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v Executive S,,mmary

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 __th 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 October 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

couldbe mistakenfor the treatmenteffect.

BackKround

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:

o 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.

o 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.

o 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

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

o 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



Table E.I

Key Features and Location of Demonstration Models Implemented in the Initial Demonstration

Model Location

The In-Person Registration Model required all nonexempt work registrants in a food stamp household to work Cheyenne, WY
register in person at the State Employment Security Agency (SESA), and report evidence of registration to the Colorado Springs, CO

Food Stamp Agency (FSA). This model was administered by the SESA. Sarasota, FL
Washington, DC

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

Nonexempt registrants were then called in by the SESA for assessment, with job-ready registrants assigned to a Albuquerque, NM
two- or three-week group job search assistance program. These programs, called Job Clubs, assisted participants Detroit, MI

in an atmosphere of peer group support. Participants attending job clubs received instruction in how to I o ok

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 14odel combined in-person work registration at the SESA with the job club. Austin, TX
It was administered by the SESA.

The Food Stamp Agency Model involved completing all work registration and job search requirements at the FSA. Schenectady, NY
Nonexempt individuals registered for work at the FSA. Registrants were then called in to an Employment Unit Niagara County, NY

established within the FSA for assessment and job search assignment. Job-ready registrants were required to Toledo, OH _

make up to 24 job contacts in an 8-week period with periodic reporting of search activities to the unit. This <
model was administered entirely by the FSA.
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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

_ AgencyModel.

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.
i

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:

o The Applicant Search Model

o The Job Club Model

-- o The Group Job Search Assistance Model

o 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 Demonstration 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



Table E.2

Key Features and Location of Demonstration Models Implemented In the Expanded Demonstration
(All models administered by FSA)

Model Location

The Applicant Search Model required all applicants who were not exempt from work registration to complete a Nassau County, NY
specified number of job contacts as a prerequisite of certification for food stamps by the Income Maintenance Fresno County, CA

Unit (IMU). Job contacts continued following certification, monitored by demonstration Employment Unit (EU).

The Job Club Model required the demonstration Employment Unit to as5ign all work registrant5 assessed as job- Portland, Lewiston,

ready to a two, three or four-week job club. Job-ready registrants in Pensacola were required to complete six and Augusta, ME

job contacts in a two-week period prior to assignment to job club. (Pensacola contracted with local SESA to Pensacola, FL
serve as the EU.) Portsmoulh, VA

The Group Job Search Assistance Model involved a two-day Employability Skills Training (EST) workshop (sub- Clark and Madison

contracted to the Department of Manpower Development), which was followed by an eight-week job search require- Counties, KY

ment with bi-weekly group monitoring meetings,

The Job Club/Workfare Model combined a three-week job club for job-ready registrants which, for registrants who San Dieu() County, CA
did not find a job, was followed by assignment to Workfare.

I ! / ) i I _' _ i ! t
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v 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:

1. 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? _%ich 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

Agencyand SESAadministrativerecords.

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 treatmentsreceived 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.

o 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.



o 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. In 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



x

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 good 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.

Ail 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 iow 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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Table E.3: Chan_es in Earnings and Benefits
Induced by the Demonstrations_ By Model

Initial Sta_e by Model Expanded Sta_e a --

Food Stamp Job In-Person Applicant Group Job

Agency Club Registration Job Job Job Club/
Model Model Model Search Club Search Workfare

Earnings:

1st Quarter Effects on Treatment Group Relative to Control Group _

After Application

Males -$24 $86 -$16 ....
Females +70 +14 -10 .... -

Total +11 +53 -8 +$126 +$76 -$23 +$136

Earnings: 2nd Quarter

After Application

Males -19 +9 +224 +120 +229 +78 +284

Females +11 +109 +40 +98 -16 +96 +223

Total +6 +59 +113 +117 +29 +54 +208

Food Stamp Benefits:

2nd Quarter

After Application

Males -11 -45 -40 -24 +5 -34 -70

Females 0 -40 -70 -18 -28 -33 -60

Total -4 -41 -53 -20 -13 -33 -59

Total Transfers

2nd Quarter

After Application

Males -49 -129 -23 -185 +30 -42 -222

Females 25 -52 -151 -96 -56 -61 +12

Total -17 -93 -62 -111 -31 -60 -117

aBecause 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 duringan 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.

Ail 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 Models 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 model. In contrast, the

In-Person Registration and Applicant Job Search Models worked effectively
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Table E-d: _enefits and Costs B 7 Model For the Exoanded and Initial

Work ReMistration and Job Search Demonstration Pro_ect

Initial Demonstration Expanded Demonstration

Food Applicant Group Job -
Benefizs Stamp Job In-Person Job Job Job Club/

and Costs Agency Club Registration Search Club Search Workfare

i i! ,! I

Taxpayers:
I

Benefits $27 $153 ' $109 $258 $75 $127 $289
Costs 75. 119 47 36 60 25 80

Net Benefits -48' 34 62 222 !5 102 209 --
i,r

Recloients:

Benefits 20 142 161 358 135 73 551

Costs 27 153 109 258 75 127 289 -

Net Benefits -7 -I1 52 100 60 -54 262

Social:

Benefits 20 142 161 358 135 73 551

Costs 75 119 47 36 60 25 80

Net Benefits -55 22 114 322 75 48 471

Note: The benefits cover the period from application to nine mon_%s after
application. The esthetes of third quarter benefits ars one-half the

benefits observed during the second quarter after application.

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

stage costs come from Table 6.3 in the Interim Repot%. The benefits of the

initial stage models were calculated from the earnings and to_al 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 fail to comply. Based on the evidence from this demonstration, the

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

taxpayers and recipients.



xxiii

_- Glossaryof AcronymsUsed in Report

-- AFDC Aid to Families with DependentChildren

ETA Employment and Training Administration

EU Employment Unit - unit of the Food Stamp Agency
responsiblefor job searchrequirement

FNS Food and Nutrition Service (U.S. Department of

Agriculture)

-- FSA Food Stamp Agency - local level office

FSP Food Stamp Program ·
GA General Assistance

GAO Government Accounting Office

LMU Income Maintenance Unit - unit of the Food Stamp Agency

responsible for eligibility determination
NPA Non-Public Assistance

OMB Officeof Managementand Budget

OSA On-site analyst - evaluation contractor personnel

assigned to project sites approximately five days per

month to record the implementation and operation of the

_' deliverysystem
PA Public Assistance

SESA State Employment Security Agency

UI Unemployment Insurance Program
WIN Work Incentive Program

Data Collection Instrument Acronyms

CPH Client Participation History

--. ET Exemption (Determination Tally)
JT Job Ticket

MPR Monthly Progress Report
NAR Negative Action Review

RAL Random Assignment Log
TPS or /'PR Treatment Participation Summary or Roster
UR (Staff) Utilization Roster

AGenc Y Forms FFe_uently Referred To

NNC Notice of Noncompliance
NAA 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 Demonstration) 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 (IX}L) 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. 1 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 Back_round 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

1Full 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 65,

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 requirement 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 patuerned uo

the maximum extent practicable on the Work Incentive Program requirements

set forth in Title IV of the Social Security Act..." Initial rules 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

minimums, 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 employer
if referred by the $ESA, 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 SESA

office, and assigned to one of three job readiness categories:
Category !, 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 rived 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 were 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

-- registrationand job search;

o the effectiveness of the various procedures in increasing employment

and earnings of registrants and in reducing food stamp benefits

paid;

o 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

o 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.

