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Executive Summary

Since 1971, able-bodied Food Stamp Program participants have been
required to register for work and actively seek employment as a condition
of receiving food stamp benefits., Until September 1982, this work
registration and job search requirement had been jointly administered by
the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the Department of Agriculture and
the Employment and Training Administration (ETA) of the Department of
Labor. Currently the Department of Agriculture maintains sole
responsibility for administration of the requirement.

In an effort to improve participant compliance with program rules, to
place work registrants into jobs and to reduce the cost of the Food Stamp
Program, the Office of Management and Budget in 1979 requested that FNS and
ETA examine alternative work registration and job search procedures ‘that
would be more efficient and cost-effective than those in place. FNS and
ETA then developed a demonstration project to determine the feasibility,
effectiveness and cost of four alternatives to the then existing food stamp
work requirement.

The demonstration took place in two stages. In the initial stage,
eleven Food Stamp Agencies and State Employment Service Agencies (SESAs)
across the country operated four experimental models between October 1981
and March 1983, The demonstration was expanded in Octobef 1982 to include
seven new sites and four new models; this stage operated through June 1984.
A major reason for demonstration expansion was that, during its initial
stage, ETA withdrew from the administration of the Food Stamp Program's
work registration and job search requirements. Subsequently, the agency

withdrew from the demonstration projects as well. As a result, FNS decided
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to expand the demonstration to test the capacity of local Food Stamp
Agencies (FSAs) to take full responsibility for administration. =
To determine whether the demonstration had achieved OMB's goals for
the Food Stamp Program, a vigorous process, impact, and cost-effectiveness
evaluation was carried out. A central feature of this evaluation was the -
use of an experimental design. At each participating site, all nonexempt
food stamp work registrants were randomly assigned either to a treatment
group subject to the experimental work registration and/or job search
requirements, or to a control group not subject to any work requirements,
The use of this experimental design insured that impact estimates would
measure only the effect of the experimental treatment, not factors which

could be mistaken for the treatment effect.

Background

Previous research and agency experience showed that food stamp work
requirements as applied did little to reduce program participation or
benefit costs. The requirements seemed particularly ineffective in getting -
people to work. Among the reasons given for this ineffectiveness were:

0 Many work eligible individuals were not required to comply with
the work registration/job search rules; either with the
concurrence of the welfare agency; or because of the agency's
failure to apply the requirement to some or all of those eligible -
for work.

0 The staff and resources required to apply and enforce the -
required rules were not always sufficient.

o The procedures used to assist participants in finding employment
were not adequate,

0 There was insufficient commitment from the agencies involved to
provide the necessary job finding assistance or to sanction those -
individuals failing to comply with the rules,
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A Description of the Demonstration

The Initial Demonstration tested four work registration/job search
procedures, or models, at the eleven participating sites., Each local
agency participating in the demonstration operated only one model. The
models differed from the standard requirements imposed under the Food Stamp
Program. Under program regulations, those categorized as work registrants
(those not exempt because of age, disability, or family care obligations)
had to register for work at the local SESA office and to make a specified
number of job contacts with employers. The demonstration models tested
were:

o The In-Person Registration (IPR) Model

o The Job Club (JC) Model

) The In-Person Registration/Job Club (IPR/JC) Model, combining
in-person registration with a job club.

0 The Food Stamp Agency (FSA) Model
The models are described in Table E-1.

As its name implied, the In-Person Registration model required
nonexempt work registrants to register for work at the SESA as a condition
of certification for food stamp benefits. The In-Person Registration/Job
Club model added to this requirement, subsequent participation in a Job
Finding Club. Individuals first had to register for work at the SESA.
They were subsequently called in for a job readiness interview and
assignment to Job Club if they were work-ready. The other Initial
Demonstration models followed existing work registration practices, which
required registration of each nonexempt household member for work at the
Food Stamp Agency. Each nonexempt member was then called in to the SESA
(Job Club Model) or Food Stamp Agency (Food Stamp Agency Model) for job

readiness assessment. Those identified as job ready were assigned to Job
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Model

The In-Person Reqgistration Model required ail nonexempt work registrants in a food stamp household to work
register in person at the State Employment Security Agency (SESA), and report evidence of registration to the
Food Stamp Agency (FSA). This model was administered by the SESA,

The Job Club Model provided for work registration at the Food Stamp Agency, as was the usual practice.

Nonexempt registrants were then called in by the SESA for assessment, with job-ready registrants assigned to a
two- or three-week group job search assistance program. These programs, called Job Clubs, assisted participants
in an atmosphere of peer group support. Participants attending job clubs received instruction in how to 100k
for a job, how to prepare resumes, and how to assess their job capacities and interests. Job club participants
were then expected to contact large numbers of employers. The Job Club Model was administered by the SESA,

The In-Person Registration/Job Club Model combined in-person work registration at the SESA with the job club.
I+ was administered by the SESA.

The Food Stamp Agency Model involved completing all work regisfration and job search requirements at the FSA,
Nonexempt individuals reqistered for work at the FSA. Regisftrants were then calied in to an Employment Unit
established within the FSA for assessment and job search assignment, Job-ready registrants were required to
make up to 24 job contacts in an 8-week period with periodic reporting of search activities to the unit. This
mode! was administered entirely by the FSA.

Location

Cheyenne, WY
Colorado Springs, CO
Sarasota, FL
Washington, DC

Tucson, AZ
Albuquerque, NM
Detroit, Mi

Austin, TX

Schenectady, NY
Niagara County, NY
Toledo, OH

AT
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Club (Job Club Model) or to make a specified number of job contacts (Food
Stamp Agency Model). The SESA and Food Stamp.Agency thus shared

responsibility for administration of all models except the Food Stamp

Agency Model.

FNS designed the Initial Demonstration period to last for 18 months,
from October 1981 to March 1983. The first six months were devoted to
starting up and refining demonstration operations and data collection
procedures., The formal implementation and evaluation of the demonstration
was conducted during the remaining twelve months. Over 31,000 food stamp
recipients took part in the Initial Demonstration.

The Expanded Demonstration was conducted at seven sites. Four models
were tested, all administered by the FSA. Only one model was operated at
each site., The models were:

) The Applicant Searcp Model

) The Job Club Model

o The Group Job Search Assistance Model

) The Job Club/Workfare Model
Table E-2 summarizes the Expanded Demonstration models.

The Expanded Demonstration operated between October 1983 and June
1984, Over 13,000 food stamp recipients participated in the Expanded
Demonstration.

The Expanded Pemonstration Models built on those used in the Initial
Demonstration, The Applicant Search Model took the In-Person Registration
Model one step further, requiring job search as a condition of benefit
certification. The Job Club Model required participation in a structured
Job Club, while the group Job Search Assistance Model offered a much less

structured variant to participate in group job search instruction sessions
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(Al models administered by FSA)

Mode |

The Applicant Search Model required all applicants who were not exempt from work registration to complete a
specified number of job contacts as a prerequisite of certification for food stamps by the Income Maintenance
Unit (IMU). Job contacts continued following certification, monitored by demonstration Employment Unit (EU).

The Job Club Model required the demonstration Employment Unit to assign all work registrants assessed as job-
ready to a two, three or four-week job club. Job-ready registrants in Pensacola were required to complete six
job contacts in a two-week period prior to assignment to job club. (Pensacola confracted with local SESA to
serve as the EU.) '

The Group Job Search Assistance Model involved a two-day Employability Skills Training (EST) workshop {sub-
contracted to the Department of Manpower Development), which was followed by an eight-week job search require-
ment with bi-weekly group monitoring meetings.

The Job Club/Workfare Mode! combined a three-week job club for job-ready registrants which, for registrants who

did not find a job, was followed by assignment to Workfare.

Location

Nassau County, NY
Fresno County, CA

Portland, Lewiston,
and Augusta, ME

Pensacola, FL

Portsmouth, VA

Clark and Madison
Counties, KY

San Dieqo County, CA

TA
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and/or attend group search monitoring sessions. Finally, the Job
Club/Workfare Model was the most stringent, requiring the registrant to
work off his or her grant at a minimum-~wage workfare job if participation
in a job club did not result in employment. In contrast to three of the
four Initial Demonstration models, all of the Expanded Demonstration models

were administered by the Food Stamp Agency.

The Evaluation of the Demonstration

FNS contracted with Brandeis University and its principal
subcontractor, Abt Associates to evaluate the demonstration. Specifically,
FNS was interested in obtaining answers to the following questions:

l. Was it possible to administer each model reasonably close to its
planned design?

2. How successful was each model in inducing higher employment
and/or earnings among registrants?

3. How successful was each model in reducing food stamp benefits and
thus producing taxpayer savings? Did the savings result from
higher client earnings or from terminations of noncompliant
clients?

4, Did the benefits from any model exceed its costs? Which offered
the highest benefit per dollar spent?

The evaluation contractor, with assistance from FNS, ETA and an Advisory
Panel of experts, developed an evaluation plan to address the questions. A
key feature of the evaluation was the random assignment of food stamp work
registrants to experimental and control groups. The random assignment made
possible unbiased comparisons between those registrants receiving the
experimental treatment and the control group which faced no work
requirements. The evaluation contractor collected data by conducting

interviews with a sample of work registrants, by obtaining information on
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agency activities under the demonstration, and by assembling Food Stamp

Agency and SESA administrative records.

How Successfully Were the Models Implemented?

