

To compensate for this limitation, it added about $ 3 monthly to the 

allowance for a family of four over and above the amount that was added 

to adjust for inflation. This was obviously not adequate compensation 

for those recipients who had regularly claimed supplementary special 

grants under the old system. But such claims had been sufficiently 

infrequent that the addition of $ 3 monthly to the grants of all recipients 

cost the State far more than all of the special circumstance grants for 

clothing and furniture had previously cost. 

Several problems do arise from the lump-sum approach from the 

standpoint of recipients. First, even though adequate allowances for 

major items such as furnishings may be included in the standard, these 

may be spread out over such a long period of time that the recipients 

may find it impossible to get together enough cash at any one time for a 

major purchase. They may accordingly be made unduly susceptible to 

costly time payment plans. Second, even for items of lesser cost, 

demands on clients' budgets for predictably recurring items such as 

school clothing and fuel may vary seasonally. Thus, it may be very 
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i 
I , . . •· , . difficult for recipients to meet the need from thefr existing resources 

at times of peak demanlct, e.g. the beginning of the school y'ear (for 

clothing), and the midqle of the winter (for fuel) .. Third, many recip-
' ' 

ients come onto the rol!ls with their fin~ncial resources depleted from 

various crises. They immediately need larg:e items such as furniture 
. , ' - . i . . . i . 

and clothes w1 ich would take years to buy through the process of 

accumulating small monthly allotments. Finally, in curtailing special 
' ' 

circumstance grants, adequate provision for, dealing with family emer-
, ' 1, 

- ' . . . 

gencies and near-emergencies may be eliminated or sharply curtailed. 

The Task Force iJ particularly ~oncerned about the last two 

difficulties in the presJnt system of special 1 circumstance grants •. Al-

, though special circums~ance grants should riot be relied on for routine 

or even predictably recurring seasonal expenditures, there shcmld be 
1 

: : 

adequate provision for special grants to meet emergency ~eeds beyond 
I 
' 
' 

the control of clients. :The State Categorical Assistance Budget Manual 
i 

, i ' . '. I • 

(308. 14) does permit SRecial grants for shelter, food, emergency 

clothing and/or minimufu essential house fur:nishings necessary for 
' I 
' 

health and safety when, 1) there has been a substantial loss due to 

fire, flood, or other similar natural disaster, or 2) the client is in a 

state of homelessness dlue to an emerg~ncy situation over vVl1 ich he has 

had no control. · There ~re 'no conditiohs, ho~ever, under which special 

grants can be made to f~miHes whose resources have been exhausted 
I 

prior to application, or :whose assets (particularly major appliances 
I 

... 
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and household furnishings) are destroyed or fail much earlier than 

could be expected from normal usage. Because allowances for 

clothing and household goods are made in small monthly allotments, 

families must budget for a long time in order to be able to purchase 

major items. If they have no assets to begin with, or are suddenly 

faced with an unexpected loss, purchase of such major items will be 

impossible, particularly in light of the usual absence of satisfactory 

credit arrangements available to poor persons. The Task Force re-

commends, therefore, that the definition of special circumstance 

grants be broadened to accomodate such emergency situations. 

Recommendation Sixteen: 

The definition of special circumstances justifying 
supplements to the basic grant should be broadened 
to provide assistance for clothing, home furnishings, 
and/or other essentials when an emergency need exists 
because of the depletion of resources prior to application 
or the destruction or failure of assets. 
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SEPAAA.TION OF SERVICES 

. W(th the enactlllen\ of a .ser\i,s .of ;,.ineJ1~ments to. the S~cial 
. I • . . 

Security Adt beg.inning in! 1956, the social senvice component of. 
·· · · · · ·I· · : . · ·. •. ,..... ·i · .· ·. .. .· ·· ·. . . .· . . i·' .. . . ! ' 

public. Vvelfare programs fas become a major ~art of tre public'.s 
> ··; • • • ' 

effort to a~leviate eco11o~ic dependency.· ·· "RJhabilitatioi;t'; ha§ taken 
I . . ; . . 

its piace along ~icle mon~ta:ry "i:-elief'' as a g~al of the welfare system. 
. . . ·. - 'l . - - ; . . . _-- . . >. 

