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introduction


This paper discusses the notion of "workfare" in the context of the reciprocal obligations associated with the receipt of welfare payments, and briefly outlines some of the work-related requirements placed on welfare recipients in the United States, Canada and the United Kingdom. While compulsion to participate in community work or training schemes is an integral part of some overseas welfare systems, this has not been widespread in the New Zealand context, with policy being focused more on assisting job seekers to gain self-sustaining employment in the private sector through supervised job search.

However, from April 1997, the work-test requirements for people receiving Unemployment Benefits are being tightened and reciprocal obligations are to be extended to new groups of beneficiaries. In December 1996, the new Government stated its intention to require the registered unemployed to undertake a prescribed level of work or training in return for the Unemployment Benefit. It is proposed to achieve this by replacing the Unemployment Benefit with an equivalent community wage or training allowance and that initially this programme will be directed toward addressing long-term unemployment.
.

This paper outlines the formalisation of requirements embodied in the work test in New Zealand, along with the extension of work testing to new groups of welfare recipients from April 1997. Also detailed is a small-scale work –for-benefit scheme that has been operating in New Zealand since 1991.

Notions of Workfare

In its origin, the term workfare was regarded as describing a situation where welfare recipients were required to work in return for their benefit. Nowadays it is used in a variety of situations to describe measures designed to encourage welfare recipients into the workforce. Therefore it is common in the international literature to see the term workfare used to describe work testing and/or activity testing, training programmes for the unemployed and supervised job search, as well as unpaid work experience programmes. In fact, any work-related obligation placed on a welfare recipient can fall within the broader meaning of workfare.

workfare in the united states

In the United States, workfare is applied mainly to the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) programme (similar to our Domestic Purposes Benefit) and to a lesser extent to the Aid to Families with Dependent Children with an Unemployed Head (AFDC-U) programme (basically a form of Unemployment Benefit for unemployed people with family responsibilities who have no entitlement to unemployment insurance). It does not therefore apply to the majority of people who, in New Zealand, would receive an Unemployment Benefit (i.e. young single people without dependants).

Families receiving AFDC have long been required to be available for work, unless their youngest child was aged under six years. This was provided for under the Work Incentive Program (WIN) and, since 1988, the Job Opportunity and Basic Skills Training Program (JOBS) which reduced the age of the child that exempted the mother to three years and required that 20% of employable recipients of AFDC participate in the programme. New federal welfare legislation passed in 1996 implements the following changes: replacing the AFDC programme with a "block grant" to individual states who will be responsible for determining eligibility and delivery; requiring states to ensure that a greater proportion of welfare recipients are in work activities; limiting the length of welfare receipt to two years in most cases, with a lifetime limit of five years; and strengthening childcare and child support enforcement provisions.

In practice, the requirement that welfare recipients work in return for their benefits has varied considerably from state to state. Generally the work requirements have not been strictly enforced. West Virginia required AFDC recipients, in exchange for their benefits, to do unpaid work as part of the Community Work Experience Programme (CWEP). Other state programmes tended to require participation and not necessarily a work requirement. Rather than providing "jobs", such programmes presume that with instruction, modest financial assistance and some structure within which to operate, welfare recipients will be able to find jobs and begin to support themselves through their own efforts. Programmes supply advice and individuals assume much of the responsibility for job search, but are required to report back on their efforts. If they did not find employment, some participants might, as a next step, be required to undertake unpaid work experience in a public or non-profit agency, where the monthly work hours generally equated to the AFDC grant divided by the minimum wage. This requirement was strictly enforced in the two programmes in San Diego, but much less so in other areas. For example, under the Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) programme in California, a community work requirement is just one component within a range of activities, with participation in unpaid work being determined following a needs assessment.

The State of Wisconsin has imposed stringent work requirements on AFDC recipients and has successfully reduced welfare rolls. Part of Wisconsin's success in reducing its welfare caseload has been attributed to the JOBS programme, which from 1988 required caseworkers to closely monitor and motivate welfare recipients in their search for employment.

From July 1993, Wisconsin implemented an even tougher employment requirement for some AFDC recipients. The programme "Work not Welfare" (WNW) limits AFDC payments to two years and offers major job-training services. Education and training is allowed, but clients must work by the second year.