One criticism that had been made of earlier work registration and job
search requirements was that many registrants faced little or no actual
treatment. Early studies of the food stamp work registration and job search
requirement found that many registrants did not have even a first contact
with the SESA. For example, a study based on client interviews in three
food stamp offices found that the proportion of registrants never called in
to the SESA ranged from 30 percent at one site to 65 percent at the other
extreme, The demonstration evaluation therefore included a process
analysis to observe the implementation of each model and to measure the
extent of actual treatments received by the clients.

In general, the demonstration models not only established initial
contact with registrants, but carried out prescribed treatments at rates
greater than had been observed in previous research,

! Assessing the job-readiness of registrants was the first step in
the job search procedures. The assessment interview was to
determine whether a treatment group registrant was job-ready or
not subject to the search requirements. Although the proportions
varied by model and site, either registrants appeared for an
assessment interview or they were found noncompliant. Nor was
there evidence that agency staff failed to classify registrants
as job ready. In 17 of the 18 sites, the majority of those
assessed were classified as job-ready. There was no evidence of
systematic agency failure in establishing initial contact with
registrants,

o Job-ready registrants were required to fulfill job search
requirements. Depending on the model, these included making and
reporting job contacts, attending job clubs, and/or working at a
Workfare job. In the Expanded Demonstration, about 90 percent of
job-ready registrants were assigned to a specific treatment. In
interviews with the registrants themselves, 60 percent of
treatment group reported having been assigned to a specific
treatment,



1

Table of Contents

ix

0 Registrants who did not comply with the job search requirements
without good cause were to be sanctioned by terminating the food
stamp benefits for 2 months in the Initial Demonstration and for
3 months at most sites in the Expanded Demonstration. Contrary
to prior evidence that agencies rarely terminated clients for
noncompliance, agencies generally followed up instances of
noncompliance with a termination of benefits. Food Stamp Agency
staff terminated about 23 percent of treatment group
registrants.

While the demonstration sites carried out their prescribed treatments,
there were important differences between models.

The In-Person Registration Model in the Initial Demonstration and the
Applicant Job Search Model in the Expanded Demonstration had important
administrative advantages. Both placed the initial compliance burden on
registrants. Unless registrants registered for work at the State
Employment Service Agency (under In-Person Registration) or made and
reported job contacts (under Applicant Job Search), they were unable to
obtain certification for food stamp benefits, 1In all other models,
agencies had to take the initiative to call-in, meet with, assess, and
assign the registrant to a specific job search treatment. Since this took
place after the registrant's household was certified to receive benefits,
there was less urgency from the registrant's standpoint to complete the
requirement. Thus, the job contact requirement was imposed more quickly,
enforced more readily, and with less cost under the In Person Registration
and Applicant Job Search Models, in comparison to other models.

One striking aspect of the implementation of the In-Person
Registration Model was that three of the four administering SESA agencies
added a job contact requirement as a supplement to the basic in-person work
registration treatment designed by FNS.

The models involving group activities imposed added administrative

burdens. Agencies that administered the Job Club and Group Job Search
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Assistance Models had to arrange sessions, assign registrants to the group
sessions, and monitor attendance. In such models the number of job club
slots had to match the flow of registrants. Some sites initially had long
backlogs of registrants waiting for assignment to a job club., There were
also sites where job club slots were underutilized because the number of
registrants actually reporting turned out to be much less than planned.
These problems could usually be corrected by increasing or decreasing the
number of scheduled sessions or by assigning registrants to self-directed
job search until job club openings became available. There were sites that
managed the variability of registrants effectively, demonstrating that
group activities are feasible, provided they are carefully administered.

The job clubs varied in structure, content, and duration. However,
‘all included peer group support, instruction in job search techniques, role
playing for interviews, and assisting participants to assess their job
capacities and interests.

The Job Club/Workfare Model had to administer not only job clubs but
also Workfare, a program whereby registrants were assigned to "work off"
their grant in a minimum-wage public service job. Previous experience had
revealed problems in creating sufficient Workfare sites to accommodate all
registrants and in assigning registrants to the sites. The Job Club/
Workfare Model was used only in San Diego in the Expanded Demonstration.
San Diego had extensive prior experience in running a Workfare program and
thus had no difficulty in implementing the demonstration model. The
experience in San Diego shows that a Job Club/Workfare Model is feasible.
However, a less experienced and less committed site could have faced

difficulties in initiating this model.
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One central issue in the demonstration was the feasibility and
desirability of Food Stamp Agency administration of the job search
requirement, This was tested in the FSA Model of the Initial Demonstration
and in all of the models operated in the Expanded Demonstration. The
results indicated that Food Stamp Agencies were able to carry out the job
search requirements. Food Stamp Agency administration did not entirely
eliminate the need for coordination, since the Food Stamp Agencies utilized
separate Employment Units and Income Maintenance Units. Indeed, the
coordination problems were essentially similar to those between the Food
Stamp Agency and the State Employment Security Agency (SESA) in those
models that involved the SESA., Either way, the coordination problem was
manageable., When a SESA designated a special unit to deal with food stamp
recipients, the job-related services were as gqod or better than those
provided by Food Stamp Agencies. At the same time, Food Stamp Agencies
with the responsibility to monitor job search or to develop job club
positions were able to do so, in one site by subcontracting to local SESA.

All models provided for sanctions against registrants who did not
comply with the job search requirements. As noted above, agencies
operating demonstration models generally did terminate the food stamp
benefits of noncompliant registrants as well as benefits to others in their
households. Termination rates of treatment group members reached 23 per
cent, levels that were 14 percentage points higher than members of the
control group.

Overall, the demonstration showed that a variety of job search
procedures are feasible and that the staff at local Food Stamp and State

Employment Service Agencies are willing and able to carry out their
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functions, including the termination of registrants who fail to comply with

program rules.

Did the Models Induce Higher Employment and Earnings?

To evaluate the impact of the models on employment, earnings, and food
stamp benefits, personal interviews were conducted with registrants at
demonstration sites. The interviews were conducted three months and again
at six months after application for food stamps. Registrants in both
experimental and control groups were interviewed at each site. Impacts
were estimated by comparing experimental group and control group outcomes,
after applying statistical controls for differences in individual and site
characteristics,

In general, the job search requirements increased the intensity with
which registrants looked for jobs. Job contacts per week spent not
employed rose by about 20 percent. More important, the job search
treatments stimulated significant increases in employment and earnings.
Generally, a U-shaped pattern characterized the employment trend Among
registrants over time. Figure 1 shows that the proportion of registrants
employed fell to a low point around the date of application and rose
gradually over the following months to the levels experienced in the months
prior to application for food stamps. Registrants subject to the
demonstration job search treatment became employed more quickly than did
the control group, however.

The demonstration exerted positive effects on earnings that were
significant and robust. Table E-3 presents the estimates of changes in
earnings and transfer benefits induced by each demonstration treatment

during the Initial and Expanded Demonstrations. (All the estimates are
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Figure 1
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Changes in Earnines and Benefits
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Induced by the Demonstrations, By Model

Initial Stage by Model

Expanded Stage@

Food Stamp Job

Agency

Model

Club
Model

Earnings:
1st Quarter
After Application

Males -$24
Females +70
Total +11

Earnings: 2nd Quarter
After Application

Males
Females

Total

Food Stamp Benefits:
2nd Quarter
After Application

Males
Females

Total

Total Transfers
2nd Quarter
After Application

Males
Females

Total

- -19

+11

+6

-11

-49
25

-17

$86
+14

+53

+9
+109

+59

=45
=40

=41

=129
=52

-93

In~Person
Registration
Model

-$16
-10

-8

+224
+40

+113

-40
-70

=53

=23
-151

-62

Applicant

Job

Search

Job
Club

Group Job
Job Club/
Search Workfare

+3126

+120
+98

+117

=24
-18

-20

-185
~-96

-111

+$76

+229
-16

+29

+5
-28

-13

+30
-56

=31

Effects on Treatment Group Relative to Control Group

-$23 +3136
+78 +284
+96 +223
+54 +208
=34 -70
-33 -60
=33 -59
~42 =222
-61 +12
-60 -117

8Because of small differences in the specification of statistical models, the
total effect was not always a weighted sum of the effects on males and on

females.

Source: See Table 7.3.
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based on analyses comparing treatment group outcomes with control group
outcomes.) Earnings effects were generally larger during the Expanded
Demonstration than during the Initial Demonstration. The average increase
in earnings associated with treatment over all models in the Expanded
Demonstration was $202 per registrant. In contrast, the most effective
models in the Initial Demonstration (In Person Registration) increased
earnings only by $105.

The larger impacts on earnings observed during the Expanded
Demonstration may have resulted from differences in the nature of the
economy. The Initial Demonstration took place during a deep recession in
which unemployment rates reached nearly 11 percent. During the Expanded
Demonstration, an economic boom was taking place that added three million
jobs in six months. Job search requirements can raise earnings in either
situation, but their impact is likely to be larger during an expansion,
because both employment opportunities and employment stability are likely
to be greater.

Differences in the effectiveness of sites and models may also explain
the Expanded Demonstration's larger impacts. The Job Club/Workfare Model,
which induced the largest impacts, operated only during the expanded
stage. Its extremely large effects probably reflected not only the
intensive nature of the model, but also the administrative skill and
experience of San Diego, the only site implementing the model.