_fhen 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 Act 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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o Work Resistration 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.

o 12_Month Rere_istration 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.

o 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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Contrasts Between Existing t and Proposed 2 Food Stamp Work Registration and Job Search Requirements

feature Existing Requirement Proposed Requirement ghan_e In Rule or Process

Work Registra- Exemptions granted for those Exemption granted only for Child care exemptions tightened.

lion Exemption required to care tar children Iho_e with clllldren under age

under age 12. 6,

Work reglbtra- Work registration required Work registration required Rereglstratlon period lengthened to

lion period every 6 months, every 12 _nths. one year.

Job 5eurcll Job-ready reglslrants required Job-ready reglstranls could be nAppllcant'm Job search was proposed,

requtremenis ia make up lo 24 contacts In 8 subject to Job search prior to though not a precondition Ior certl-

weeks, with In-person reporl- cerllllcatlon. Additionally, tlcatlon. Continuous Job 5earcll, as

lng to SESA. Job searcl_ would be carried opposed lo an 8-week searcl ) period,

out eacl_ month with up Io 12 was permitted. All reporting and i* aa

contacts per month required, monitoring el Job contacts would be I

carried out by the welfare or Food

Stamp Agenc Y, Job search was no

longer mandatory for the st
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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

-' (OSAs) who were evaluation contractor staff residing in each site reported

monthly on demonstration activities, aided in the collection and quality
v.

review of data on monthly agency operations, individual client experiences,

exemptions from demonstration requirements, and noncompliance. Senior
v

3In 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 1i 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?

o 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 resuits 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 Programs

1,2.I Results of Studies _urou_h the Late !970'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 convenient 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 the 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

researchers could not determine the net impact of the work requirement

onemploymentorbenefits.

The GAO (1978) looked at the food stamp work requirement by followiag

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 $ESA 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, I978, p. 5). The GAO recommended that work registrants

be promptly registered at the SESA and be evaluated promptly in face-to- face



-13-

-- 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 employment of AFDC recipients

through job search and the provision of subsidized jobs or training. In

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 became 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) reported

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 happenedin the absenceof work tests._

During the same period of the late 1970's, an alternative approach

was developing that stressed intensive efforts to teach individuals how

to look for work. Robert Wegmann (1979 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 look for jobs,

and to stimulate recipientsto 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 Experience 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 Reouirements

-- 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 [C'_P)

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-related

activity, usually job search or some form of unpaid work experience, but

occasionally skills training, remedial education, or on-the-3ob training

positions in the private sector.

MDRC recently released two early reports on the programs in California

and Maryland. In contrast 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 Initiai 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 A2ency (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 noncompliancewas significantly higher among

_ the treatment than among the control group. Of every 100 registrants,

the treatment raised the number sanctioned by about 10. The reductions

-- in benefits associated with job search treatments in IPR and JC si_es 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 $I19 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 evaluation

design and data collection appears in Chapter 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 of job search

treatments under the IniUial and Expanded Demonstration. This chapter

analyzes impacts on taxpayers and on recipients of alternative models for

implementing a job search requirement. Chapter 8 presents the major

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

the evaluation.
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2.0 OVERVI_ OF _4E D_MONSTRATION MODELS AND SITES

This chapter describes the work registration and job search procedures

implemented in the models chosen 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 si_e 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:

· ADolicant Job Search (Nassau County, New York and Fresno County,al

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, F!orida).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 (Kentucky). This model required _wo

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 mode! 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 Descriptionof Work Registrationand Job Search

Requirements at the Participatin_ 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 in

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, 1 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. This 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, 198I requirements.
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Table 2.1

-- Characteristics of Demonstration Sites

Population

Percent of House- (Census Est.)

Unemploy- holds Under. 125% of County

Model and Site ment Rate _ of Low Income _-_ (Thousands)

Applicant Job
Search Model

NassauCounty,NY 6.3% 3.6 1,322

Fresno,CA 8.3 I1.4 515

Job Club Model

-- Mainea 6.3 10.1 102

Portsmouth,VA 4.9 15.8 105

-- Pensacola, FL 6.7 14.6 58

Grouo Job Search

-- Assistance

Kentuckyb 9.1 22.5 67

Job Club/

Workfare Model

-- SanDiego,CA 7.0 8.4 1,862

aIncludes only Lewis_on 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 Cqunty and City Data Book, 1983
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had separate offices for the two kinds of applicants.) An Eligibilit 7

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 Notice of Noncompliance

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 !), not

ready because of job attachment or temporary barriers to employment (Category

II), 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
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Table 2.2

Actual Treatments at Demonstration Sites

Site ApplicantTreatment RecioientTreatment

Nassau County, Job Search - 6 contacts Job Search - 24 contacts

-- New York in 2 weeks; new applicants in 8 weeks; monitored
only in 4th and 8th weeks

_ Certificationdependent

upon completion of

requirement

-- Fresno County, Job Search - 20 contacts Job Search - one contact/day

California within 10 days; new appli- as long as the registrant

cants and recertifications receives food stamps,

.. monitoredbyin-person
Certification dependent appointments at regular

upon completion of require- one-month intervals
merits

Portland, Lewiston, No treatment for applicants Job Club - 3 weeks;
Augusta,Mainel includessupervised

-- job search

Portsmouth, Virginia No treatment for applicants Job Club - 2 weeks

- includessupervised
-- jobsearch

Pensacola, Florida No treatment for applicants Job Search - 6 contacts
-- in2weeks

Job Club - 4 weeks

includes supervised
job search

San Diego County No treatment for applicants Job Club - 3 weeks
-- Workfare- duration

of certification

Clark and Madison No treatment for applicants Employability Skills

Counties,Kentucky Training- 2 days
Job Search - 2& contacts in

8 weeks with bi-weekly

-- groupmeetings

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 good 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

2.1.2.1 Applicant Job Search Model Site

%he 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

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

fecertification. 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 offered in the demonstratio'n 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. In 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 Emp!oyabilit7

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 Kentucky site referred

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

II 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 deliver 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 variations 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

costlytoimplement.