The '.!'ask Force strongly ~eaffirms the importatice 9f providing effective 
,. '. . . .. i . '' . i . .·• ' ., ' .. 

sociaLservices as w.ell a's adequate money pajyments to the poor, but ·.. · · · · · · · . l . . · i . .· ·. · . . 
· it questions the wisdom ~f providing .both fom},s of ass istancethro1:1gh 

• I ' • . ,. 

a single administrative s~ructure I as is nowtbe case •. Although c:ietaHed 
: ': ·. . 1 .,. . ._: . . ·. j··. : : . 

I • ' 

;recommendations for a n~w administrative arr~•ngement will require 
•• I ,: •• ; • 

.. :. . . . I .• .... · . . 
further study and deliber1tion ,: the Task Forcej does wish to present 

the consid;erattons whJch _have led tt to a sear~h for an alternative to 
i.. 

the present pattern.: •· , . 
.. .. . -I··· . i · .. , ,' ' 

.· .. ' . . . i . '.. .·· : ' ... •. ) .· ' ' . ·. ' . Tm Dual Role of the Cas~worker and Adminisqrative Efficiency 
• 1 i 

At the l_evel of cHe~t~agency conta'ctf PfbJic welfare isadminis-
. . . . ·. .· .· \ . ·.1' . . 

tered on a non...:specialized basis; both relief payments and rehabilitative .. ' . ,. . ' i ' . ' 'i . ''. '. .·· 
,. • . I '. . 

services are provided to ? recipient by a $ingle "Caseworker I. 11 These . ._·. . . ·. l •·.. . . .. .· .i . . . . . . 
two functions obviously ijnvolve quit~ different kinds _of tasks~ Dis-

. . . I . . . . . . . i .. . .· . ·. . 
bursing monetary pay~ents requires that initial eligibility be petermined, · ··· . . · I i . . .. 

' 1 ., 
magnitude of gta.nt be· estjablished, ·and continping .ehgibitity be veriffed. 

: I 
. . . .' i . . . . . __ ; . , . . 

These tasks are to a 1arg~ extent clerical in nature; they involve forms, 
• - I . • ' , i ' ' . 

regulations~ and investig~tions. The functiof1 of rehabilitation, on the 
i . . 

other hand, requires the riagnosis of:needs, personal skills and strengths; 
i 
I· 
i I . 

i 



.. 

. . 

knowledg·e of effective remedies; and pr~vis ion of a range .cf _Social 
,- ' '" 

. . . .. ·: ' . ' ;·. : . 
services. These tasks are_ .essentially professional in .nature; they · 

involve couhselHng, referral, and ,<on occasion, • skilled, psycho- -

•therapy.· It sho~ld be apparent that putting responsibility for. both _ ·• 
,·; ,. . ·-· . 

of these highly dissimilar. functions in the hands of the ,same generalist 

caseworkers can endanger the efficiency and effectiveness of their 

execution. A major consequence of, the dual role oJ the caseworker, 

is inefficient use of person:nel by welfare ·agencies, because workers 
. • . i . 

. . . . . .. 

are inappropriately prepared for either role, and pecause functional 

._ conflicts cause high sta:ff turnover.: 
' 

Caseworkers are frequently overqu~lified for their assistance pay--· 
. • . • f' • . 

' ·! . • . 

ments function and underqua:lified for the social service function. -

Following federal requirements, New Jersey now requires a bachelor's 

degree for caseworker recruit~ent, ibut no particular field of study is 

specified. The. essentially clerical: tasks involved .in computing. 
. ' ' 

1:)udgets and grants clearly do not require the sk:Llls of a coHege graduate, 
. -

but sensitive and understanding casework clearly dem~nds n:iore than . : . . : 

a B.S •. incherriistry and a-few week•s of training in barefunda:mehtals.-

With the routine functions of benet'it computation and eligibility 
. :• . . . 

determiria~i6n carried out by college, graduates, administrative costs 
- . 

are doubtiess higher. than they woul:d be if these tasks were assigne,d 

to a special cforical staff backed upby appropr~ate resources for 
. . . . . 

machine computation. In Fiscal 1968, expenditures in this. State 
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for administration, services, and staff training averaged approximately 

$ 2 75 for every categorical welfare case. The national ratio of the cost 

of administration and services tot he cost of benefits is roughly . 20; 

that is, for every $5 expended for benefits, $1 is expended for adminis-

tration. In New Jersey, the ratio is lower (about . 10), partly due to 

higher levels of benefits. This compares, hONever, with a ratio of 

about . 05 for health insurance such as Blue Cross, and even less for 

Social Serurity. Much .of the high cost of welfare administration can be 

ascribed to the expensive process of eligibility determination as well 

as the prov is ion of a range of ancillary services to recipients. But it 

is likely that the use of college-trained staff for routine tasks related 

to monetary payments ip a significant factor in this high cost. 