The gains resulting from the application of the Applicant Job Search
and In-Person Registration Models were also higher than average. One
explanation of the higher effects under Applicant Job Search Model is that
it required that registrants make job contacts before certification for

food stamp benefits while agencies implementing In-Person Registration
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mandated that job contacts be made after certification. The Job Club
Models induced effects that were similar in the two stages and about

average within each stage.

Did the Models Reduce Food Stamp Benefits and Other Transfer Payments?

These positive effects on earnings, combined with large increases in
terminations for noncompliance, significantly lowered the proportion of
registrants participating in the Food Stamp Program. Figure 2 shows that
after the date of application, participation rates declined more sharply
among the treatment group than among the control group. The job search
treatments raised the proportion denied certification or terminated for
noncompliance by about 14 percentage points. Food Stamp Program
participation rates fell by slightly more, especially among women
registrants., Thus, one can conclude that the program impacts reduced
participation among many who would have remained on the food stamp rolls in
the absence of the job search requirement.

All the models caused reductions in food stamp benefits and other
transfer payments. The size of the reductions were large relative to
average benefit levels. During the second quarter after application, the
reduction in food stamp benefits for the average registrant assigned to the
treatment group was about 15 percent of benefits received by the control
group. The job search requirements induced slightly lower percentage
reductions in total transfers, which included payments from Unemployment
Insurance and public assistance. Of course, these average impacts were the
combination of much larger reductions for some registrants and no reduction

at all for others.
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Although food stamp benefits and other transfer payments declined in
response to the job search treatments, registrants, on average, experienced
earnings gains that were substantially higher than these reductions. Thus,
the savings in government outlays resulted from improved earnings as well
as from applying sanctions against registrants who did not comply with
search requirements. The evaluation did not attempt to allocate precisely
how much of reductions in food stamp benefits was due to increased earnings

and how much was due to increased sanctions for noncompliance.

Did Benefits From the Models Exceed the Costs?

Demonstration estimates of administrative costs per registrant ranged
from $25 to $119. The variation resulted partly from the intensity of
alternative job search procedures and partly from differences in the match
Between an office's capacity and the actual flow of registrants. High per
registrant costs were often the result of staff underutilization in offices
with unexpectedly low client flow. The Applicant Job Search and In-Person
Registration Modelé were unequivocally the lowest cost approaches,
averaging about $36-47 per registrant. The costs of Job Clubs and Group
Job Search Assistance exhibited a wider range, partly because of
differences in the ability of sites to align their staffing levels with the
flow of registrants. For example, in Kentucky's Group Job Search
Assistance Model actual demonstration outlays divided by the number of
registrants reached $100. However, had Kentucky been able to avoid its
excess capacity, its cost would have been only $25 per registrant.

One can examine costs and benefits from several perspectives. From
the taxpayer's point of view, the costs are what the government spends

administering the requirements and the benefits are what the government
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saves in reduced payments and administrative costs. From the recipient's
point of view, benefits are largely the increased earnings, while the costs
represent the lost payments from food stamps and other transfer programs.
From a social perspective, the costs are the goods and services consumed in
administering the requirements while the benefits are the added goods and
services produced as a result of the requirements.

In general, the benefits of the work registration and job search
requirement exceeded the costs from all three perspectives. Table E-4
shows how the outcomes varied by model. Taxpayers gained from all models
except for the Food Stamp Agency Model conducted during the Initial
Demonstration. Social benefits exceeded social costs in all models except
the Food Stamp Agency Model in the Initial Demonstration. In other words,
the resources used in administering the work registration and job search
requirements were generally less than the resource gains resulting from the
positive effects on the employment and earnings of registrants. Among
recipients, earnings increased on average by more than the loss in transfer
payments in four of the seven models, Net gains to recipients were by far
the highest for the Job Club/Workfare Model. Net benefits to recipients
were also substantial in the In-Person Registration Model, the Applicant
Job Search Model, and the Job Club Model in the Expanded Demonstration.

The models producing the most favorable outcomes were In-Person
Registration, Applicant Job Search, and Job Club/Workfare. Given San
Diego's extensive experience with Workfare, coupled with its high priority
on rigorous implementation of job search and work requirements, the success
of the Job Club/Workfare Model might be attributed to factors specific to
San Diego as well as to the attributes of the modél. In contrast, the

In-Person Registration and Applicant Job Search Models worked effectively
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Table E-4: 2enefits and Costs Bv Model For the Expanded and Initial
Work Registration and Job Search Demonstration Proiect
Initial Demonstration Expanded Demonstration
Food A Applicant Group Job
Benefits Stamp Job  Tn-Person Job Job  Job Club/
and Costs Agency Club Registration  Search Club Search Workfare
Taxpayers:
Benefits $27 $133 $109 $258 875 $127 3289
Costs 75. 119 47 36 60 25 80
Net Benefits =48 34 62 222 15 102 209
Recipients:
Benefits 20 142 161 338 135 73 331
Costs 27 153 109 258 75 127 289
Net Benefits -7 =11 52 1C0 60 =34 262
Social:
Benefits 20 142 161 3358 135 73 531
Costs 75 119 47 36 60 25 8¢
Net Benefits =55 22 114 322 75 48 471

Note: The benefits cover the period from application to nine months after
The estimates of third quarter benefits ara one-half the
benefits observed during the second quarter after application.

applicarion.

Source: See Table 7.2 for costs and benefits in expanded stage.

stage costs come from Table 6.3 in the Interim Report.

The initial
The benefits of the

initial stage models were calculated from the earnings and total transfer
impacts reported in Table 7.3.
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in a wide range of sites. No other model yielded results that were as
consistently positive. Thus, net gains from work registration and job
search requirements are likely to be most consistent when agencies
implement these two types of models.

Taken as a whole, the demonstration results imply that several types
of job search and work registration requirements can be implemented
effectively in a variety of circumstances. Contrary to the conventional
view of policy analysts, agency staff are indeed willing to conduct
assessment interviews, provide job search assistance, and sanction those
who faii to comply. Baéed on the evidence from this demonstration, the

costs of the requirements are generally less than the benefits, both for

taxpayers and recipients.
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Glossary of Acronyms Used in Report

Aid to Families with Dependent Children

Employment and Training Administration

Employment Unit - unit of the Food Stamp Agency
responsible for job search requirement

Food and Nutrition Service (U.S. Department of
Agriculture)

Food Stamp Agency - local level office

Food Stamp Program .

General Assistance

Government Accounting Office

Income Maintenance Unit - unit of the Food Stamp Agency
responsible for eligibility determination

Non-Public Assistance

Office of Management and Budget

On-~site analyst - evaluation contractor personnel
assigned to project sites approximately five days per
month to record the implementation and operation of the
delivery system

Public Assistance

State Employment Security Agency

Unemployment Insurance Program

Work Incentive Program

Data Collection Instrument Acronyms

CPH

ET

JT

MPR

NAR

RAL

TPS or TPR
UR

Client Participation History

Exemption (Determination Tally)

Job Ticket

Monthly Progress Report

Negative Action Review

Random Assignment Log

Treatment Participation Summary or Roster
(Staff) Utilization Roster

Agency Forms Frequently Referred To

NNC
NAA

Notice of Noncompliance
Notice of Adverse Action
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the Food Stamp Work Registration and Job Search
Demonstration was to determine the effectiveness of alternative approaches
to implementing the Food Stamp Program requirement that able-bodied food
stamp recipients register and search for work. Because of the importance
of the issue for policy and the uncertainty about operating cost-effective
work registration and job search procedures, the Department of Agriculture
and the Department of Labor developed specific alternative work requirements
and undertook a multi-site demonstration project to test them.

The demonstration took place in two stages. The initial stage (called
hereafter the Initial bemonstration) tested four approaches to work
registration and job search requirements in eleven sites. It ran from
October 1981 to March 1983. Three out of the four approaches involved
participation by the U,S. Department of Labor (DOL) and State Employment
Security Agencies (SESAs) in administering the requirements. During the
demonstration, DOL withdrew from its administrative role. The Department
of Agriculture became interested in its capacity to carry out work registration
and job search requirements completely on its own. Although one of the
initial approaches tested did involve administration solely by Food Stamp
Agencies (FSAs), it was decided to test further the capacity of FSAs to
administer the requirements on their own. The demonstration was expanded
to a second stage (called hereafter the Expanded Demonstration) to test
four additional approaches, all administered by FSAs, in seven additional
sites. The Expanded Demonstration ran from October 1982 to June 1984.

Both stages of the demonstration employed an experimental design at each
participating site, under which food stamp work registrants were randomly

assigned either to a group subject to an experimental treatment (demonstration
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requirements), or to a control group not subject to any work requirements.
The evaluation of the demonstration focused on the net impacts of the
experimental work registration and job search procedures on registrants'
employment, earnings, and food stamp benefits. The evaluation also assessed
the administrative feasibility and cost of operating each experimental work
registration and job search procedure, or model.

This Final Report on the evaluation of the Food Stamp Work Registration
and Job Search Demonstration presents major findings regarding the operation
and impacts of the work registration and job search models. It presents
the full results of the Expanded Demonstration together with comparisons
with the Initial Demonstration.l This chapter begins with a review of the
legislative and policy context of the demonstration, and summarizes evidence
from prior research on the effectiveness of work registration and job search

requirements.