The latest initiative, W2 (Wisconsin Works)
 implemented in 1996, requires all welfare recipients to work. There are four graduated work options which operate in an integrated fashion, so that recipients always enter at the highest (least subsidised) level to which they are assessed as capable of working, and move to the next higher level at the earliest opportunity.

· W-2 Transitions. Recipients unable to perform self-sustaining work engage in work activities (sheltered workshops, vocational rehabilitation) and counselling. They are required to engage in 28 hours of work activity and 12 hours of training per week.

· Community Service Jobs. Recipients learn work habits and job skills necessary for employment in the private sector. They are required to engage in 30 hours of work and ten hours of training per week.

· Trial Jobs. In this initial transition to subsidised private employment, participants are required to engage in 40 hours of work per week at market wages, with employers receiving a subsidy. Some welfare assistance will continue to be available, as well as the Earned Income Tax Credit.

· Unsubsidised Employment. Recipients are guided into the best available immediate job in the private sector.

To date, the available evidence from the United States provides no direct correlation between community work experience and a decline in the number of welfare recipients. However, reductions in welfare payments have been found in the analysis of programmes that combine community work, supervised job search and employment-related training. While participation in work has increased, many participants move into education and training rather than community work. In some states, work requirements for welfare recipients have not been enforced, and it remains to be seen, given current welfare caseloads, whether or not the increased work requirements demanded by the federal government can be implemented.

welfare to work in canAda

Unlike New Zealand, Canada operates an insurance-based scheme to provide income support to people who have lost their employment. Job seekers without insurance or those who have exhausted their insurance entitlement can seek General Welfare Assistance which is the shard responsibility of both the federal and provincial governments.

The Ontario Government has recently announced a major change to the way that General Welfare Assistance is delivered. Ontario Works is initially directed at the unemployed, though it is planned to extend it to other welfare recipients. The unemployed are required to complete approximately four months of active job search, either independently or in a structured job search programme (which can include a programme of basic education), prior to offers of community work placements or referral to a job agency. Non-compliance results in cancellation or reduction in benefit for a certain period. Ontario Works is delivered by the municipalities who work with local groups to co-ordinate and supervise participants in community work.

In terms of the community work component, placements are generally not permitted to exceed six months and are not to be more than 70 hours per month, which allows the remaining time to be devoted to active job search. The maximum hours permitted on an individual basis are equivalent to the benefit level divided by the minimum wage.

The overall objective of Ontario Works is to help break the cycle of welfare dependency, with the community work component designed to enable participants to contribute to their community, and to gain work experience and some employment-related skills to assist them to move into the paid workforce. For communities, the work placements are designed to provide an opportunity to identify and undertake projects that will enhance the local community.

As Ontario Works was introduced from September 1996, no evaluation has yet been completed. However it is anticipated that Ontario Works will evolve and change based on the initial experience, particularly as local communities begin to develop successful delivery approaches.

welfare to work in the united kingdom

In the United Kingdom, income support for the unemployed is paid via the Job Search Allowance, which combines an insurance-based scheme with a means-tested welfare safety net. Those who have made sufficient insurance contributions receive the Job Search Allowance on a non-means-tested basis for six months. Following the six-month period (or earlier for people not covered by employment insurance), the Job Search Allowance becomes a means-tested benefit, and recipients must be actively seeking work.

The United Kingdom is currently experimenting with a welfare-to-work programme for the unemployed in response to a growing concern over rising welfare expenditure and benefit fraud. The programme incorporates a compulsory community work experience component.

Project Work targets people who have been unemployed for over two years and incorporates 13 weeks of active job search, followed by 13 weeks of compulsory work experience in the public sector. This is generally part-time work and to date has averaged around 18 hours per week. Those on work experience receive their benefit plus an additional £10 per week. Refusal to participate in the work experience component results in withdrawal of benefit.