The Job Club Model was also a carryover from 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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Fable 2.3

K__. [edlures and Location of J)cmonstralion Hodol5 inipleulonled in the Initial and £x_anded J]umoi_51r_tJon

INi I I AL I_IaONSTRATIOH HOOEi S

Nodel Localion

The In-I'_rborl Rc_lislrotion Hodel required all nonexempt work registrants in a food stamp household Io work Cheyellne, Jilt
register in purbon at lite Sidle Employment Securily Agency (SESA), and report evidence et registration lo the Colorado Springs, CO

Food Sfdmp Aguncy (FSA). [hi5 model was admil%istered by tile SESA. Sarasola, fL
Woshl eglols , DC

1'he Job Club t&.)del provided lot work registration el tile Food Stamp Agency, 05 was tile usual practice. Tucson, AZ

Nonexempt regislranl_ were Ilion called in by the SFSA for assessment, with job-teddy registrants assigned to a Albuquerque, NH

two- or threw-weeK job club. Tho Job Club Model was adllllllisturud by Ihe S£SA. Detroit, HI

1he In-I_crson Rcqistr_stlon/Job Club Hodel combined In-per,on work registration dt lhu SESA with the job club. Austin. 1X
Il wdb _sdmilli_l:t'ud by the S[SA.

TI,o Iruod Slump A§oncy Hodul Involved exlsling work rugisIralion procuduru5 complulud al Ihu f'SA. Noncxempl ScImnuclady, NY

Jndividucll_ _I_IL_IlUIhel[ trilled in Io on uml)loymunI unit wllhin Ihu FSA lot db',ubsm_nl. Job-ruddy rugisIrdnI5 were Niagara Courtly, NY I
required Io make up to 24 job contacts in an B-week purled with periodic reporting al 5_al'-ch aclivilie5 lo the Toledo, Oil L_Ui
unit. ihi= modul wa._ ddmifii_lerod entirely by tim i-SA. I

LXI'AN!)EI} I)LHONSTRAI ION HOi)l I S

(All model5 udminislurud by fSA)

I,,_de I Local ion

[ho Ai2plicu,lr Su_rch Hodel required all applicanls who were eel uxumpl trom work rugi_lr'_lion lo complcle a Na55du County, NY

5peciI iud ilUlllbur dj job conldcl5 u5 ct pruruqui_ilu el cull it icul ion Jar load '_luull_5 by lhu Ificofilu HJinlen,mcu fru_,o Courtly, CA
Lhlil (INU). Job conldcl5 £oillJnuud lullo, ing cerlilicc$1i(m, lltbltilOlCd by dumont_lr'dli£m Liiiploylliulll UnJl IIU),

Jhe Job Club J_)dLtJ required IJle d_lllOllSjl'LlJJon l:LJ I0 _155igll all work registrants assessed as job-ruddy Io a Iud, IJorlldnd, I_wJston,

till ce or lout-week job club. Job-ruddy rugi_irdnl_ icl Pcl_col_ wore required Io cO_nplelu six job conldclb Jn ts dlld Augu_l_, HE
I.o-wc_k puliod prior Io d55jgnlllcfil Io job club. II_ullt_dcolu Culllrucled wJlh local S[SA I0 _urve as lhu I_U.) Pensacola, _L

Per tsmou Ih, VA

I!le O_'Oul) J_)b 5cai'ell Assisluncu Hodul involvud u lwo-duy lmploydbility Skills IrdiuimJ (L51) workshop (sub- Clork and HadJsoll

colll¢_clcd Id lilu |_cporlntcuI dj Hol_po.ul t)uvulupmcnl), which w,s:, Iai lowed by un uighl wuuk job 5_drch require- Counl I_, KY
taunt wi Ih bi-_cukly group iiio111loring illC_tl ing5.

Jhc Jeiji £1ub/HL)rkl_ru F%)dul t:L)JiibiiluJI u Ihfuu-wcuk j()b club t_)r job-iuudy fugi_li,tlll'_ which, Iai fugiblldul_ who San J)iugo Coullly, CA

did itel Jilld d Job, wu_ lull()wcd by d_silJnlllUnJ JU WoIklulc:.
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3.0 AN OVERVI_ 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:

o to provide an assessment of how each site implemented its
-- demonstrationmodel;

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:

-- o 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 registrants,

-- in comparison with the experience of control group members.



-38-

o 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 Componentsof theEvaluation

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 ti,

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

(OSAs) to the Cambridge area for a three-day training session. FNS staff

from the national and regional offices took part in the training. Phase

III, 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 Ob[B 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 Analysis

Phase II was devoted to the formative analysis of the demonstration. It

was intended to be a six-month period during which each demonstration site

would gain experience in operating its particular model. _ne purpose of

the formative phase was to identify and correct flaws in the models, and

to make improvements if warranted, before model impacts were 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 F_;S. Da_a

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 contractor 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. Also, the

evaluation contractor decided to collect some addi_iona! information

o



-LO-

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

confusionon the part of survey respondents.

3.2.3 Process Analysis

The focus of the process analysis was on understanding how the models

were implemented. This meant observing ia 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. A 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

II 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 (OSAs) to observe the delivery

of program services and the management of the local offices an_ to monitor

the quality of evaluation data. The reports from OSAs added a qualitative

dimension to the process study.

-- 3.2.4 The Imoact Analysis

The focus of the impact analTsis was on whether the imposition _f job

search treatments increased the employment and earnings of registrants and/or

reduced their food stamp benefits. Relying mostly on data from household

interviews taken three and six months after individuals applied for food

stamps, the evaluation contractor produced estimates of the effects on job

search intensity, employment, earnings, having one's application denied or

-- benefits terminated for failure to comply with program rules, participation

in the Food Stamp Program, food stamp benefits paid, and total family income.
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The use of random assignment within sites helped enormously in the task

of isolating treatment effects from other factors influencing outcomes.

Without information on the patterns of a control group drawn from the same

pool as those subject to the job search requirements, it would have been

extremely difficult to derive unbiased estimates of what would have happened

in the absence of the requirements. The problem would be especially serious

when dealing with nonexempt food stamp registrants, since many recipients -

find jobs and leave the food stamp rolls on their own.

Because the characteristics of sites participating in the demonstration

differed, it was plausible that the size of the treatment effect was related

to differences in these characteristics. In particular, labor market

conditions varied across sites; administrative processes differed across _

sites; and the characteristics of clients participating in each of the

programs also varied. If the treatment effect on an'outcome variable was

estimated only at the site level (that is to say, for each site separately),

even after random assignment and controlling for individual differences

between clients, the estimated effect could reflect the site characteristics

rather than the pure treatment effect. Consider, for example, a comparison

between two sites implementing the same model. If the labor market in one

had more job openings than in the other, then its estimated treatment effect

would have been larger. To the extent that site characteristics influenced

the magnitude of the treatment effects, neither site estimate alone would

measure the pure effect of the model as planned.