The use of college-trained caseworkers for essentially clerical 

tasks is also an important factor in excessive turnover cf personnel 

in this category. High turnover, of course,.raises administrative costs 

and hinders development of an experienced staff. At the end of fiscal 

year 19 68, 4 7. 4% of all caseworkers in New Jersey had been hired within 

the previous twelve months; 29% had resigned during that same period. 

Even these statistics represent an improvement over the previous year, 

when th9 access ion rate for caseworkers was 59. 2 % and the separation 

rate was 38.5%. These figures can be regarded as a symptom of a 

structural problem in welfare administration. They also indicate that 

there are serious difficulties in providing any services which depend on 

" 
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a stable relationship between the caseworker and recipient. 

The Dual Role of the Caseworker and the Caseworker-Recipient Relationship 

The placement of responsibility for providing both services and 

payments to a given recipient in the hands. of a single caseworker is not 

only administratively inefficient, but it also introduces certain strains 

into the caseworker-recipient relationship. 

First, just as cas.eworkers te11d to be overqualified for disbursing 

payments, they tend to be underqualified to administer the skilled and 

sensitive social services which they are supposed to offer to each re-

cipient. Professional social work degrees are rare among staff members 

who have contact with recipients on a routine basis. Nor are.in-service 

training programs of sufficient intensity or duration to fill this gap. 

Generalized counselling and referral can be offered by caseworkers 

even within those limitations, but intensive casevvork (in the professional 

sense) would seem to require a relationship of a stability and a quality 

precluded by the rapid turnover and inadequate- skills of welfare case"'" 

workers. 

Second, soc.ial services with a str:mg counselling component are 

jeopardized in many cases by the conflict between the investigative 

aspect of.the caseworker role and the necessity for establishing a 

relationship of trust as a prerequisite for successful counselling .. The 

obligation of the caseworker to persistently investigate all aspects of 

the recipient's financial situation can engender sufficient hostility to 
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undermine any possibility for a successful counselling relationship. 

Surveys of AFDC recipients in other states have concluded that sub~ 

stantial proportions of clients are humiliated by eligibility investigations 

to an extent which has negative effects on service aspects of the 

client-agency relationship. 

Third, the assignrre nt of respon'sibility for relie.f and rehabilitative 

aspects of public welfare to the same staff member can in some cases 

lead the recipient to perceive the offer of certain services as manip-

ulative in intent. The caseworker has the power of the purse: a 

client may fear to refuse to follow his suggestions, even if unsound, 

in the belief that his grant will be reduced or terminated. Since many 

services offered depend on truly voluntary participation for success, 

the perception of a veiled threat -- even though the perception is in-

accurate -- can defeat the rehabilitation effort. Fi.rthermore, when 

social services are accepted under these circumstances, the attendant 

investigation of personal matters can be felt as an unwarranted intrusion 

into private life, rather than an understanding and sympathetic response 

to expressed needs. 

In searching for administrative alternatives to resolve some of 

the role conflicts inherent in the present arrangement, the Task Force 

has centered its attention on the possibility of structurally separating 

the two furtctions of disbursing payments and providing services. A 

trend in this direction is apparent in other states, and such a plan has 

.. 
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been successfully implemented in Monmouth County. Under such a 

plan, personnel in one administrative unit of a local welfare office 

would have responsibility for determining eligibility and distributing 

checks while the personnel of a separate unit would make available 

the entire range of special services provided by the agency. This 

would contrast with the present organization, through which unspecialized 

caseworkers make payments and provide services .. This alteration of 

administrative structure is. being encouraged by the. federal government, 

not only by adm,mishment in HEW' s regulatory guidelines, 9 but also in 

a funding arrangement which will reimburse at a progressively lower 

rate those states which fail to administratively separate service per-

sonnel from assistance payment p personnel. The social work profess ion 

also advocates this approach. 