From April 1996, Project Work was piloted in two areas, with the participation of over 5,000 long-term unemployed. From April 1997 the pilot is being extended to 29 new areas, involving over 100,000 unemployed people, at a cost of £100 million. There are three stated objectives:

· To assist the long-term unemployed to move from benefit to work;

· To test whether or not people are available for work by imposing work experience; and

· To reduce fraudulent claims for unemployment benefits

An initial evaluation has shown that nearly 20% of participants have left benefit. However it would appear that few are leaving benefit for jobs. A significant number left benefit after the initial 13 weeks and before the work experience placement. This would seem to indicate that the programme may be achieving its objective of reducing fraud amongst benefit claimants. Further evaluation is required in order to accurately determine its effectiveness.

implications for new zealand

The situation in the United States bears little resemblance to New Zealand as there is no universal Unemployment Benefit for the American unemployed. Generally, unemployment benefits in the United States are only paid to those who have been members of unemployment insurance schemes in their previous employment, which disqualifies many young people. The majority of United States workfare schemes are targeted not at the unemployed, but rather toward sole parents and in particular, never-married teenage mothers (who do receive a benefit (AFDC) similar to our Domestic Purposes Benefit). These workfare programmes are often promoted more to deter welfare receipt, rather than to increase the employability of sole-parent benefit recipients. Such schemes have not been seriously advanced as a solution to the continuing rise of sole-parent benefit numbers in New Zealand and, again, the New Zealand situation differs markedly from the United States, with few of our Domestic Purposes Benefit recipients being never-married teenage mothers.
 Other aspects also set New Zealand apart from the United States, particularly the centralised nature of the welfare system in New Zealand. For these reasons United States workfare-style programmes are difficult to interpret in the New Zealand context.

However, in terms of the unemployed, "work for the dole" proposals are being increasingly debated within New Zealand. With Unemployment Benefit numbers remaining high and benefit expenditure rising,
 it would be fair to say that there is a degree of public support for such proposals, reflecting a concern that the unemployed (particularly the young)
 are seen as getting "money for nothing". The question that must be asked is whether or not such an approach will address the problem of continuing unemployment and benefit dependency.

Despite the significant differences in welfare provision amongst New Zealand, Canada and the United Kingdom, the current initiatives Ontario Works and Project Work are likely to provide some useful lessons for New Zealand policy-makers, as they are both examples of welfare to-work programmes which are targeted at the unemployed.

issues that require consideration 
in the new zealand context


The international experience indicates that there are several issues which require careful consideration before deciding to proceed with any large-scale work-for-benefit scheme. These are summarised below:

· What is the rationale behind such initiatives and what are the objectives? Is it to make the Unemployment Benefit less attractive and therefore reduce the number of applicants? Is it to increase the chances of the unemployed moving into full time permanent employment, therefore reducing benefit dependency increasing lifetime incomes of participants? Is it focused on returning people to work as fast as possible in comparison to programmes that focus on skills to improve a person's chances of gaining better-paid, more stable employment? Or is it a convenient response to a growing public criticism that the unemployed get paid for doing nothing?

· Who are the appropriate target groups? In addition to the long-term unemployed and the young unemployed, others with labour market disadvantage may also benefit from community work experience. Processes would need to be put in place to identify such people, bearing in mind that effective targeting is required to minimise the dead-weight costs of such programmes. 

· Is community work appropriate for all the unemployed? Many people receiving the Unemployment Benefit have work histories and are only on benefit because of job loss. For these people, community work is unlikely to provide any new marketable skills. It is also important that participation in community work does not restrict participation in paid part-time work, or the ability of such people to undertake active job search.

· Is there sufficient community work available? To achieve positive outcomes, the work undertaken must be meaningful, not "make work" employment. It is also important to remember that while community work experience provides free labour to project sponsors, they still face administration and supervision costs. A universal community work-for-benefit scheme may fail to attract sufficient project sponsors.

· Are there effective mechanisms to avoid displacement? Displacement occurs when a worker attracting a subsidy results in an unsubsidised worker losing or missing out on a job. The extent to which work placements are absorbed by the voluntary sector and to which placements represent work that would not have otherwise been undertaken, will influence the level of displacement. Larger-scale programmes will therefore increase the risk of displacement. Work experience schemes can include rules requiring jobs to be new or additional, but, in practice, compliance may be difficult to monitor and enforce.

· A potential conflict with voluntary agencies. Some voluntary agencies see work-for-benefit schemes as threatening the ethic of "volunteerism" (i.e. the donation of time and energy to the community). Many genuine volunteers would not want to be confused with beneficiaries who are being made to take on community work. For voluntary agencies that become involved in community work schemes, there are concerns that monitoring compliance will be a complex exercise, and that the supervisory role could create dilemmas.