Estimates are improved if controls are introduced for site character-

istics. Clearly, the more sites that were included in the analysis and the

more representative they were of the country as a whole, the more reliable

the estimates of treatment effect would be. To introduce explicit controls
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Tab ie 3.1

Surve:z Response Ra_es; by Model and Si_e

Three-Month Survey Six-Month Survey
Int--erviews Response Interviews Response b

M0del/Site Completed Race _%)_a Completed Rate (%) --

All Models and Sites 2769 64.4 2222 80.l

ApplicantJob SearchModel 795 53.0 601 75.6

Job Club Model [170 68.5 977 83.5

Alternative Design Hodel 804 73.4 64a 80.1

Applicant Job Search
Model Sites

Nassau County, _ 37_ 54.7 Z75 72._

Fresno County, CA 417 51.6 326 78.2

Job Club Model Sites

Portsmouth, VA 388 65.0 302 77.8 --
Pensacola, FL 382 75.2 334 87.4
Maine 400 66.3 341 85.3

Alternative Design Model Sites

Kentucky 409 89.3 350 85.6
San Diego 395 61.9 29a 7_.'_

Notes:

apercenU of initial interview poo! of 4300.

bpercent of chose completing the Three-Month Survey.
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-- Furthermore, these variables must be related to the probability of attrition.

Thus, the success of this evaluation in dealing with the attrition problem

depends on the suitability of these common variables that were used in the

Heckman procedure. Futher discussion of this correction appears in Chapter 5.
_f

One additional issue arose in interpreting impact results. Estimated

-- treatment effects measure the difference (controlling for other factors)

between the average effect for the entire experimental group and the average

-- effect for the entire control group. However, the treatment at any site

did not apply uniformly to all those in the experimental group. Those found

not job ready were not subject to job search requirements. Even some of

those categorized as job ready did not actually receive the prescribed

treatment. One test of treatment effect would be to look at those actually

assigned to the job search requirement of their model. Unfortunately, since

. they were a non-random subset of the experimental group, there was no adequate

control group available for making a comparison. To avoid this potential

bias, the impact analysis used a two-stage estimation procedure under which

the registrant's likelihood of being involved in a treatment (based on

.. predictions from a first stage equation) was used as an independent determinant

of outcomes.

-' Since the impact of job search treatments on food stamp benefits paid

- was a central issue in the demonstration, the evaluation contractor obtained

agency records of food stamp payments made to each registrant scheduled

· to be interviewed within the treatment and control groups. The analysis

of the agency benefit data on this random sample of participants in _he

_ demonstration served as a check on the findings derived from household

surveys. The Initial Demonstration had also collected agency benefits

-- data, but the formatting across sites was so irregular that it could not be
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used. In the Expanded Demonstration, great care was taken to collect accurate

and usable benefits data.

In deciding on the appropriate sample sizes for the survey analysis,

FNS and the evaluation contractor examined issues of costs and of significance

levels available with alternative ways of pooling data. They selected a

sample of 375 treatment and control group registrants within each site.

The calculations assumed a pooled analysis across all sites and focused -

on the coefficient for the treatment variable for a single site. Table 3.2

shows the width of the confidence interval and the power of the test for

such a coefficient, given a sample size of 375 at each site and assuming a

true difference in outcomes of five percentage points.

In the case of the treatment coefficient for a single site, there was

only a 50 percent probability of finding a statistically significant treatment

effect when the true effect was only five percentage points. Table 3.2

also shows that aggregation of sites implementing the same model would

produce more reliable estimates. For example, the probability of concluding

that the applicant job search treatment was effective if the true effect

was five percentage points would have been 74 percent. Each site in the

Expanded Demonstration tested a model that was in some degree unique. One

could perhaps combine for purposes of analysis the two applicant model

sites and perhaps the three job club sites of Maine, Pensacola, and

Portsmouth. Mostly, the impact analysis focused on the treatment variable

coefficient for each site separately.

3.2.5 The Cost Analysis

The purpose of the cost analysis was to estimate the cost per registrant

of operating the job search requirements. One part of the analysis involved

estimating the per-registrant costs at the demonstration sites, excluding
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Table 3.2

Width of Confidence Interval and Power of the Test for

Treatment Variables Usin_ a Dependent Variable Measurin_ the

Probability of Becomin_ Employed

Width of 95Z Power of uhe

Confidence Test Assuming
-- N Interval True Effect of .05

Typicalindividualsite 375 .051 .5123

Two Applicant Job Search

Models pooled:

NassauCounty } 750 .036 .7389
Fresno County
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expenses related solely to the evaluation. Data on actual demonstration

expenses were available for each site, but there were problems associated

with relying only on these data to estimate program costs. First, they

did include some costs required for the data collection of the evaluation. --

More importantly, regardless of the real costs of operating the requirements,

almost every site spent the amount of funds that had been budgeted in advance.

Thus, estimates derived purely from actual expenses would not be reliable

indicators of the future cost of implementing the results.

To develop realistic estimates of the costs per registrant, the evaluation

contractor created a time measurement instrument, called a Job Ticket, to

measure the amount of time required by agency staff members to complete

specific activities. A second instrument, called Staff Utilization Rosters,

provided information on the salaries paid to each agency worker as well as

the al%ocation of each worker's time across activities. By combining

information on the time spent by staff to perform certain functions with

data on salaries and other expenses, one could calculate the cost of each -_

function. Moving from costs per function to costs per registrant required

estimates of the number of each type of function per registrant. Tabulations

from the Client Participation Histories provided estimates of the number

of functions per registrant.

3.2.6 The Benefit-Cost Analysis

The benefit-cost analysis drew on the results of the impact analysis

to derive the taxpayer and social benefits of the job search treatments,

and on the cost analysis to derive taxpayer and social costs. Benefits

accrued mainly through a reduction in food stamp benefits per client or
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_- the increase in earnings. Since no effort was made to estimate the time

and out-of-pocket costs imposed on registrants in meeting the job search

requirements, the social resource and taxpayer costs were virtually identical.

3.2.7 Relationship Between Components

The cost-benefit analysis tied together other principal components

of the analysis to provide overall evaluations of site performance. It

-- depended on estimates of cost from the cost analysis and of benefits from

the impact analysis. The impact analysis in turn depended on the process

analysis for two purposes. First, the data on actual treatments received

- by members of the treatment group came from the process anai_sis. Second,

the process analysis helped explain and interpret the quantitative results

-- of the impact analysis.

The formative analysis preceded all the. other analyses. It relied

-- primarily on a process analysis designed to identify and correct problems

in implementing models before the formal evaluation began.