Because the Task Force· recognizes that any administrative change 

must be well-planned, it believes that further study should be given to 

this concept in order to formulate detailed plans. .The overall advantages 

of separation, however, seem to be clear. Separation of the service 

function would allow a more specialized and efficient use of personnel. 

Welfare aides, including specially trained former recipients, could be 

used for the clerical tasks associated with the payments function (ex-

9 • II C • F • R • 4 5 - pt. 2 2 0 • 3 • 
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tensive use of computers for these tasks is also a po~sibility), 

while better-trained staff members would focus on services. This 

should lower costs, raise the quality of services, and improve staff 

morale (thereby reducing turnover). Service unit workers would gain• 

more readily t_he trust and confidence of recipients since they wruld 

not be involved in the ·investigation of financial status. Conversely, 

investigators from the assistance unit could objectively probe the 

financial status of recipients without fear of damaging a future therapeutic 

relationship. Services would be accepted by recipients on a truly 

voluntary basis, and there would be less likelihood that the recipient 

would look on the offer of sensitive services as an implied threat to 

cut off assistance payments if he did not accept. Thus; while the Task 

Force is not prepared -- due to limitations of time -- to offer specific 

recommendations in this area, it has concluded that a system with 

separate administration of payments and services would represent a 

significant improvement over the present arrangement. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
RESPONSIBILITIES: STATE AND LOCAL ROLES 

The provision of monetary aid and social serv jc.es under the 

categorical assistance programs of the Social Security Act (OAA, .DA, 

AB, ·and AFDC) is the responsibility of state governments. Thirty- . 

three states and territories administer these programs directly thr:::>ugh 

the state government; the rest, including New Jersey, have .chosen to 

delegate this responsibility to the counties as political subdivisions 

of the state. In addition, administrative responsibility for assisting 

persons not eligible for categorical aid has been allowed to remain in 

the hands of municipal agencies· iri New Jersey through the General· 

Assistance program. 

At present, all of the federally-assisted categorical programs 

are administered by county welfare boards operating under State law 

and the regulatory supervision of the State Division of Public Welfare. 

Along with administrative responsibility, the counties bear the entire 

non-federal burden ·of the cost of administration, including services, 

but only 25 % of the non-federal cost of .financial assistance. Munici-

palities providing General Assistance receive 75% of their assistance 

costs from the state. 

The performance of the present structure of assistance programs 

in this State can be evaluated on the bas is of three criteria relating to 

equity,· effectiveness, and efficiency. The important criteria are: 

1) The equity of the distribution of fiscal burden among the citizens 

· of the 'state; 2) The· capacity of the 'administrative structure to implement 
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State policy and foster the rapid adoption of innovative ideas at the 

local level; and 3) The extent to which the system can eliminate 

duplication of effort, utilize modern management techniques, and take 

advantage of economies of scale. On the basis of all three criteria 

the Task Force recommends State assumption of total non-federal 

responsibility for all public welfare programs in New Jersey. 

Although categorical assistance is clearly a state responsibility, 

a large portion of the fiscal burden it imposes is now shifted to the 

counties. The result of this shift of responsibility, along with the 

irr2gular distribution of assistance caseloads, is an extremely uneven 

distribution of cost among the people of the twenty-one counties of the 

State. 

This inequity is indicated by figures on total assistance expenditures 

for calendar year 1968. On a statewide basis, the cost of all categorical 

assistance programs amounted to $ 25. 04 per New Jersey inhabitant. 

This average cost, however, was distributed very unevenly. In Es sex 

County, total expenditures averaged $ 62. 62 per inhabitant, and in 

Atlantic County, $51. 31. At the other end of the scale, expenditures 

in Morris, Bergen, and Burlington Counties averaged under $10. 00 per 

inhabitant, These averages, of course, include the contributions of 

state and federal monies, but given the uniform rates at which the counties 

must contribute, they still indicate the great disparity in fiscal burdens 

among the counties. 

Expenditures by the counties alone give a more refined indication 

,.. 
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' . ' .-
of fiscal inequity. In 1968, Essex County was forced to raise from 

its taxpayers $19. 2 0 per inhabitant for categorical assistance programs, 

and Atlantic County raised $15.18 per inhabitant. The three lowest-

cost counties, on the other hand, needed to raise less than $2. 60 

per inhabitant. 