· The importance of evaluation. Any work-for-benefit programme needs to build into its initial design a clear methodology and process for evaluation. The major questions that need to be asked are whether or not such programmes reduce the numbers of people receiving a benefit, and whether or not they save money. Overseas evaluations to date do not provide a definitive answer to these questions. There is also a need to consider long-term outcomes for participants. For example, American research showed that 64% of new AFDC recipients left welfare within two years and that work accounted for 45% of these exits. However, the disturbing finding was that 75% of those who left welfare eventually returned (Pavetti 1993).

welfare to work in new zealand

Since the mid-1980s, New Zealand has moved away from large-scale fully subsidised public-sector job creation for the unemployed.
 These schemes had high administrative costs and there was little direct evidence to suggest that they improved the employability of participants. New Zealand has promoted a more active role for employment placement services in the last ten years and has also increased the emphasis on skills training for the unemployed. Alongside this, there has been a shift toward programmes more carefully targeted at the longer-term unemployed.

Currently, welfare to work in New Zealand involves the creation of a reciprocal obligation, where receiving an Unemployment Benefit carries with it a requirement to actively seek employment and, when requested, to participate in activities that improve employment prospects.

While there is no time limit placed on the Unemployment Benefit in New Zealand, such benefits are only granted when a person is involuntarily unemployed. The benefit can be withheld from those who are found not to be making sufficient efforts to look for work, or from those who decline to participate in employment-enhancing activities, such as training.

A more stringent work test was introduced for recipients of the Unemployment Benefit from March 1991.
 Prior to this, there was little formal work testing of benefit recipients. The requirements are breached if, without good reason, a person turns down a second offer of suitable employment (including subsidised work) or refuses to attend a second job interview to which they have been referred. Recipients are also required to be available to participate in activities that are likely to enhance their prospects of employment and, if requested, to participate in the Community Task Force Scheme. Failure to meet these requirements, without good reason, results in a loss of income support for 26 weeks. The objectives of these requirements are:

· to enhance the skills and employment/earnings prospects of the unemployed;

· to maintain the workforce attachment of the unemployed;

· to improve the flow of information to job seekers and employers; and

· to reduce the attractiveness of unemployment for those who are otherwise able to support themselves.

At the same time as the work test requirements were strengthened, the non-entitlement period for voluntary unemployment was increased from a maximum six weeks to 26 weeks. This was designed to send a clear message that the benefit system was there to provide for those who were genuinely unemployed and not to provide for those who could otherwise support themselves. The recent introduction of case management in both the New Zealand Employment Service (NZES) and the New Zealand Income Support Service (ISS), ahs strengthened the monitoring of reciprocal obligations.

the formalisation and extension of reciprocal obligations from april 1997

The Government's response to the Employment Task Force highlighted the notion that an individual's rights should be balanced by their responsibilities.
 The changes to the work test outlined below are designed to encourage beneficiaries to take advantage of the enhanced opportunities available to them.

The Formalisation of the Work Test Requirements

The existing grounds for work test failure are being amended and reciprocal obligations extended to new groups of beneficiaries from 1 April 1997. Sanctions for non-compliance will apply to a work-tested beneficiary who fails without good reason to;

· accept any offer of suitable employment (including subsidised or temporary work);

· attend any job interview to which they are referred;

· attend an acceptance interview for any employment-related training course to which they are referred;

· attend a Work Focus Interview when requested;

· comply with the conditions of an individual action plan;

· participate in a programme when requested; or

· participate in or meet the requirements of the Community Task Force Scheme when requested.

The Extension of Reciprocal Obligations

From1 April 1997 the work test is being extended to some spouses of Unemployment Benefit recipients. Specifically, this will apply where there are either no children or the youngest child is aged 14 years and over, though some spouses will be exempt from the work test. The requirements will be the same as those applying to the primary beneficiary, and it is estimated based on current benefit numbers, that these new obligations will affect a maximum of 9,500 spouses.