1.1 The Policy Background and A Brief Description of Demonstration Treatments

The requirement that able-bodied recipients search for work and accept
available jobs as a condition for receiving benefits has been a standard
component of income transfer programs, including the Food Stamp Program. In
1971, soon after the Food Stamp Program (FSP) became a national program,
the Congress mandated that certain adult recipients must register for work,

report for job interviews, and accept suitable work as conditions for receiving

lFull results on the Initial Demonstration appear in Food Stamp Work
Registration and Job Search Demonstration: Report on Initial Demonstration
Sites, June, 1985.
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benefits.2 This requirement covered all able-bodied adults, ages 18 to 63,
except household members caring for dependent children under 18 or incapa-
citated adults, students enrolled at least half time in school or training
programs, and persons working at least 30 hours per week. Nonexempt recipients
had to comply with the requirements or face the penalty of having their
entire household removed from the food stamp rolls.

The Food Stamp Act of 1977 tightened the work requirement in several
ways. Those responsible for care of a dependent child were no longer exempted
from the work registration fequirement unless the child was under age 12;
and suitable employment covered a wider range of jobs, so that individuals
had to accept jobs outside their major field of experience. The Congress
also expressed its interest in strengthening work requirements by mandating
Workfare demonstration projects in which food stamp recipients performed
work in exchange for benefits. Other provisions changed the work requirement,
by exempting those aged 61 to 65 as well as those subject to work requirements
in other benefit programs.

The Act specified that implementing regulations "...be patterned zo
the maximum extent practicable on the Work Incentive Program requirements
set forth in Title IV of the Social Security act...” Initial ruless governing
work registration under the 1977 Act specified that:

] Food Stamp Agencies were responsible for determining which household

members were required to register for work, for completing

registration processing, and for explaining the consequences
of noncompliance with requirements.

2Registrants did not have to accept unsuitable work; under the initial
rules, employment was unsuitable if wages were below the federal or state
@inimums, if union membership or nonmembership was a condition of employment,
if the work was offered at the site of a strike or lockout, if the employment
was not within a reasonable distance of the individual's residence, or
if the employment was not within the individual's major field of experience
(unless, after a reasonable period of time, such work was clearly unavailable).
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Work registrants were required to respond to requests from the

State Employment Security Agency (SESA) regarding their employment
status and availability for work. They were also required to

report to the SESA upon reasonable request, to report to an employver

if referred by the SESA, and to accept a bona fide offer of
employment.

. Food Stamp Agencies were authorized to sanction entire households
where individual work registrants were found noncompliant. The
penalty for noncompliance was disqualification of the entire

household from receiving food stamp benefits for a period of
two months.

The Departments of Agriculture and Labor jointly developed the final

regulations governing job search requirements and issued the rules on January

16, 1981, These regulations specified that:

All work registrants were to receive an assessment at the SES4
office, and assigned to one of three job readiness categories:
Category I, if the registrants had no substantial barriers to
employment; Category II, if the registrants had medical, language
or other barriers to employment that were deemed temporary; or
Category III, if the registrants lived in areas where commuting
distances or other factors made job search impractical.

. Category I registrants were to be subject to an eight week job
search period in which they were required to contact up to 24
prospective employers. Registrants had to report these contacts
in written form twice to the SESA office during the search period.

° Category II registrants were reassessed after sixty days to

determine whether their employment-limiting conditions had been

corrected. Category III registrants weres exempted from further
search requirements.

These legislative and regulatory steps took place in the context of
skepticism among policymakers about the effectiveness of work requirements
and the willingness of agencies to implement them. Several studies, including
one conducted in 1978 by the General Accounting Office (GAO), had indicated
that work requirements in the Food Stamp Program and other welfare programs

had been ineffective. At the same time, there was evidence suggesting that

—
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some types of interventions, such as job-finding clubs, might actually
increase employment of recipients.

Congressional interest in strengthening work requirements remained
intense. The traditional requirements related primarily to job search,
although benefit recipients were expected to accept suitable job offers.
However, there was also interest in Workfare which would require work in an
assigned job. Under Workfare, food stamp recipients would be required to
perform work in return for receiving food stamps. The Food Stamp Act of
1977, in addition to strengthening the general work registration and job
search requirements, directed the Secretary of Agriculture to undertake a
Workfare demonstration project, which began in 1979. The Amendments to the
Food Stamp Act of 1982 permitted Workfare as an optional program for states.
Although the interest in Workfare was strong, it did not supplant traditional
work registration and job search policy options.

In order to strengthen other approaches, the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) became interested in identifying which of the variety of methods
for implementing work registration and job search might yield cost savings
to the Food Stamp Program. OMB requested that the Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS) of the Department of Agriculture and the Employment and Training
Administration (ETA) of the Department of Labor jointly design and conduct
a demonstration project to test alternative work registration and job search
procedures. The goals of this demonstration were to examine:

o the feasibility of implementing alternative procedures for work
registration and job search;

0 the effectiveness of the various procedures in increasing employment
and earnings of registrants and in reducing food stamp benefits
paid;

0 the effectiveness of various procedures in deterring those who

did not want to work from participating in the Food Stamp Program;
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o the costs of implementing the work registration and job search
procedures and the relationship of costs to effectiveness; and

0 the capability of the Food Stamp Agencies to provide job-related
services to food stamp recipients.

The Initial Demonstration tested four experimental approaches. Brandeis
University, with its principal subcontractor, Abt Associates Inc., was
selected to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of demonstration operations,
impacts, and costs. Boone Young and Associates were also part of the
evaluation team throughout the Initial Demonstration. -

When the U.S. Department of Labor withdrew from its nationwide
administration of work registration and job search requirements in the FSP,
it transferred all administrative responsibility for the demonstration to
the Department of Agriculture. However, participating SESAs remained involved
in carrying out demonstration work registration and job search requirements. —

The 1982 Food Stamp Ac€ amendments removed the requirement that the

Secretary of Agriculture issue work registration rules jointly with the
Secretary of Labor and that the food stamp work rules follow those issued
under the Work Incentive Program (WIN) for recipients of Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC). The proposed regulations (issued on May-
24, 1983) implementing the 1981 and 1982 amendments to the Food Stamp Act
gave state FSAs full responsibility for operating the job search requirements,
including the role of advising and monitoring work registrants in their job
search. The proposed rules also called for changing the work registration,
job search, and voluntary quit provisions. Among the important changes

were these:
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0 Work Registration Exemption. The proposed rule restricted the
exemption for responsibility for the care of children to household
members caring for a child under age six. The previous regulations
exempted individuals responsible for the care of children under
age 12.

0 12-Month Reregistration for Employment. Under the proposed
rule, households had to reregister for work 12 months after initial
registration, as opposed to the six months mandated by the existing
rule.

0 Applicant Job Search/Continuous Job Search. The proposed rule
permitted State Agencies to require job search when registrants
applied for food stamps. However, the rule stressed that proof
of compliance with this requirement was not a condition of
certification. The proposed rule mandated that State Agencies
assign work registrants to perform job search activities every
month instead of one eight-week search period. Under the rule,
registrants were to contact up to 12 employers each month as
determined by the State Agency, with the number of contacts allowed
to vary from month to month if that would increase the probability
that registrants would find employment.

o) 90 Day Sanction. The proposed rule lengthened the disqualification
period for voluntary quit from 60 to 90 days and, in the interest
of consistency, also proposed applying the same disqualification
penalties to all components of the work registration requirements.

Table 1.1 summarizes the contrast between existing national work
requirements and the proposed rule changes.

In response to the increase in their responsibilities for assisting
and monitoring job search, the FNS added a second stage to the Work
Registration and Job Search Demonstration to test additional FSA-administered
approaches to enforcement of job search requirements. On August 11, 1982,
as part of the Expanded Demonstration, FNS issued a Request for Proposal
seeking FSAs interested in operating one of four demonstration approaches:
1) requiring a period of job search as a prerequisite for certification for
food stamp benefits; 2) requiring participation by all job-ready registrants

in a job club, or structured group search activity; 3) operation of existing
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job search requirements; and 4) the use of an agency's own innovative approach
to job search requirements,

The FNS developed specific guidelines for these proposed approaches
based on results from the ongoing demonstration effort. FNS then chose
seven FSAs to operate the Expanded Demonstration. Brandeis University and
Abt Associates Inc. continued as evaluators of the Expanded Demonstration.
As in the case of the Initial Demonstration, the evaluation included an
assessment of program operations, impacts, cost, and cost-effectiveness.

The Expanded Food Stamp Work Registration and Job Search Demonstration
began on October 1, 1982. The demonstration planning phase, or Phase I,
ran through December 1982, Between January and June 1983, the seven new
sites gained experience and attempted to correct operating problems. This
formative period, or Phase II of the demonstration, also acquainted sites
with the evaluation contractor and the data collection requirements of the
evaluation, and provided the contractor with the opportunity to revise data
collection instruments to accommodate site-specific procedures.

The operational phase of the demonstration, or Phase III, took place
between July 1, 1983 and June 30, 1984.3 While the seven agencies implemented
their approaches to job search, the evaluation contractor collected data to
assess the administrative feasibility, effectiveness, and cost of the
demonstration approaches under experimental conditions. On-site analysts
(0SAs) who were evaluation contractor staff residing in each site reported
monthly on demonstration activities, aided in the collection and quality
review of data on monthly agency operations, individual client experiences,

exemptions from demonstration requirements, and noncompliance. Senior

31n Kentucky startup difficulties delayed the commencement of Phase III
to October 1983. The Kentucky interview sample was drawn from those certified
between October 1983 and January 1984,
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staff of the evaluation contractor visited each site to observe specific
components of the demonstration models. Interviewing firms, under the
supervision of the evaluation contractor, conducted household interviews
with a random sample of registrants three and six months after the registrants
applied or were certified for benefits.