Variations in expenditures per inhabitant would be less inequitable 

if they corresponded with variations in county fiscal capacity. Th is is 

not the case, however, as Table One indicates. Counties with ex--: 

ceptionally high assistance burdens have relatively low per capita 

income and low property tax bases. This means that raising taxes to 

pay for assistance costs requires the highest tax rates in those counties 

whose inhabitants' incomes can least afford a high tax rate. The seven 

counties with the highest assistance costs per inhabitant also have 

among the highest assistance costs per $100 of assessed valuation. 

When county assistance costs per inhabitant are compared to per capita 

income, trese same seven counties rank highest in per-inhabitant con-

tribution per $1, 000 of per capita_ income.. The counties which rank 

lowest in costs per inhabitant are also most easily capable of bearing 

assistance costs, thanks to high per capita income and relatively large 

tax bases . 

The same kind of inequity can be found when General Assistance 

burdens on municipalities are compared to per capita income and tax base 

of the state's cities and towns. The c;)unties and muni::::ipalities 
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I 

with the heaviest welf13-re burden are the least equipped for meeting 

the costs of public assistance. 
' 
i 

It is clear from this sta.tistical evidence that, since poverty is 

indeed a statewide problem demanding statewide solutions, the current 

,,imethod of distributing the costs of assistartce programs among the 

, people of New Jersey ~s highly inequitable. The. gravity of this in-

equity is, of course, aggravated by the oth~r fiscal pressures on the 

primarily urbanized high-cost counties. These pressures result to a 
\' L 

great extent from _economic trends which cause a narrowing of urban 

_ tax bases relative to n~ed and a relative decline in per capita income 

in urban centers. 

Recommendation :Seventeen: 

The State should assume the entire non-federal share of the_ 
assistance and administrative costs of the present categorical 
and General Assistance programs. 

The estimated coist of a complete Statb assumption of the costs of 

the categorical welfarei programs would be approximately $59 million in 

fiscal 1971. This estir1ate includes the prqj ected county shares of benefit 
I 

payments, adminisfrati~e costs, and ·services to recipients. Similarly, 

the estimated cost of a complete State assumption of the costs of 

General Assistance (including administrative costs as well as benefit 
I 

payments) in fiscal 197.1 would be approximately $7 million. Needless 

to say, even though the State would have to raise about $66 million in 
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new revenues to implement this recommendation, the ro unties and 

municipalities would be relieved of expenditures of the san1e amount. . 

Administrative Capacities 

The effectiveness of an administrative structure can be judged 

by its ability to establish and implement general policies and procedures, 

while still preserving and encouraging sources of initiative within the 

agency. 

Implementation of new pol:icies throughout New Jersey's county 

welfare agencies today depends to a great extent on the nature of the 

new policy and the persuasiveness of State officials. Policy in th.e form 

of administrative regulations, originating either at the State or foderal 

level, can be presented with the force of law and is generally acted 

upon by county agencies. In a system with only loose supervision of 

administrative procedures, however, efforts by State officials to wih 
. ' 

acceptance of innovative management techniques or simplified pro-

cedures, if not within the domain of the State agency as set out in law, 

would often meet with greater resistance. It is sometimes argued that 

direct state responsibility for local administration would stifle local 

initiative, but the Task Force believes it would be more likely to promote 

wider use of proven administrative practices at the local level. Further-

more, direct state responsibility could help reduce variations in practices 

concerning eligibility determination, specialgrant allowances, and 

proVision of discretionary services. 
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. i 

· The importance of ~aintaining sources bf independent initiative 

should certainly. not be dE;!nied. Responsibility and freedom to develop 
•: 

and experiment with new: methods at the local level is one way of 
' I I 

guaranteeing that the administration of assistance will n·ot stagnate. 
' - I . - . 

Another is to institute l~cal advisory committ~es including among others, 
. •' . . .··· . 1 . ' . . . : . : : . ' . . : . . 

clients, public officials!, professional group~, and members representing 
, •r /· 

the generai public inter~st, to assess agenci performance at the 

neighborhood or community level and recommend alterations _in current 
! . . . : . . 