A part-time activity test is also being introduced for some Widows and Domestic Purposes beneficiaries. Again, this will apply only where there are no children or the youngest child is aged 14 years and over. In some situations exemptions will be granted. Based on current benefit numbers, it is estimated that the part-time activity test will affect a maximum of 12,500 beneficiaries. The activity test that will apply to these beneficiaries will be different from that which applies to other beneficiaries in two ways:

· it will involve a lesser work expectation as employment of 15 hours or more per week will satisfy the conditions of the part-time activity test; and

· participation in part-time education or training of 15 hours or more per week will also satisfy the conditions of the part-time activity test.

Given the part-time nature of the activity test, these beneficiaries will be able to take advantage of part-time employment opportunities, part-time training opportunities and the Community Task Force Scheme on a part-time basis, as well as other activities that will improve their prospects of gaining employment.

Sanctions For Non-Compliance

Also, from 1 April 1997 the 26-week cancellation of benefit for non-compliance is to be replaced with a system of graduated reductions in the level of benefit for each month of non-compliance, with full benefit being restored upon compliance. A harsher sanction will apply for a second instance of non-compliance, with complete withdrawal of benefit for 13 weeks occurring after a third instance. It is anticipated that the graduated reduction will be applied more readily than the previous sanction, which tended to reflect an "all or nothing" approach. The graduated reduction also ensures that the beneficiary stays in touch with the case management process and has continued access to the full range of employment assistance.

work for benefit:
the community task force scheme in New zealand

Since July 1991 a person receiving an Unemployment Benefit could be instructed to participate in the Community Task Force Scheme (CTF) for up to eight hours per day, for three days per week, for a period of up to 26 weeks.

The CTF Scheme provides unpaid work experience opportunities for medium to long-term job seekers through projects which benefit the community. To be directed to the CTF Scheme a person must have been in continuous receipt of an Unemployment Benefit for at least 26 weeks (reduced to 13 weeks from 1 July 1996), must not be engaged in part-time employment and must not have participated in the Scheme for more than 26 weeks in the previous 52 weeks. While engaged in the CTF Scheme the beneficiary is expected to continue to meet the requirements of the work test and actively seek work. Participants continue to receive their Unemployment Benefit, plus an additional $20 per week to cover expenses. Refusal to participate without good reason, or failure without good reason to complete the CTF Scheme or any requirements of the scheme when directed to undertake it, results in cancellation of benefit for 26 weeks.

Once a project is approved, job seekers are referred by NZES. Employers (sponsors) organise the project, supervise its operation and deal with staff administration. While there are no labour costs, employers must take into account the cost overheads and provision of materials and protective equipment. Employers pay the allowance ($20 per week), which is then claimed back from NZES. Sponsors must be community organisations, educational authorities, local authorities, government departments or a private employer with an appropriate project (usually environmentally based). The projects must not displace existing workers and must last no more than six months. Typical projects include preparing bush or park tracks, restoration of historical buildings, developing resources in schools and helping community organisations in the care of the elderly or disabled.

CTF Participants and Expenditure

Table 1 details the extent of participation in and expenditure on the CTF Scheme. It may also be useful to provide some information on the characteristics of participants. For example, in the year to 30 June 1996, 32% of participants in the CTF scheme were aged under 25 years, 40% between 25 and 49 years and 28% 50 years or more. In terms of ethnicity, 52% of participants were New Zealand European , 37% New Zealand Maori and 7% Pacific Island. In the main this reflects the characteristics of Unemployment Benefit recipients. For example, at 30 June 1996 36% of people receiving an Unemployment Benefit were aged under 25 years.

Table 1  Number of People Participating in the Community Task Force Scheme Since 1991, and Annual Expenditurea
	
	1991/1992
	1992/1993
	1993/1994
	1994/1995
	1995/1996

	Number of Participantsb
	8,642
	7,604
	8,000 (est.)
	7,197
	7,683

	Payments to Participantsc
	$1,041,415
	$1,221,728
	$1,055,344
	$1,073,030
	$1,476,893

	Administration Costs
	$2,422,077
	$2,299,630
	$2,520,375
	$1,772,574
	$2,226,027

	Total Costs
	$3,463,492
	$3,521,358
	$3,575,719
	$2,845,604
	$3,7902,920

	A
	Annual expenditure estimates have been supplied by NZES

	B
	Participation totals for 1992 and 1993 are taken from Department of Labour reports. The estimate for 1994 is taken from the Estimates of Annual Appropriators and Departmental Budgets. Totals for 1995 and 1996 were supplied by NZES

	C
	This represents the $15 per week ($20 from 1 July 1995) paid to participants in addition to the Unemployment Benefit.