This Final Report gives the results of the evaluation of the
implementation, impact, and cost of the Expanded Demonstration and each of
the approaches to job search. It also compares the results with those of
the Initial Demonstration at the original 11 sites. The following broad

issues are investigated:

o} What happens when the Food Stamp Agencies require recipients to
search for jobs in return for obtaining food stamp benefits?

o} How do the agencies implement the requirements?
o What is the impact of the requirements on the intensity of job
search, on employment of recipients, on the numbers leaving food

stamp rolls, and on the amount of benefits paid?

0 What share of registrants are penalized for not complying with
the requirements?

o} How much do the requirements cost to implement?

The next section reviews the results from the Initial Demonstration as
well as other research and evaluation results on the effectiveness of job

search requirements for recipients of income transfer programs.
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1.2 Other Research on Work Registration and Job Search Progranms

1.2.1 Results of Studies Through the Late 1970's

The policy of tying public welfare benefits to work on the part of
able-bodied recipients dates back at least to the Elizabethan Poor Laws
of the sixteenth century. In this country, the debate over the relationship
between work and welfare and whether individuals should work as a condition
of receiving benefits stimulated considerable research and evaluation as
well as a few demonstration projects.

Several studies examined the operation of work requirements under
the Work Incentive Program (WIN) component of the AFDC program, the Food
Stamp Program, the General Assistance Program, and the Unemployment Insurance
Program. Since SESA offices, in cooperation with State Agencies, had primary
responsibility for monitoring job search activities under the WIN, Food
Stamp, and General Assistance Programs, it was sometimes convenisnt to
study work requirements of all three programs at one time. )

Evans, Friedman and Hausman (1976) assessed the impact of work
registration under the AFDC-Unemployed Parent and the Food Stamp Program
on job finding by recipients. Their study of 1666 work registrants dealt
with food stamp work registration requirements in three cities and with
AFDC-UP WIN requirements in two cities. The authors reported that a large
share of recipients ostensibly subject to job search requirements never

came to the SESA for an employment interview, either because they were

not called in or did not respond to thg call-in, There was substantial
variation across offices in the number:of interviews., Overall, the researchers:
found no significant impact from work registration on employment or benefits.
However, in San Diego, the site with the most rigorous implementation, some

evidence did appear that registrants were induced to return to work,
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Camil Associates (1979) examined the services provided to persons
required to register under all programs administered by the SESAs. Using
a sample that included 1000 food stamp registrants, the researchers found
that food stamp registrants received few services, especially referrals
to jobs. The primary reason was that SESA counselors viewed food stamp
registrants as having a low probability of finding a job. Although many
food stamp registrants did find jobs, most did so on their own. The
reseafchers could not determine the net impact of the work requirement
on employment or benefits.

The GAO (1978) looked at the food stamp work requirement by following
620 recipients subject to the requirements. Of the 620 recipients, 384
had not registered with the local SESA office. In 233 cases, the Food
Stamp Agency either failed to have registrants fill out forms or did not
send completed forms to the local SESA offices. Another 131 had completed
forms, but the SESA had not distributed them to the appropriate local office.
Only 24 of the 620 required to register received a job referral and only
3 were placed in jobs. Another indication of slack enforcement, the GAO
report cited national data showing that less than one percent of food stamp
households had been terminated for failure to comply with requirements.

The GAO concluded that personnel at all levels of the system viewed
the requirements simply as administrative paperwork and not as a useful
tool for reducing food stamp outlays or increasing recipients' employment.

A second conclusion was that "

...more recipients could have obtained
employment through the work registration process if local food stamp and
SESA offices had corrected some of their administrative problems" (General

Accounting Office, 1978, p. 5). The GAO recommended that work registrants

be promptly registered at the SESA and be evaluated promptly in face-to- face
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interviews. In addition, the GAO mentioned the importance of follow-up

and documentation of recipient non-responses, in part so that the FSA could
terminate non-cooperative recipients. Other recommendations included the
stationing of SESA personnel at the busier FSA offices and the need to

improve the availability of data at all levels, particularly to identify

local SESA offices that were not promptly referring food stamp work registrants
to jobs.

Ineffective implementation was much of the story of two demonstration
projects that tested efforts to increase the emplovment of AFDC recipients
through job search and the provision of subsidized jobs or training. 1In
the Minnesota Work Equity Project (Rodgers, 1980), AFDC recipients in the
program were required not only to look for work, but also to accept a
subsidized job or training position. The evaluation showed that many
recipients never bec;me involved in any of the job search or work components
of the program~—in large part because of resistance of staff at all levels.
Similarly, in a study of the Work Experience Program for male heads of
AFDC households in Massachusetts, Friedman et. al. (1980) repor:ed
administrative deficiencies in implementing stringent work requirements;
ultimately, very few registrants were actually referred to a work experience
site or were sanctioned for noncompliance.

These studies of work requirements revealed similar patterns of
ineffective implementation, inadequate resources and effort at the local
office level, ineffective monitoring of the many registrants who failed
to keep scheduled appointments with program staff, and a slack attitude
on the part of staff about follow-up and sanctioning for noncompliance.

Only one of these studies employed an experimental approach and thus nearly
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all had difficulty in estimating the impact of work tests as distinct from
what would have happened in the absence of work tests.4

During the same period of the late 197Q0's, an alternative approach
was developing that stressed intensive efforts to teach individuals how
to look for work. Robert Wegmann (1379 and 1980) reviewed developments
on providing such instruction through job clubs-—a program where participants
are taught how to look for jobs and stimulated to look for jobs in a group
setting with the support of peers. Nathan Azrin (1978) had pioneered one
such model for use with AFDC recipients in the WIN Program. In Azrin's
approach, the job-finding process was decomposed into a sequence of behaviors
involving social, motivational, informational, and skill factors in order
to create an intensive, structured situation to facilitate learning through
positive reinforcement and peer group support. The aims of the job-finding
club were to modify the way recipients viewed their abilities and prospective
jobs, to increase the knowledge of recipients about how to lock for jobs,
and to stimulate recipients to search intensively for jobs.

Tests of the job club approach were conducted between 1976 and 1978
in five sites operating WIN programs. Clients were randomly assigned to
the job finding club or to control status, where controls obtained standard
job search assistance under the WIN program. The results indicated that
the job finding club raised employment rates substantially. Within six
months after the treatment program, 62 percent of job club participants,
but only 28 percent of controls, had found jobs. (This result was based
on interview data with only 24 percent response rates.) Ninety-five percent

of clients who attended all sessions—five sessions per week for seven

4The study of the Massachusetts Work Zxperience Program utilized an

experimental design, but the primary treatment was workfare and not job
search requirements.
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weeks—obtained jobs. About half of the clients obtained jobs after five
sessions. The costs of the job club, including WIN staff salaries, supplies
and stipends, were $87 per experimental participant and $167 per placement.

The experience of other job club experiments reviewed by Elise Bruml
(1981) indicated positive effects from self-directed job search, but at
costs that exceeded those in the WIN study. A job club for unemployed
workers in Carbondale, Illinois that was also operated and evaluated by
Azrin cost $200 per experimental participant. The Cambridge Job Factory,
a job club for disadvantaged youth, cost much more, about $715 per experimental

participant (excluding stipends paid to youth participants).

1.2.2 Recent Research on AFDC Work Requirements

Efforts to stimulate job search were important elements of two recent
projects involving AFDC recipients: the Employment Opportunity Pilot Projects
(EOPP) [Mathematica, 1983] and the State Work/Welfare Initiative Demonstration
(Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation [MDRC], 1984). The results
of these studies shed light on changes that may have taken place by the
early 1980's in the administration and impact of job search interventions.

Although the original focus of EOPP was on the impact of a last-resort
employment program (including public jobs) for primary earners in low income
families, the emphasis of the program was shifted toward the provision
of job search assistance. The evaluation, renamed the Job Search Assistance
Research Project, concentrated on the components aimed at stimulating
self-directed job search. The evaluation covered the five sites operating
the demonstration components as well as five comparison sites. As in earlier

studies, the findings indicated low actual participation in job search;

less than two-thirds of those who enrolled ever participated in the program.
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In contrast to earlier results, however, those who did participate searched
more intensively for employment and the program yielded some positive impacts
on employment, Still, no discernible reduction occurred in welfare
dependence.

The State Work/Welfare Initiative is an evaluation by MDRC of eight
new state-operated programs designed to help welfare recipients enter the
labor market and to reduce public assistance costs. The evaluation began
in 1982, after passage of the 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA).
Under OBRA, states were given the opportunity to develop their own approaches
for imposing work requirements on welfare recipients. OBRA provided states
with the authority to operate Community Work Experience Programs (CWEP)
or "Workfare" programs, under which AFDC recipients are required to work
in exchange for their benefits. The eight state programs evaluated by
MDRC mandated that welfare recipients participate in an employment-relaﬁed
activity, usually job search or some form of unpaid work experience, but
occasionally skills training, remedial education, or on-the-job training
positions in the private sector.

MDRC recently released two early reports on the programs in California
and Maryland. In comtrast to past attempts to mandate work and other
job—oriented activities for AFDC welfare recipients, these state-operated
programs have achieved reasonably high participation levels, encountered
few operational problems, and have found that most participants are satisfied
with their assigned Workfare jobs. Results showing the program's impact
on recipients are not yet available.