3.3 Data Collection Procedures

Table 3.3 lists the data sources used in the study. 1 The most important

-- data sources for the impact analysis were the two waves of interviews with

- treatment and control group registrants three and six months following

application (Nassau, Fresno) or certification (at remaining sites) for food

stamp benefits. The most active contact between registrants and the program

was expected to take place in the first three months following application

_ or certification. The first interview was designed to collect information

1Copies of the data collection instruments are in Appendix A.
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Table 3.3

Data Sources and Collection Schedule

Data Source Frequency of Collection Collection Period '-

Random Assignment Weekly July 1983 - April 1984

Log (RAn)

Monthly Progress Monthly July 1983 - June 1984

Report (MPR)

Negative Ac=ion Monthly for 6 months January 1984 - June 1984
Review (NAR)

Benefits data Obtained on a monthly basis January 1984 - June 1984

Client Completed as transactions January 1984 - June 198&

Participation involving treatment group --

Hisuory (CPH) registrants occur

On-Site Analyst Monthly July 1983 - June 198a -

Logs

Job Ticket Twice, for one week November 3, 1983, April
1984

Three-Month Three months after cer- September i983 - February

Survey tificationa for food stamps 198a

Six-Month Survey Six months after certifica- February 1984 - July 1984

uion for food stamps

Treatment Pardi- Ongoing basis for each July !983 - June 1984

cipa_ion Summaries series of group meetings
(rPS)

Exemption Tally Twice 5-day period, October 1983

5-day period, April 1984

aor three months after application in Applicant Job Search Mode[.
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on job search, employment, benefits, and program experiences immediately

following participation, to minimize recall error. The followup interview

-- taking place three months later (or six months after application/certification)

was to yield information on employment and benefits over a longer period

after application. While these two surveys obtained data directly from

registrants, all the remaining data instruments collected data from the FSAs.

To obtain data on the types and intensity of activities required of

and completed by treatment group registrants, the evaluation contractor

designed several forms that were completed by demonstration staff. The

Client Participation History (CPH) was a form on which demonstration staff

were to record every agency transaction for a particular treatment registrant,

including assessment, assignment, and referral outcomes. To record each

registrant's involvement in group activities, agencies had to complete forms

called Treatment Participation Summaries (TPS). These group activity rosters

provided data on attendance at, and outcomes of, group activities such as

orientation, employability skills training, and job clubs. These data were

combined with the CPH to measure the intensity of treatment for each member

-- of the treatment group. CPHs were used in both the Initial and Expanded

Demonstrations. However, the CPHs in the Expanded Demonstration collected

more complete information on what happened to registrants at each stage of

treatment.

Information on program costs came from itemized monthly invoices submitted

,. by each site to the Food and Nutrition Service as well as from the Staff

Utilization Rosters and the Job Tickets discussed earlier. The evaluation

contractor administered the Staff Utilization Rosters and the Job Ticket

instruments twice (November 1983 and April 1984) during the operational

phase of the demonstration.
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The analysis of program operations utilized four additional sources

of data. Monthly Progress Reports (MPRs) completed by demonstration staff

summarized work registrations, outcomes of job-readiness assessmen_and

categorization, and sanctions imposed. The CPHs recorded similar data for

each individual, permitting the tracking of individuals. The MPR data were

generally aggregated for each site, though reports were available separately

for each office in multi-office sites. The advantage of the MPR was that

it was available each month, while the CPHs were collected only when an

individual completed treatment. CPHs were available only from treatment

group registrants. MPR data were used uo assess monthly variation in client

flow and treatment activity both within and across sites. Although it was

hoped that these progress reports would be useful to sites in monitoring

their own performance, few sites completed these forms on a timely basis.

As a result, the information was generally not used for short-term management.

This report used MPR data mainly for aggregate caseload data.

Detailed information on particular aspects of the implementation of

the job search requirements came from the Exemption Tally and the >_e_ative

Action Review. The Exemption Tally, new in the Expanded Demonstration,

recorded the incidence of various reasons for exemption of registrants from

work registration requirements; it was administered in October 1983 and

April 1984. The Negative Action Review consisted of a review of a sample

of case files of registrants who were found noncompliant during the first

six months of Phase III. The form yielded information about the sequence

of actions that followed the initial finding of noncompliance.

Evaluation contractor staff also observed the operation of the demonstra-

tion models at each site to obtain qualitative, descriptive information

that would complement the more quantitative process data. On-site analysts
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reported on project activities throughout the Phase III period. Their

observations and reports were guided by structured data collection logs

developed by senior process evaluation staff. In addition, Brandeis University

and Abt Associates analysts visited sites throughout the demonstration to

observe the operation of the demonstration programs firsthand.

3.4 Problems Associated with Data Collection

Although one purpose of Phase II of the demonstration was to minimize

errors and problems associated with evaluation data collection, some problems

nonetheless took place during Phase III. The most important are discussed

... here.

Random Assignment Documentation

Agency staff at each site were required to record each work registrant's

assignment to treatment or control status and other information about the

individual on Random Assignment Logs provided by the evaluation contractor.

These logs were to be transmitted to the contractor for selection of the

survey interview sample. While most sites managed this process well, Fresno

v and Nassau County did not. In Fresno, because of the large number of

eligibility workers (over 400) responsible for random assignment, completion

-- and retrieval of the written forms was deemed infeasible. Instead, the

Fresno agency provided the contractor with a computer tape which identified

treatment and control registrants. This tape, however, contained names

of all food stamp registrants experiencing a transaction related to their

case during the month. The contractor had to undertake substantial work

-- with site staff to ensure that those registrants participating in the

demonstration were identified properly.
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In Nassau County, site staff were not conscientious in transmitting

the portion of the log that was completed when an applicant's certification

was either approved or denied. As a result, neither the Nassau site nor

the contractor had available timely information on the outcomes of the

certification process.

Monthly Pro_ress Reports

Virtually all sites experienced problems with the Monthly Progress vt

Reports. Some sites (for example, San Diego) completed the reports accurately..

but did not submit them to the evaluation contractor until several months

after the close of the reporting period. Other sites (in particular, Maine

and Nassau) neither completed the form accurately, nor submitted forms in

a timely manner. This problem affected primarily the ongoing monitoring

of operations rather than the final report, since here the CPH is the principal

source data on client flow.

3.5 Strengths and Limitations of the Evaluation

The evaluation was based on random assignment of registrants to an

experimental and a control group au each site. This experimental design

was very important in isolating the pure effect of each model. There was ._

a detailed, thorough process analysis to record the actual treatment

implemented at each site. There was a formative analysis during which the

implementation of the models was observed, problems identified, and

improvements suggested, before the operational phase and the impact analysis

began. Ail of these steps contributed to the reliability of the results.

There were some limitations of the analysis. There were attrition

problems, but statistical corrections were made that acted to minimize bias.

The seven sites included in the demonstration were not completely
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-' representative of the country as a whole. Since the Food Stamp Agencies

ultimately included in the demonstration had volunteered to participate,

they constitute a self-selected group. Moreover, the fact that the number

of volunteer sites was very small indicates that these sites may be highly

atypical. Of primary concern is the possibility that the political and

-- other factors that may have led these sites to participate and that differ-

entiate them from other counties and cities in the U.S. may be associated

with the level of performance observed in the demonstration.