In 1995/1996 the Community Task Force Scheme represented an average cost to the Crown of approximately $482 for each of the 7,683 participants. This is in addition to the Unemployment Benefit which averages approximately $160 per week for this group.

Duration and Type of CTF Schemes

In the year to 30 June 1996 there were 2,091 projects catering for the 7,683 participants. Of these projects 748 (36%) were in Community Social and Personal Services, 179 (9%) in Education Services, 489 (23%) in Primary Education, and 111 (5%) in Secondary Education. On a national level the projects averaged just over 18 weeks in duration.

Voluntary Versus Compulsory Participation

While NZES does not keep data on the number of beneficiaries that are required to participate in the CTF scheme compared to the number that volunteer, a good indication can be obtained from Table 2.

Table 2  Duration of Unemployment When Participation in the CTF Scheme Commenced for Participants in the Year Ending 30 June 1996

	Less than 5 weeks
	5-25 Weeks
	26-38 Weeks
	39-51 Weeks
	52-77 Weeks
	78-103 Weeks or More
	104 Weeks
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1,277
	2,012
	1,1122
	554
	769
	396
	1,553
	7,683

	17%
	26%
	15%
	7%
	10%
	5%
	20%
	100%

	
	
	
	
	

	Figures provided by NZES
	
	
	
	


Prior to 1 July 1996, work-tested beneficiaries could be required to participate in the CTF Scheme following 26 weeks continuous benefit receipt. Therefore of the 7,683 participants in the 1995/1996 year, a minimum of 3,289 (43%) participated on a voluntary basis.
 A significant proportion of the 4,394 participants with unemployment durations of more than 26 weeks were likely to have been required to participate. The 1,553 (20%), of 104 or more weeks duration is likely to reflect NZES targeting its programmes (particularly case management through the Job Action Programme) toward the long-term unemployed, combined with more vigorous work testing of this group.

Sanctions for Failure to Participate When Requested

Currently, NZES does not record the number of work-tested beneficiaries who were lapsed from the unemployment register due to a refusal to participate in the CTF scheme or for unsatisfactory participation. From Department of Social Welfare records, it is estimated that in the year ending 30 June 1996 approximately 250 work-tested beneficiaries were considered for a sanction relating to non-compliance with the CTF requirement.

The Future Role of the CTF Scheme

One of the aims of the CTF is to test the work commitment of work-tested beneficiaries in situations where they are considered to be making insufficient efforts to find employment. In this regard it performs a useful function as part of the work-test process. However, to date, the main purpose of CTF has been to provide unpaid work experience to enhance the employment prospects of job seekers. Through participation they gain new skills and experience increased self-esteem and motivation, and are also seen to be making a contribution to the community. As it currently exists, therefore, the main focus of the CTF Scheme is to provide unpaid work experience for job seekers on a voluntary basis, and to this end it appears to be fulfilling a useful role. It has a secondary function as a compulsory work-for-benefit scheme.

Under current welfare legislation, the majority of those in receipt of a work-tested benefit could be required to participate in the CTF Scheme after 13 weeks on benefit.
 While such a wide-scale use of the CTF Scheme would certainly have benefits for some job seekers, the cost in terms of administration, obtaining sufficient suitable places, and dead weight, are likely to outweigh these benefits. With an extended CTF scheme, it would be also be necessary to put in place stringent safeguards to avoid job displacement.

conclusion

Whether overseas work-for-benefit schemes would be useful in the New Zealand context depends in part on value judgments as to whether their objectives are desirable, and in part on whether such schemes would work in the New Zealand environment. Interest in work-for-benefit schemes in New Zealand focuses mainly on the unemployed (particularly the long-term unemployed and the young unemployed), a group for which the schemes that have been operating in the United States for many years do not cater. Of more interest to New Zealand will be the outcomes of the recent initiatives in Canada and the United Kingdom.