The EOPP and State Work/Welfare Initiatives raise questions about
the conclusion drawn from earlier research that work requirements are generally

not implemented rigorously., But, these two projects do not demonstrate
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that work requirements can be cost-effective. Moreover, they do not document
effective implementation of job search requirements under the Food Stamp
Program. Both because of the high turnover among nonexempt food stamp
registrants and because of the low benefits amounts in food stamps, the

food stamp work requirement might operate differently than the similar

requirements in the AFDC program.

1.2.3 The Design and Results of the Food Stamp Work
Registration and Job Search Initial Demonstration Project

The Food Stamp Work Registration and Job Search Initial Demonstration
was designed to yield conclusive information on the feasibility and
cost-effectiveness of alternative work registration and job search procedures.
To assure that the demonstration yielded reliable evidence concerning the
impact of job search requirements, the FNS decided to utilize an experimental
design where a portion of food stamp registrants would be randomly assigned
to a treatment group subject to specified job search rules or to a control
group not subject to any work registration or job search requirements.

Four different treatment approaches or models were tested:
° The In-Person Registration (IPR) Model, which required that
individuals register for work in person at the SESA as a condition
of certification (or recertification) of the household for food

stamp benefit receipt. No additional job search requirements
were called for.

® The Job Club (JC) Model, which combined work registration at the
FSA with the attendance at a job club.

° The In-Person Registration/Job Club (IPR/JC) Model, which combined
in-person work registration at the SESA with mandatory attendance
at a job club.

° The Food Stamp Agency (FSA) Model, which provided that all work
registration and job search activities were carried out exclusively
through the Food Stamp Agency.
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The In-Person Registration Model (IPR) represented a response to the
findings of the Camil Associates Report (1979). It concluded that work
requirements broke down because the burden of having the recipient make
direct contact with an employment counselor fell on the SESA's. Under
the IPR model, each registrant had to register in person at the SESA and
to bring documentation of the registration to the Food Stamp Agency before
the household could be certified to receive benefits. Placing the burden
on the registrant would either involve him or her quickly in the job-finding
process or cause the potential registrant to lose benefits., In the case
of new registrants, the Food Stamp Agency would not have to intervene at
all to prevent those not complying with program rules to face benefit
reductions. Until the registrants appeared at the SESA, the agency would
simply avoid making benefit payments.

The Job Club Model (JC) responded to the hypothesis that an intensive
job search assistance would help registrants obtain jobs and would impose
rigor on the administration of job search requirements. Under this model,
a nonexempt work registrant classified as job-ready would have to attend
job club meetings or face the penalty of having his or her household lose
food stamp benefits. Given the apparent success of this form of job search
assistance with AFDC recipients, it seemed sensible to apply the approach
to food stamp recipients.

The Food Stamp Agency Model (FSA) was a response to difficulties with
the SESAs. Previous studies had concluded that SESA employment counselors
attached a low priority to assisting and monitoring food stamp recipients
because of the competing claims on their time from other.programs. In
addition, there was inadequate coordination between the SESA and Food Stamp

Agency offices. Registrants at sites implementing this model would report
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to job counselors at the FSA offices and would have to make a specified
number of job contacts to comply with the job search requirements.

Sites participating in the demonstration generally implemented the
job search requirements adequately. At the IPR sites, registrants did
go to the SESA office before becoming certified; at JC sites, SESA offices
set up job clubs and assigned registrants to them; at FSA sites, employment
counselors required registrants to make job contacts. As the demonstration
proceeded, the models tended to become less distinct. Some IPR sites applied
the job contact requirements and some FSA sites used group sessions to
teach job finding techniques.

The impacts of the demonstration treatments on the job search intensity,
earnings, and food stamp benefits of registrants were strikingly large,
especially in the IPR and JC sites. In all of the models, the percent
of registrants sanctioned for noncompliance was significantly higher among
the treatment than among the control group. bf every lbO registrants,
the treatment raised the number sanctioned by about 10. The reductions
in benefits associated with job search treatments in IPR and JC sites reached
about $50 per quarter for the average registrant, or about 20 percent of
what benefits would have been in the absence of treatment.

The costs of carrying out the treatments varied by model from about

$47 per registrant at IPR sites and $75 at FSA sites to $119 at JC sites.

Given these costs and the estimated benefit impacts, it turned out that
only in IPR sites did the job search requirements save more in taxpayer
dollars than they cost to implement.

Nevertheless, the rigorous implementation and the significant effects
on earnings and benefits that took place even during a serious recession

provided strong evidence that job search requirements might operate effectively
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in the context of the Food Stamp Program. The somewhat positive results
derived from the initial phase of the demonstration, coupled with the need
for FNS to respond to the new administrative responsibilities imposed on
FSA offices, offered a sound rationale for expanding the project. Thus,
the demonstration was expanded to cover the impact and operations of job

search requirements implemented at additional FSA offices in a favorable -

economic environment.

1.3 Plan of the Report

The remainder of this report is organized into six chapters and
associated appendices (separately bound). Throughout the report, the Expanded -
Demonstration will be discussed and compared with the Initial Demonstration.
Chapter 2 provides a brief overview of the demonstration models and the
characteristics of participating sites. . A discussion of the evaluaticn
design and data collection appears.in Chapte} 3.

Chapter 4 examines the operation of demonstration models in each site,
summarizing the operations, deviations from plans, and exemplary practices.
This chapter also notes any changes made to the model during the operating -
period, and their impact on the evaluation or data collection.

Chapter 5 analyzes the impacts of demonstration models on participants'
job search, employment and earnings, and on their receipt of food stamp
benefits. The analysis draws on data from household surveys of recipients
as well as agency records of benefits paid. Chapter 6 estimates the cost
of operating the demonstration models, examines the reasons for variations
in costs across sites, and projects the unit costs of operating the job

search treatments as a permanent program.
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Chapter 7 brings together estimates of costs and benefits
treatments under the Initial and Expanded Demonstration. This
analyzes impacts on taxpayers and on recipients of alternative

implementing a job search requirement. Chapter 8 presents the

Table of Contents

of job search
chapter
models for

major

conclusions drawn from the administrative, impact, and cost components of

the evaluation.
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2.0 OVERVIEW OF THE DEMONSTRATION MODELS AND SITES

This chapter describes the work registration and job search procedures
implemented in the models choéen to be part of the demonstration. To conduct
the Expanded Demonstration, the FNS requested proposals from FSA's interested
in operating one of four approaches: 1) an applicant search requirement as
a prerequisite for certification for food stamp benefits; 2) a job club
requirement for job ready registrants; 3) the existing job search requirements;
4) an innovative approach to job search requirements. FNS selected seven
sites to operate demonstration models. While the model in each site was in
some degree unique, basically four types of models were tested in the
demonstration. Two types were direct applications of procedures referenced

in the RFP:

K Applicant Job Search (Nassau County, New York and Fresno County,
California). This model required applicants to complete a specified
number of job contacts as a prerequisite of certification for food
stamps. Once certified, recipients were to continue to comply with
job search rules, including the requirement to contact additional
employers and to report such contacts to the Food Stamp Agency.

° Job Club (Maine; Portsmouth, Virginia; and Pensacola, Florida).This
model required that registrants participate in group job search
activity, lasting two to three weeks, depending on the site. During
the job club period, registrants were to look for employment as a
full-time job. The first week typically included classroom-like
training in resume development, procedures for contacting employers,
and the development of self-confidence., The subsequent weeks were
less structured and emphasized actual employer contacts and job
search. In Maine and Portsmouth, the job club was the only
requirement, but in Pensacola the job club was preceded by a job
search requirement. :

Two sites adopted innovative approaches:

. Group Job Search Assistance (Xentucky). This model required two
days of Employability Skills Training followed by eight weeks of
biweekly job search group sessions in which the group leader
monitored the job search effort of each participant.

° Job Club/Workfare (San Diego County, California) This model required
participation in a job club followed by a Workfare requirement in
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which a registrant would be assigned to work in exchange for his/her
food stamp benefit.

Table 2.1 presents key characteristics of the sites selected for the

demonstration.

2.1 Description of Work Registration and Job Search
Requirements at the Participating Sites

Figure 2.1 illustrates the client flow through the three models which
involved group treatment (Job Club, Group Job Search Assistance, Job
Club/Workfare). Although the actual job search requirement differed ia
these models, the pattern of client flow was essentially parallel. Indeed,
the pattern of flow is the same as in the ongoing Food Stamp Work Registration
and Job Search Requirement,!l even though the job search requirements themselves
differ. The flow differs somewhat in the Applicant Job Search Model which
is illustrated separately in Figure 2.2. Thié section discusses the common

features of the client flow and then describes the job search requirements

by site.

2.1.1 Overall Patterns of Client Flow

With the exception of Pensacola, two separate units at each FSA site

were responsible for carrying out the demonstration: the Income Maintenance

Unit and a Demonstration Employment Unit. (In Pensacola the FSA contracted
with the local SESA to serve as the Demonstration Employment Unit.) Line A
of Figures 2.1 and 2.2 shows the intake functions which were administered
by the Income Maintenance Unit. New applicants or applicants for

recertification would apply at the Income Maintenance Unit. (Some sites

1January 16, 1981 requirements.
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Table 2.1

Characteristics of Demonstration Sites

Population

Percent of House- (Census Est.)