). 

policy. It is not clear, however, that continued reliance on semi-. . i-. . . l 

. I : 
autonomous county and municipal agencies assures effective local 

initiative. Give~ th~ eJent-to which fed.era{a~ci state regulations· now 
; - ' 

limit the sphere of deci~ion at the county lev;el, the II independenc~ 11 of· 
'i 

.. i • • 

county agencies might n~w be best described as II selective implementation II 
- I . . i · ' 

' : . . ·.· . ; . : : . .. ,' . : : . 

the Opportunity to choose the policies enunciated from above which 
. . ' . ·! : .. '. ·. . : ... · ·.· . ·' .. . ,, ·, . 

are to be most carefully ;executed. Intelligent and innovative proposals 
. . . . i . _.: ·. ' . . . i . . . ·-. 

could be at least as E:lasiily made within a sta:tewide welfare agency. 

_ Furthermore, assuming t~at such an agency ~ere receptive to new ideas ! . : 

and energetic in promotirg wider use of therri. 1, locaJ initiative in a state 
I ' , • 
! 
l 

agency would more likelly have II spill,-over 11 $ffects on practices in local 

admin.istrative units thrdughout the, State. 

· Administrative Efficiency 
i 

:Every county must: now IT1aintain its own welfare board and agency, 

as must e~ery municipa~ity which provide-s General Asststance •. -1'he :· 
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is sue raised by this arrangement is whether political subdivisions 

are the best "target unit" through which administrative resources 

can be channelled to meet needs. It is clear, of course, that some 

counties with large assistance rolls must maintain a number of local 

offices to meet their needs. It is less clear, however, that public 

funds should support separate agencies in counties or localities with 

small assistance burdens. In all of Hunterdon County in early 19 69, 

for instance, there was an average of only one General Assistance 

case per month. Only 2 04 AFDC families were receiving aid in April, 

and only 25 case applications were acted on by the county. a,gency 

during the month. Several other counties have caseloads almost as 

small. Municipalities now maintain their own GA agencies simply 

because categorical programs do ,not cover their clients; because of 

the recent shift of the largest proportion of GA cases to AFDC-'-U 

segments, many municipalities operate assistance programs for a 

mere handful of recipients. State assumption of both categorical and 

GA programs would allow administrative consolidation. It can be 

argued, of course, that simple . .geographic distribution of administra-

tive agencies according to. county and municipal boundaries prevents 

isolation from clients and prospective clients. This arrangement, how-

ever, prevents concentration of resources where they are most needed. 

The danger of isolation, furthermore, cot1ld be minimized if simplified · 

procedures for eligibility determination and recertification were used --
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perhaps even including mailed affidavits. 

Independent county and municipal administrative structures 

also hinder the use of certain managerial practices .. The rapid ex-

pansion of the assistance rolls has not been accompanied by the kind 

of renovation of administrative techniques required to assure efficient 

handling of cases and _to minimize administrative costs~ As the assis-

tance programs grow, potential economies of scale become available. 

Techniques _such as computerized case records and computer job banks 

for manpower programs, howeve:r:- ,_ become economically feasible only 

when data needs are larger than the needs of most counties. Cooperation 

among county welfare agencies in developing statewide facilities· for 

such man9-gernent tech:i;1iques is of c;::our se a possibility, but present 

variations in administrative initiative and imagination probably make 

direct State responsibility a mere promising approach. 

Recommendations 

The Task Force has concluded that complete federalization of tre 

welfar~ system would be .the optimal means of obtaining fiscal eq~ity; 10 
- ' . . 

Assuming that such a change is unlikely in the near future, however, 

State assu'mption of all administrative and financial responsibility would 

be most desirable. This step would accord with a generally recognized 

" : ' ... ' 

10. This conclusion has been reached by many .distingui~hed· groups 
and public figures _in recent rno.nths. It has been well justified 
and thoroughly supported by a recent report of the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, entitled State Aid to 
Local Government (Report A-3 4, April, 19 69). 
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principle of public administration that responsibility for setting and 

administering policy should not be divorced from financial liability 

for the consequences. Hence, if the State is to assume a 11 respon-

sibility for the non-federal costs of public welfare, as recommended 

earlier, it should also assume all responsibility for administration. 