Even in terms of observed characteristics, the seven volunteer sites

were not representative of agencies throughout the United States. San

Diego county was the only large urban area. Two sites (Maine and Kentuck 7)

were primarily rural areas; one site (Fresno) included a sprawling, primari!'/

agricultural area populated by migrant farm workers; the remaining sites

were small cities.

Notwithstanding these limitations, the evaluation gives useful insights

into the work registration and job search requirements of the demonstration

models. Moreover, data collection in the Expanded Demonstration was improved

_.- in the several areas discussed over what it had been in the Initial

Demonstration.

J
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4.0 THE ASSESSMENT OF THE OPERATION OF THE D_IONSTRATION APPROACHES

4.1 Overview and Summmr¥

-- This chapter describes the assessment of the operation of the

demonstration job search requirements in each participating site. One

evaluation objective was to determine the feasibility of administering work

registration and job search procedures that were different from current

requirements. To this end, we examined the flow of clients through the

-- demonstration, specifically the number of work registrants who were

assessed as job-ready, assigned to job search requirements, and sanctioned

for failure to comply. The assessment took account of the influence of

economic conditions, agency coordination, and client tracking and reporting

systems on the way each local agency operated the job search requirements

-- under the demonstration.

The process analysis of the Expanded Demonstration developed more

-- quantitative data than the Initial Demonstration and previous studies of

work registration and job search requirements. Previous studies--and this

evaluation too--documented extensive fall-off as clients moved through the

_- steps of the treatment, with only a fraction finally completing the actual

work or job search requirements. In previous studies, there was

uncertainty as to whether the fall-off resulted from client noncompliance,

from client movement out of the demonstration (either because of a change

in registration status or because of going off food stamps), or from a

., failure by the administering agency to keep track of clients and move them

to the next step of the treatment. The evaluation of this demonstration

-- provides a much fuller accounting of the fall-off. Data were available on

each step of the client flow after registration, including the number of

clients who left the demonstration following a finding of noncompliance,
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the number who entered employment, and the number who left the

demonstration for other reasons. On the basis of these data, the following

key findings emerged from the process analysis.

· Administrative laxity was not a significant cause of the small

proportion of participants completing all stages of the job
search requirements. Most of the fall-off at each step of the

flow of registrants can be explained either by registrant

noncompliance or by registrants leaving the demonstration for
other reasons. Given the permissible reasons for most of the

fall-off, there is little evidence of significant administrative
failure.

· There were major implementation problems at some sites early in

the demonstration, but local agencies eventually corrected them
without a lasting effect on the client flow. The most serious
problems were in Kentucky, where the demonstration had to be

reorganized in October 1983. Following that, Kentucky operated '-
its model reasonably well.

· The applicant job search requirement screened out many clients
early in the process. In Nassau, 56 percent of the applicants

failed to complete the requirement; in Fresno, the figure was 36

percent. In the case of most clients not completing the
applicant search requirement, agencies either did not certify the

households to receive benefits or reported the registrants as
noncompliant.

· Applicant model sites had a clear advantage in the timing of
treatment. With assessment interviews typically taking place on

the same day as application, the applicant search approach sped
the process of assigning suitable clients to the requirements.

In contrast, the job club sites experienced delay in applying the
job club treatment to registrants.

· Among job club sites, the proportion of job club participants

completing the activity was highest in Portsmouth, which used an

assistive model which aided participants through Co the end of

the job club. However, few Portsmouth participants either found
jobs or left the demonstration for other reasons. Other sites

used noncompliance more and moved more job club participants into
_obs.

· San Diego was the only site with a Workfare requirement,

Job-ready clients were assigned first to a job club and then to
Workfare. Many clients either left the demonstration or were

exempted from further treatment before being assigned to

Workfare. Of those who did complete the job club, most went on
to Workfare, with the remainder entering employment. Among those

assigned to Workfare, 15 percent found employment, nearly 35

percent were noncompliant, and the remainder continued in

Workfare until the end of their certification period.
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· Local agencies used sanctioning extensively throughout the

demonstration, with the proportions found noncompliant ranging
from 22 percent noncompliant in Portsmouth to 51 percent in San

Diego. While there were administrative shortcomings, such as
.- excessive delays in Nassau and Portsmouth, much of the

sanctioning did result in ultimate termination of benefits.

The process analysis required two kinds of data: (1) quantitative

measures of client flow to indicate where there were problems in moving

v work registrants through the treatment in accordance with demonstration

rules; and (2) qualitative information to explain what sites did in order

to achieve the measured outcomes. Both types of data helped to convey how

agencies administered the requirements. Success in moving clients through

the various components of the job search requirements depended on:

® an adequate flow of participants, particularly if the model

involved a group activity like a job club. Because some sites

(like Portsmouth) had fewer clients than expected and all sites

had high no-show rates, several job clubs operated at less than

planned capacity;

· avoiding backlogs due to an unexpectedly high flow of regis-

trants. Pensacola and Kentucky had large backlogs of clients

awaiting group activities in the early part of the demonstration,

-- but overcame these difficulties through more frequent scheduling;

o effective communication between the Income Maintenance Unit and

_. the Demonstration Employment Unit, first in getting registrants
into the treatment and second in transmitting information on

noncompliance. While the necessary flows of information did take

place, they were not always timely;

Q an effective participant tracking and reporting system able to

follow all work registrants to make sure they get the proper

,- treatments on a timely basis. Many of the implementation

problems in the early part of the demonstration centered on site

inadequacies in completing evaluation forms designed for such

.- purposes; and

· low turnover and adequate staff who can devote the necessary

effort to running the models.
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4.2 Measures of Effective 03erations

4.2.1 Conce_tsin Measurin_Operations

Administering the job search requirements involved several procedures

v

in which Food Stamp Agencies interacted with those applying for food stamp

benefits. Within each procedure, the local FSA had to respond to the

actions of the applicant or recipient. Between application and completion

of job search procedures, work registrants might have dropped out during ._

one of several stages, either because of their own actions and/or responses

by the FSA. High fall-off rates might have been consistent with slack

implementation, with a Iow share of job-ready registrants, with recipient

noncompliance or with a combination of all three. The goals of the process

analysis were to describe the patterns of the flow of participants through

the various procedures and to identify the reasons for registrants not

completingtheirrequirements.

The primary basis for examining operations in the seven demonstration

sites was data on how applicants and/or recipients flowed through these

procedures. Key measures included the following:

· Percent of Registrants Assessed. All treatment group work
registrants were supposed to be assessed. A registrant would not

be assessed if he or she failed to respond to two call-ins

without good cause, but would be subject to sanctioninginstead. '-
Instances of registrants not assessed without a valid reason

would indicate inadequacy in implementation.