Unemploy- holds Under, 1257 of County
Model and Site ment Rate* of Low Income¥* (Thousands)
Applicant Job
Search Model
Nassau County, NY 6.3% 3.6 1,322
Fresno, CA 8.3 11.4 515
Job Club Model
Maine2 6.3 10.1 102
Portsmouth, VA 4.9 15.8 . 105
Pensacola, FL 6.7 14.6 58
Group Job Search
Assistance
Kentucky® 4 9.1 22.5 67
Job Club/
Workfare Model
San Diego, CA 7.0 8.4 1,862

8Includes only Lewiston and Portland; data were not available for Augusta
bIncludes Madison and Clark Counties only
*Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, September 1983

**%Source: Bureau of Census County and City Data Book, 1983
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Flgure 2.2

Clicnt Flow Through Applicant dob Scarch Model
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had separate offices for the two kinds of applicants.) An Eligibility
Worker would evaluate whether the applicant/household was eligible for food
stamps, and, if so, whether any individuals in the household satisfied the
criteria for exemption from work registration. Any individuals who were

not exempt were registered for work. In the models with group activities
(Figure 2.1), households were certified and the registration forms were

sent over to the Demonstration Unit. In the Applicant Search Model, (Figure
2.2) registration forms were sent to the Demonstration Employment Unit

prior to certification, since applicant job search was a requirement for
certification.

Line B of both Figures shows the initial actions taken by the
Demonstration Employment Unit after work registration forms were received.
An initial assessment interview was scheduled. If a registrant failed to
show up for two appointments without good cause, a Notiqe of Noacompliance
was sent back to the Income Maintenance Unit to initiate the sanctioning
process. For a registrant who did show up, the interviewer assessed his or
her job readiness and categorized him or her as job ready (Category I), not
ready because of job attachment or temporary barriers to emplovment (Category
IT), or not ready because of excessive commuting distance or other factors
making search impractical (Category III). Those in Category I were to be
assigned to the job search requirement specified for the model.

Job search requirements, specifically their timing and intensity, were
the major features that distinguished the models. They are described
separately below for each model and are summarized in Table 2.2.

Figure 2.2 shows the special role of the applicant search requirement on

Line B: it had to be completed before certification. Line C on both



Site

Nassau County,
New York

Fresno County,
California

Portland, Lewiston,
Augusta, Mainel

Portsmouth, Virginia

Pensacola, Florida

San Diego County

Clark and Madison
Counties, Kentucky

29—

Table 2.2

Table of Contents

Actual Treatments at Demonstration Sites

Applicant Treatment

Job Search - 6 contacts

in 2 weeks; new applicants
only

Certification dependent
upon completion of
requirement

Job Search - 20 contacts
within 10 days; new appli-
cants and recertifications
Certification dependent
upon completion of require-
ments

No treatment for applicants

No treatment for applicants

No treatment for applicants

No treatment for applicants

No treatment for applicants

Recipient Treatment

Job Search - 24 contacts
in 8 weeks; monitored
in 4th and 8th weeks

Job Search - one contact/day
as long as the registrant
receives food stamps,
monitored by in-person
appointments at regular
one-month intervals

Job Club - 3 weeks;
includes supervised
job search

Job Club - 2 weeks
includes supervised
job search

Job Search - 6 contacts
in 2 weeks

Job Club - 4 weeks
includes supervised
job search

Job Club ~ 3 weeks
Workfare - duration
of certification

Employability Skills
Training - 2 days

Job Search ~ 24 contacts in
8 weeks with bi-weekly
group meetings

1Bangor and Presque Isle also participated in the demonstration, however, due to low
client flow they were not considered in the evaluation.
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Figures 2.1 and 2.2 is reserved for the job search requirements-that follow
certification.

Continuing on Line C of both Figures, registrants could exit the _—
demonstration in one of three ways: by finding employment; by fulfilling
requirements without becoming employed; or by failing to comply, resulting -
in sanctioning. Finding employment was straightforward. For those who
fulfilled requirements without finding a job, the demonstration rules did
not require another period of job search unless the individual had experienced
a break in service or was due to be recertified.

For registrants who failed to comply with any step of the requirements - }
without goed cause, the sanctioning procedure is shown on Line D of both
Figures 2.1 and 2.2. The Demonstration Employment Unit would issue a Notice
Of Noncompliance and send it to the Income Maintenance Unit which was then .
charged with issuing a Notice of Adverse Action to the registrant. The
registrant could request a fair hearing. If the noncompliance was found to -
be with good cause, the registrant would continue in the program; otherwise -

his/her household's benefits would be terminated.

2.1.2 Job Search Requirements as Implemented in Each Site S

2.1.2.1 Applicant Job Search Model Site

The New York State Department of Social Services operated the Applicant

Job Search Model in Nassau County. The demonstration was implemented in

the large Nassau County Food Stamp Office on Long Island. The applicant R
search required a minimum of six job contacts during a two week period for

new applicants only. Completing these contacts was to be required for
certification of the new applicants, but not for cases involving -

recertification. Once certified, recipients had to make 24 job contacts
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over 8 weeks and to appear biweekly at the FSA office so that the office
could monitor job search activities. The recipient search requirement
applied to both new applicants and recertifications.

Fresno County also operated a combined applicant and recipient job search

approach. In Fresno, new applicants and recertifications went through both
applicant and recipient search. The applicant requirement consisted of two
employer contacts per day for ten working days. The recipient search component
originally called for two employer contacts per day for two weeks, but the
requirement actually implemented was one contact per day for the duration

of the certification period. Registrants were monitored monthly via in

person visits to the Food Stamp Agency.

2.1.2.2 Job Club Model Sites

The job clubs offeréd in the demonstration all differed from the Azrin
approach which focused on behavior modification. Nevertheless, the sites
did include classroom training and practice in resume writing, job search and
interview techniques. Most involved telephone banks and video equipment.
Moreover, they encouraged peer support. Usually the first week was devoted
to classroom training and the remaining weeks to supervised job search.

The State of Maine operated job clubs which lasted three weeks. The

Maine proposal stated the philosophical position that skills upgrading was
crucial and that client motivation would be a primary criterion for
participation.

The Departments of Social Services of the City of Portsmouth and

of the State of Virginia jointly operated a two-week club at two

demonstration offices. Clients who did not find a job during their
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initial job club participation would not be terminated, but would be encouraged
to continue in subsequent sessions.

The Pensacola model involved a combination of individual job search and
job clubs. 1In this model, job-ready registrants were to be required to
complete six job contacts in a two week period. If they completed this -
requirement without finding a job, they were assigned to participate in
a job club. The job club sessions lasted four weeks—the first for classroom
training, the second for a week-long telephone job search, and the final
two weeks for independent job search during which participants would be
required to make 12 contacts per week and attend weekly monitoring visits.

If a job club opening was not available, the registrant could be reassigned
to two more weeks of search., Pensacola originally planned an applicant -

job search requirement as well, but it was never implemented.

2.1.2.3 Group Job Search Assistance Model

The Kentucky model described two major activities for demonstration
participants. The first activity which involved two days of Employability

Skills Training was intended to give job-ready clients classroom instruction
in job—seeking skills. The second activity was a job search period consisting

of 24 contacts in 8 weeks. During the job search, participants were to

meet every two weeks for group assessment and evaluation. This component

was essentially group-monitored job search although the Xentucky site referr=d

to this component as its job club.

2.1.2.4 Job Club/Workfare Model

The San Diego proposal called for a combination of job club and

Workfare. Clients categorized as job-ready were required to participate
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a three-week job club. Workfare was to be required for registrants completing
the job club who did not find a job. In addition registrants in Categories

IT and III were to be assigned directly to Workfare. Workfare is an activity
in which clients are assigned to public or private, non-profit work sites

to work off the amount of their monthly food stamp benefit. San Diego had
substantial experience in developing Workfare sites for other programs,

including Food Stamp and AFDC Workfare demonstrations.

2.2 How Did the Expanded Demonstration Models Differ from Those Implemented
in the Initial Demonstration?

First, and perhaps most important, the Expanded Demonstration models
were designed to be administered entirely within the Food Stamp Agency.
The models did not presume participation by the State Employment Security
Agency (as did most of the Initial Demonstration models), although sites
were not precluded from contracting with the SESA to &eliver specific
services. This meant that FSAs would, of necessity, have to estabish a
unit to oversee provisions of job search assistance and job search monitoring.
Second, the Expanded Demonstration chose to test only va%iations on job
search requirements rather than work registration and search requirements
as in the Initial Demonstration. On one hand, this made differences in
impacts easier to interpret, as fewer components of the model were being
varied. At the same time, FNS allowed sites some discretion in designing
the content of each treatment so that, for example, job club model sites
had leeway to influence the length and duration of the search activity.
Third, the models differed in regard to the economic climate in which
they were implemented. As stressed in other chapters in this report, the
Expanded Demonstration operated during a period of economic recovery while

the Initial Demonstration operated during one of the worst recessions that
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this country has experienced. (This fact doubtlessly affected the ability
of SESAs to carry out their assigned mission.)

Despite these differences, there were parallels between demonstration
models. For example, the applicant job search model resembled the Initial
Demonstration's In-Person Registration model in several respects: it required
an activity to be performed by the registrant (in this case, search as
opposed to work registration) prior to certification for benefits, and
it maximized the responsibility of the applicant registrant for initiating
and carrying out the required activity. Like the IPR model in the Initial
Demonstration, the Applicant Search Model was anticipated to be the least
costly to implement.