Recommendation Eighteen: 

Legal responsibility and authority for the administration of 
public welfare in New Jersey (including the provision of both 
money payments and social services), both categorical and 
general, should be shifted to the State government. Assump-
tion of the administration of public welfare by the State should 
occur in conjunction with the organizational separation of the 
function of service prov is ion from the function of monetary 
payments, as discussed above. The State should administer 
public welfare through a system of local offices convenient 
to recipients and potential recipients. 

Recommendation Nineteen: 

State assumption of administration as well as organizational 
restructuring should be preceded by a planning period adequate 
to minimize disruptive effects on clients and employees (at 
least 18 months) and provide for a carefully planned initiation 
of the new administrative structure. 

Recommendation_ Twenty: 

Advisory committees should be established within each of the 
local service areas of the new public welfare program. Such 
committees should make recommendations relating to the money 
payment and social service components of the public welfare 
program. The advisory committees should be composed of a 
broad-based group of community representatives, including 
welfare clients, public officials, professional groups, and 
members representing the general public interest. 
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APPENDIX I 

COMPARISON OF DIVISION OF PUBLIC WELFARE AFDC STANDARD 
AND 

COMPLETE BLS LOW-INCOME FAMILY BUDGET 

The table below is presented in order to clarify the kinds of 

expenditures considered feasible under the BLS low-income budget, 

and to clarify which of those expenditures are also feasible under 

New Jersey's benefit standard. The table follows the general format 

of the BLS low-income budget, but that budget is presented in several 

columns in order to separate and clearly distinguish items whose 

comparable cost falls within the New Jersey standard from those 

which are excluded by New Jersey's standard . 

Colums 1 and 2 present the BLS budgets for the New York and 

Philadelphia areas. All items are included except rent, which is ex-

cluded from this chart because of the open-ended bas is of payment 

to welfare recipients in New Jersey. A figure for utilities is included 

for comparison, however, because utilities must be paid for out of 

New Jersey's basic grant; if utilities are included in a N. J. recipient's 

rent, a "utilities cost" (estimated at $300) is deducted from his grant. 

The cost of utilities in the BLS budget is included in rental costs; 

$300 is therefore added into this presentation of the BLS budget. 

Columns 3 and 4 together represent the "composite" BLS low-income 

budget, broken apart to indicate which expenses are included in the 

construction of New Jersey's welfare standard. The total of items in 
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column 3 roughly equals the New Jersey benefit level for a family 

of four. Column 4, then, includes those components in the BLS 

budget which are by implication excluded by New Jersey's standard. t 

Composite Budget .. 
Col. I Col. 2 Col. 3 Col. 4 

BLS-NYC BLS- Phila. (Items excluded by 
Budget Budget N. J. Standard) 

Food 
-- At home $1518 1510 1516 
--away from home 240 230 237 

Utilities 300 300 300 

Home furnishings 140 145 141 

HousEhold operations 149 141 14 7 

Transportation 370 395 376 
(automobile owners) (641) (640) (644) 
(non-owners) ( 99) (149) (112) .1 

Clothing 567 554 564 

Personal care 165 164 165 

Medical care 510 463 498 

Other family consumption 

-- reading 58 56 58 
- - recreation 102 90 99 
-- education 47 47 47 
-- tobacco 15 16 15 " 
-- alcoholic 55 59 56 

beverages 
-- miscellaneous 34 33 34 'I 

Life insurance 120 120 120 
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Com pas i te Budget 

Col-. I Col. 2 Col. 3 Col. 4 
BLS -NYC BLS-Phila. (Items excluded by 

N. J. Standard) 

Gifts & contributions 147 143 146 

Occupational expenses 50 50 50 

Social Security and 2 82 263 2 75 
Disability payments 

Personal Taxes 503 517 5 06 

It is clear, of course, that not all of the items in the BLS composite 

budget which are excluded by the New Jersey stand:=:ird are actually 

additional expenses for recipients. Medical care, taxes and other 

payroll deductions, and occupational expenses need not be O::\lnted as 

excluded expenses, because of the special services available to the 

recipient, and because of the exclusion of expenses and payroll deductions 

from his budgetable income. A number of real additional expenses are 

excluded from the New Jersey standard, however; the recipient, if he 

wishes to purchase such items, must pay for them by adjusting his 

other expenditures. The total of excluded annual budgets for food away 

from home, transportation, other family consumption, gifts, contributions, 

and life insurance is $ 118 8. 
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