· Percent of Those Assessed Who Were Assigned to Category I. The
assessment interview was to determine whether a registrant was

job-ready and thus eligible for Category I. Registrants might
have legitimately been assigned to Categories II or III and thus,

a Iow percent assigned to Category I did not necessarily mean
an implementation failure. However, assigning most registrants

to categories that did not require making job contacts or

attending job clubs was one way agencies could avoid implementing
the procedures rigorousl 7.

· Percent of Category I Ever Assigned to the Prescribed Treatment

of the Model. Some registrants initially assigned to Category I
were reca_egorized and thus were no longer required to
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participate in the treatment. This included a few registrants

-- who should not have registered for work, i.e., those working 30
hours or more or part of UI or WIN. Except for these

possibilities, failure to assign Category i registrants to

treatment would indicate an inadequacy in implementation.

· Participation Record of Those Assigned to Treatment. Registrants

could complete treatment either by finding a job or by following

the prescribed requirements for the treatment imposed in each of

the models. Finding a job was a preferable outcome to completing

all requirements with no job at the end. Those not completing
_ the treatment might have been excused or noncompliant. Other-

wise, a high rate of noncompletion would indicate an implementa-

tion failure. There are other measures of the intensity of

treatment like the days of attendance at a group activity.

· The Percent Denied Certification for Failure to Comply with

Applicant Job Search. A high denial rate would establish a
reputation for stringency. However, an implementation failure

would be present only if registrants who did not complete the

applicant job search were nevertheless certified.

® The Percent of Registrants Found Noncompliant. Again, a high
percent would establish a reputation for stringency. But

evidence of implementation problems would require more detailed

information. When clients failed to comply with the particular

requiremen%s of their site, were they found noncompliant? When a

client was found noncompliant would sanctioning procedures be

-- followed through, to terminate benefits, if appropriate?

An analysis of these measures, which document the results of the

administrative processes in quantitative terms, appears in subsequent parts

of Section 4.2. Section 4.3 draws on qualitative information, derived

largely from observations by the contractor's on-site analysts and its

... senior staff, to interpret these figures and to understand how the

individual agencies developed and implemented their job search procedures.

_w

4.2.2 The Characteristics of Applicants Entering the Demonstration

Before analyzing how Food Stamp Agencies implemented the job search

_. procedures among applicants, it is worthwhile to describe the composition

of applicants who entered the demonstration at each of the seven

-' demonstration sites. Table 4.1 summarizes characteristics of the



fable 4.1

Wo.rk Registrant Character!si les t by Site

Nassau fresno Portsmouth Ma I ne Pensacol 8 Kentucky San Di ego

Iotal cases oil I_andom 1449 7062 1094 1425 1449 1456 2492

A_5 J_nment Log

I t-cd I men I 913 3483 679 822 832 870 2070

f:or, I re I 526 3580 415 601 617 586 422

I'ur c_;nl Non-Publ ic 35.1 I00.0 9B.6 12.3 98.8 97.9 99.9

A:,_i_lance Rdgi_i rant_

I_c_Ji :_I r',Jrl I s per hou_eho I d I. 0 I. 2 I. 2 I. 0 I. 2 I. 2 I. I

I
(Dx

I.l_,JJ) bcnulit per household $112 $113 $136 $96 $152 $167 $96
I

A,)c_. et work registrants:

I'¢l'ccnt <20 16.2 I I .2 20.6 20.4 12.9 17.7 I0.0

I'ur'cun I 21-45 67.0 66.4 59.8 61.4 66.4 67.0 74.5

l'_;Icutlt 46* 16.8 22.5 19.6 11.8 20.7 15.3 15.5

I'urccn I mule: 56.0 62.0 47.0 66.0 51.0 54.0 62.0

I'cl Lunl Icmule 44.0 38.0 53.O 34.0 49.0 46.0 38.0

I'Ll,.ulll receiving N/A 13.1 22.0 64.0 21.0 24,0 3.5

s:_.l_,li led -Scl'vices

:,,,elco: llolldo. I Auulgnmenl tog_. Pet iods covered are: Nu_t,,_u, July I, IgO3-fcbruary 3, 1984; Ff'ebno, July I0 1985-January 27, 1984; Maine, July I-

l)¢ccmbur 9,1985; I_orlsmoulh, July I-December 2, 19Bi; I'cnsacola, July I-Dec_mbcr 2, Igus; Kentucky, July I, 198J-February I0, 1984; San

Diego, July I-Dcc_mber 2, 1982. Although work regiulrdnls continued to be cnlcrcd on the RALs beyond these dates, these are the linal dates

lot' including lh_m in Iht inlerview sclnil)le, lliese ddteb allowed ,4 six-monlh lollow-up wilhin F_llase III.
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population required to register for work in the demonstration and included

._ on the Random Assignment Logs.

There were significant differences between sites in the nature of

the client population subject to the demonstration requirements. FNS had

wanted =o include only non-public assistance (NPA) food stamp recipients

in the demonstration. However, sites with small numbers of N"PAs did

include some food stamp recipients who also were on public assistance.

Nassau County served primarily (64 percent) public assistance food stamp

._ recipients because earlier the agency had overestimated the flow of

non-public assistance work registrants. Maine was another site that

included public assistance recipients. It drew 28 percent of its clients

from this subgroup. The remaining sites included only non-public

assistance food stamp households.

Substantial differences also existed in the fraction of registrants

that received expedited services. In Maine, 64 percent of registrants

received expedited services, in contrast to only 4 percent in San Diego.

Certification benefit amounts also varied, ranging from $167 per month

in Kentucky to $96 per month in Maine and San Diego.

Portsmouth and Maine contained relatively high numbers of registrants

age 20 or less, while Fresno and Pensacola had disproportionately more

-- over age 46. Males constituted over 60 percent of the sample in Fresno,

Maine, and San Diego, but other sites had a more even balance between males

and females.
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4.2.3 Exemption from Work Registration Reouirements
andAssignmentuo theDemonstration i

The demonstration approaches differed only in job search requirements;

all sites were subject to standard work registration determination

procedures completed at the Income Maintenance Unit of the FSA.

Regulations implementing the demonstration, effective July 1, 1983,

followed proposed rule changes to national requirements (see Table 1.1).

These exemption criteria were applied in all demonstratiom sites except

Maine.1

Table 4.2 displays the proportions exempt from the requirements and

compares the reasons for exemption of individuals from demonstration work

requirements in the seven participating sites. These data were drawn from

a tally carried out by eligibility workers in each demonstration site.

OveralI, about two of three applicants were exempt from the work

requirements: the proportions were 71-77 percent in Maine, Portsmouth,

Pensacola and Kentucky; 54-55 percent in Fresno and San Diego; and 93

percent in Nassau County. The most common reasons for exemption were

responsibility for care of a child or dependent adult; disability; or

full-time employment (totaling 61 percent of all exemptions). The

Exemption Tally was developed only for the Expanded Demonstration so that

comparable data were not available from the Initial Demonstration.