The Job Club Model was alsc a carryover frém the Initial Demonstration,
with FNS preferring to allow sites some latitude in implementing their
versions of the approach as opposed to mandating a specific sequence of
activities. Even the Kentucky and San Diego models included variants on
the job club as part of their requirements. Table 2.3 summarizes the key
features of the models and the location of the models that were implemented

in the Initial and the Expanded Demonstration.
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Koy fedalures and Location of Demonstralion Models Implemenied in the [nitlal and Expanded Demonsiration
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IN{TIAL DEMONSTRATION MODELS

Mode |

The 1n-Person Registiration Model required all nonexempt work registrants in a food stamp household 1o work
register in person at the State tmployment Security Agency (SESA), and report evidence of registration to the
Food Stamp Agency (FSA). [his wodel was administered by the SESA.

The Job Club Model provided tor work cegistration at the Food Stamp Agency, as was the usual practice.
Nonexemp?! registrants were then called in by the SESA tor assessment, with job-ready registrants assigned fo a
two- OFf thfec-weck job Club., The Job Club Model was administered by the SESA.

The In-Person Reygistration/Job Club Model combined In-person work registration at the SESA with the job club.
It was administered by the SESA,

The Food Slump Agoncy Model involved existing work registration procedures complelud al the FSA.  Nonexempl
Individuals were then called in 1o an coployment unit within the FSA for assessment. Job-reddy registranls were
roquired 10 make up to 24 job contacts in an B-week period with periodic reporting ot search activities to the
utif.  This model was administered entirefy by the FSA,

Location

Cheyenne, WY
Colorado Springs, CO
Sarasota, fL
Washington, OC

Tucson, Al
Albuquerque, NM
Detroit, Mt

Austin, TX
Schenvctady, NY

Nlagara Counly, NY
Totedo, OH

EXPANDED DEMONSTRATION MODLL S
(All models administcred by FSA)

Mode |

The Applicant Scarch Model required all applicants who were not excapt from work registration to complete a
speciticd number of job contacts as a prerequisite of certitication tor tood slamps by the Income Mainlenance
Unit (IMU) . Job conlacts continued tollowing ceclitication, monitored by dumonsiration Lmploymenl Unit (bU),

The Job Clud Model reguired Ihe demonstcation FU 1o assign all work registrants assessed as job-ready to a fwo,
three or lour-weck job club. Job-ready registcants in Peasacols were required fo complete six job contacts in a
two-week period prior to assignment 10 job club. Pensacola contracled wilth local SESA 10 serve as the tU.)

the Group Jub Scarch Assistance Modul involved o two-day Lmptoyability Skills lraining (LS1) workshop (sub-

contracted Lo the Deportment of Manpower Development), which was followed by an eightl-week job scarch require-
ment wilh bi-weokly group monitoring meetings,

The Job Club/dorktare Modet combined a three-week job club tor job-ready cegisteants which, for registrants who

did nol tind o Jub, was lollowed by assigoment 1o Worktare,

Localigg

Nassau County, NY
Fresno County, CA

Porttand, tewiston,
and Augusta, ME

Pensacola, tL

Portsmouth, VA

Ctark and Madtson
Countles, KY

San Dieyo Counly, CA
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3.0 AN OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATION DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION

3.1 Objectives of the Demonstration Evaluation

The evaluation of the Food Stamp Work Registration and Job Search
Demonstration combined data from agency records, on-site observation, and
interviews with registrants randomly assigned to treatment and control
groups. The evaluation procedures in the Expanded Demonstration were generally
similar to those in the Initial Demonstration. However, the prior experience
with the Initial Demonstration led to several improvements in evaluation
procedures for the Expanded Demonstration. This chapter will describe the
procedures for the Expanded Demonstration and indicate differences from
those used in the Initial Demonstration.

The evaluation addressed the following objectives:

0 to provide an assessment of how each site implemented its
demonstration model;

o to determine the effectiveness of each demonstration model in
increasing the employment of work registrants and in decreasing
their participation in the Food Stamp Program;

o to measure the cost of administering the model in each site;

o to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of each demonstration model by
comparing benefits (as measured by increases in registrants'
earnings and reductions in benefits paid) with administrative
costs.

To ensure that each evaluation objective was achieved, the design for the
evaluation included the following component activities:

0 a formative analysis of the implementation of the demonstration
model at each site.

o} a process analysis of the administrative procedures used at each
site, their effect on assignment of registrants to job readiness
categories, the conduct of job search requirements and/or job
clubs, and the carrying out of sanctioning procedures.

o an impact analysis, measuring the effect of each job search treatment
on the employment, earnings, and food stamp benefits of registraats,
in comparison with the experience of control group members.
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0 a cost analysis, measuring administrative costs at each site.

o] a cost-benefit analysis, comparing benefits and costs at each
site and then across sites to determine which approach yields the
greatest benefit per dollar spent.

This chapter describes each of these aspects of the evaluation design,

including the research issues guiding each component of the analysis. It

then discusses the data that were collected to answer the research questions.

3.2 Components of the Evaluation

The evaluation was carried out in four phases. Phase I, from October
1982 through December 1982 was a planning phase. The evaluation contractor
reviewed the proposals from the sites participating in the demonstration,
developed data collection instruments, and planned evaluation procedures,
FNS also conducted training for new staff during this phase. In Phase II,
January-June 1983, the formative analysis was conducted as sites began
operating their demonstration models. The formative analysis was intended
to identify and correct flaws in implementing these models. During Phase
II, FNS and the evaluation contractor conducted training for additional
site staff. The evaluation contractor also brought field on-site analysts
(0SAs) to the Cambridge area for a three-day training session. FNS staff
from the national and regional offices took part in the training. Phase
IIT, July 1983-June 1984, was the operational phase in which the data
collection for the process, impact, and cost analysis took place. The

analysis of the data was completed in Phase IV (July 1984-December 1984).

3.2.1 The Planning Phase

In addition to the tasks noted above, during Phase I the contractor

prepared the Analysis Plan for the seven sites. This document provided a
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detailed plan for the conduct of the evaluation activities that guided the
development of data collection forms, data base design, and the sequence of
evaluation activities. The contractor also prepared an Operations Manual

which constituted a simple reference document for all aspects of the evaluation
except the administration of the client surveys. A new OMB package was also
prepared and submitted. Finally, the contractor started to recruit and to

hire On-Site-Analysts during this early phase.

3.2.2 The Formative Analvsis

Phase 11 was devoted to the formative analysis of the demoastration. It
was intended to be a six-month period during which each demonstration site
would gain experience in operating its particular model. The purpose of
the formative phase was to identify and correct flaws in the models, and
to make improvements if warranted, before model impacts wers formally
evaluated. The selection of the study sample for the impact analysis began
only after the formative phase was completed. To carry out the formative
analysis, the evaluation contractor observed the models, clarified evaluation
data issues at the site, and provided immediate feedback to FNS. Data
collection instruments and procedures were also finalized during this phase.

As part of the formative analysis, the evaluation contractor submitted
periodic updates on program operations to FNS, identifying problems and
recommending improvements. The problems identified were the kinds of
seemingly small issues that could have made a big difference in the validity
of the results of the evaluation. Among these issues were the following:

. The coAcractor reviewed the implementation of the random assignment
process and identified and corrected inaccuracies in assignment
procedures. In addition to correcting errors, sites were instructed
to include registrants with short certifications in the demonstration

and to include them in the random assignment process. Alsoc, the
evaluation contractor decided to collect some additional information
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at the time of random assignment to aid in the examination of
differential attrition patterns. This included whether the household
received General Assistance and the full case name used by the

Food Stamp Agency.

) Numerous irregularities were identified in the job-readiness
categorization process. Some sites were systematically assigning
registrants to incorrect categories. FNS notified sites about
correct definitions of categories and moved to produce uniformity
across sites.

™ Data collection instruments were tested and modified to accommodate

sites' recordkeeping and reporting, and to eliminate potential
confusion on the part of survey respondents,

3.2.3 Process inalysis

The focus of the process analysis was on understanding how the models
were implemented. This meant observing in great detail how each site carried
out the procedures planned for its model. The process analysis served several
purposes. First, previous studies of work registration and job search
requirements had often found incomplete or inadequate implementation of
the requirements, The process analysis addressed the question of whether
Food Stamp Agencies would carry out the requirements more completely than
in previous studies. 4 related question addressed by the process analysis
was how close the agencies' administration of the job search requirements
were to their planned procedures or model. If there were deviations from
the plan, what were they? Third, the process analysis developed information
on actual treatments that was necessary for interpreting the results of the
impact analysis. The estimates of demonstration impacts were based on
comparisons between an experimental group and a control group. Yet,
understanding the meaning of any observed difference required knowing how
many members of the treatment group actually became involved in a treatment

and what treatments they received,
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The methods for developing information used to study the implementation

of the models were the same during both the formative analysis of Phase

IT and the process analysis of Phase III. In the Initial Demonstration,

the evaluation contractor obtained data from the Food Stamp Agencies on

the numbers of registrants passing through each stage of the treatment process.
Unfortunately, these data were generally insufficient to identify whether

a fall-off in numbers from one stage to the next was a result of administrative
failure or of a legitimate reason. The process analysis of the Expanded
Demonstration improved upon this by keeping a detailed record of what happened
at each stage, particularly to registrants who did not go on to complete the
treatment. These added data permitted much better identification of cases
of administrative failure. In addition to gathering quantitative data, the
evaluation contractor employed on-site analysts (0SAs) to observe the delivery
of program services and the manaéement of the local offices and to monitor
the