In reality, the international experience illustrates that many welfare-to-work schemes place no greater obligation on welfare recipients than those already operating in New Zealand. It appears that, to date, only a small number of welfare recipients in the United States have actually participated in work-experience programmes. For the majority, welfare-to-work programmes merely reflect a commitment to actively seek work. For New Zealand's current welfare legislation,
 which allows for supervised job-search, case management, the possibility of compulsory training, community work experience or participation in other employment-related activities, appears to be placed at least alongside many overseas programmes in terms of the work-related requirements placed on unemployed welfare recipients.

At the back of our minds we must try to interpret the results from American work-for-benefit programmes, which to date have not shown significant income improvement for participants. The evidence indicates that welfare-to-work programmes cannot be expected to substantially increase the well-being of poor families and to significantly reduce government expenditure on the poor. A movement from welfare to employment in the economy of the 1990s does not necessarily represent an escape from low income. As has happened in the United States, New Zealand has witnessed job growth in low-technology, unskilled, service occupations in recent years. For the most part, these jobs are poorly paid, offer little (if any) formal training, have minimal potential for advancement and provide little job security.

While there are certainly savings in government expenditure when an individual moves from welfare into employment, it would be naive to believe that the outcome of welfare-to-work programmes would necessarily be a significant reduction in overall government expenditure directed towards those on low incomes. The following conclusion from an American author is pertinent to the current welfare-to-work debate in New Zealand.

For the majority of America's long-term dependent poor to escape poverty, employment programs must be combined with some form of earnings supplement. Inevitably, that will cost taxpayers money.
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� Coalition Agreement signed between the New Zealand First Political Party and the New Zealand National Political Party, 11 December 1996.


� For more information on this programme, see the paper by Jean Rogers "Designing Work-Focused Welfare Replacement Programmes", in this issue of the Social Policy Journal of New Zealand.


� As at 30 June 1996 there were 2,846 never-married teenage mothers receiving the Domestic Purposes Benefit (DPB) which is less than 3% of total DPB recipients. In the five years to March 1996, the total number of teenagers receiving the DPB fell from 4,230 to 3,901 (a decline of 7.8%).


� At 30 June 1996 there were 134,133 people receiving Unemployment Benefits (includes all types of employment related benefits). In the year to 30 June 1996, expenditure on these benefits represented NZ$1.277 billion. This represented 3.9% of total Government expenditure and an estimated 1.4% of GDP.


� At 30 June 1996 38,898 (36%) of Unemployment Benefit recipients were under the age of 25 years.


� At 30 June 1996 58,940 (55%) of Unemployment Benefit recipients had been in receipt of a benefit for more than 6 months, with 20,083 (19%) of recipients being on benefit for more than 2 years.


� For example in 1983/1984 51,908 people participated in the Project Employment Programme (PEP). While not in receipt of welfare benefits, these people were clearly de-facto beneficiaries.


� The work test applies to recipients of the Unemployment Benefit, Job Search Allowance, Independent Youth Benefit (for those not at secondary school) and some Emergency Unemployment Benefits.


� For a fuller discussion on the Government's response to the recommendations of the Employment Task Force, see the article by Marianne Bray and Justin Strang in Issue Six of the Social Policy Journal of New Zealand.


� The estimates of numbers of beneficiaries and spouses in this section are based on current benefit numbers at 28 December 1996.


� A combination of part-time employment and education/training that totals 15 hours or more per week will meet the conditions of the part-time activity test.


� However, the numbers will in part reflect payment in some situations of an Unemployment Benefit conditional on participation in the CTF Scheme. Under current policy, people who are not entitled to an Unemployment Benefit for 26 weeks due to voluntary unemployment, loss of employment through misconduct or failure of the work test, may receive an Unemployment Benefit during 26 week non-entitlement period if they choose to engage in the CTF Scheme, and are participating satisfactorily in it. These individuals are most likely to appear in the 0-4 weeks duration group.


� This is based on data available for the period 1 July 1995 to 31 December 1995. Sanctions are only considered in cases where a person has been required to participate in the CTF Scheme.


� Based on benefit numbers at 30 June 1996, this represents a potential target group in excess of 70,000 beneficiaries.


� Social Security Act 1964 and its subsequent amendments.


� Burtless, G. "When Work Doesn't Work: Employment Programs for Welfare Recipients" in Brookings Review, 10 (2), Spring 1992, p29.