Clients not exempt moved on to work registration and were randomly

assigned to either the treatment group or the control group. The overall

numbers from the Random Assignment Log appeared in Table 4.1. Table 4.3,

based on data from the Monthly Progress Reports, shows the average monthly

flow of registrants into the demonstration as well as the breakdown of

1Maine resisted acting under demonstration rules and continued to
operate under the 1981 regulations throughout the demonstration.
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[able 4.2

Results of Exemption I)eterminalion Tally t by Site
(5-day period, April 1984)

Nassau Fre5no
I 2

County County Maine Portsmou Ih Pensacola Kentucky San Diego Total

Ioldl number of 231 284 408 '319 626 284 628 2780

(Jet _rmll_al ions

Proportion required to .07 .46 .27 .23 .29 .29 .45 .32

work register

I'rcJpo£1ion _xulflpl .93 ,54 .Ii .77 .71 .71 .55 .68

Hudson5 loc exemplJon (as

u proportion el all exempt

huu_,uho I ds ):

3
Responsible Ior car'u .21 .41 .28 .26 .24 .20 .22 .27

el clli Idrun or

incapdcildled iJdult

tmployed lull-lime .16 .28 .19 .17 .14 .25 .18 .20 I
O_

Iii 5bD Iud .27 .07 .13 . t 4 .00 . t I .16 .14 m
I

LId_rly (60 and over) .16 .09 .11 .12 .1{) .16 .11 .13

Full-lime stud_nl .03 ,01 - .03 .06 .06 .09 .04

WIN pdrticipanI .04 - .10 - .01 .03 - .03

UI cldiUldnl .06 .05 .04 .Ob .02 .06 .08 .05

P,,rlicipa,iI ill drug, - .03 - .0'$ .05 .08 .03

alcohol , rehdbi I i Iai IOn,

or olhur i_luploymelll'

p rog i"/.Jill

OllmK ,O_J .Ol ,2_ .21 .27 .04 ,07 .l?

I
Ihi_ I,_lly is lot Hl'^ cdscs; IIome I{uliel case5 dfc not included, Including Iii{ cascs, Ihe Nassau numbers would be: 619 tolal doturmlnalions; 131

lolal wor-k rcgislranl5; 19 purcelll work regislfuHIs and UI pcrculll uxewpt. Ibc r'udSOn5 lot exempiion, in the order et the table; 1_.55; 2:.09;

S-.2_; 4_.09; 5_.02; b'.02; 7-.05; 0_.04; 9-.12.

2Maine carried out Ihu Idli¥ al IWO 5updrdlu 5-day p_rJod_; Ihe dvuragu el Ihe IwO lallius i5 reported here.

Ihib number colnbinus three ituln5 ldilied 5cp,sr-dluly iii Mdillc: Childrull tlliiluf I b '- .25; children 6-12 = .04; care el Incdpaciidled adull :- O.



Table 4.3

Ave ra_e Monthly Flow Into Demonstration

Fresno Ndssau a Kentucky Maine Pensacola Portsmouth San Dieqo

Number work re§istranls 805 86 221 668 577 182 151

Number nuw ,tpl) l icants 41 I 71 148 386 209 64 614

I't:f-cL:t_t J_w _l)l)licanlt. (51.1) (§2.6) (67.O) (57.8) (55.4} (35.2) (84,0)

Number' r uccC' I i f i c. r i on5 394 15 73 282 168 I I 8 I 17 I

1'=4cc. I (¢ccrlili¢olio615 {4§.9) (17.4) (33.O.) (42.2) (44.6) {64.8) (16.0) I

Source: Hottlhly Progress I{uporl5, July 198._ - Hatch 1984.

'JNol)-Publi¢ A_t,i_l,lnce £1icnl.s only.
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" whether they came from new applicant households or were recertifications.

The differences in monthly flow were substantial, ranging from a low of

86 work registrants per month in Nassau County to a high of 805 in Fresno.

4.2.4 Assessment

The normal step following assignment to treatment status was an

assessment interview at which an agency staff person assessed registrants

-- as job-ready (Category I) or not job-ready for either temporary reasons

(Category II) or long-term reasons (Category III). The tabulations in

Table 4.4., based on Client Participation Histories, reveal the propor-

tions of registrants actually assessed as well as what happened to those

not assessed. (Ail data from CPHs are based on the total CPH sample

_- rather than on monthly averages. Information for individuals from the

group activity rosters was entered on the CPHs.) The proportion of

-- registrants who were assessed ranged from 97 percent in Nassau County down

to 68 percent in San Diego. (Kentucky did not carry out assessment

interviews, as will be discussed in Section 4.3.3.i) In the Initial

Demonstration, the comparable proportions were 68 percent assessed in the

Food Stamp Agency Model and 47 percent in the Job Club Model. The

In-Person Registration Model carried out assessment at the time of

in-person registration so the rate of assessment was over 90 percent. Of

_- those not assessed, the majority were noncomplian_ in every site except

Fresno County, with the percentages ranging from 62 percent in Nassau

-' County to 86 percent in San Diego. Failure to show up twice without good

cause was grounds for sanctioning. Virtually all those who did not show up

twice were indeed found noncompliant. Ail those recorded as noncomp!iant

on the Client Participation History were either sanctioned or left the



Table 4.4

Assessment Activity for Study Sample

Group

Job Search Job Club/

Applicant Models Job Club Models A_slstance Worktare

Fresno Nassau Maine Pensacola Portsmouth Kentucky c San Diego

i) Number of treatment group registrants 398 399 409 411 287 316 411

2) Number assessed 289 386 318 331 228 NA 280

a) Percenl ot (I) who were assessed 72.6 96.7 77,8 80.1 79.4 68.1

3) Number not assessed 109 13 91 80 59 131

I
a) Did not report for 2 call-Ins 41 I0 73 67 44 119 c_

oo
I

b) Did not report for call-ins and found 38 8 64 66 43 112

noncompllant

(3b) as percent o! (3) 34.9 61.5 70,3 82.5 72.9 85.5

c) Noncc_mpllant for other reasons a I I 0 0 2 4

d) Enlered employmenl b I 0 6 7 2 9

e) Left Food Stamp Program for oilier 0 4 20 7 4 6

reasons

i) Not assessed, not accounied for by 69 0 I 0 8 0
reasons b-e

Source: Client Participation IlJslories for Ihe study sumplu populalion.

aHeason may be Iai lure to report tot cai I-ins i! intormation noI c_m_pleled omi cai I-ins on CPII.

bExcludes individuals who unfured emfJloymenl and were also found mloncompf iant.

c,, ntuc_ "d no) ry q susq inl_ .,_
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demonstration on their own. This kind of detail on those assessed and not

-- assessed was not available in the Initial Demonstration.

In addition to those who left the demonstration following a Notice

-- of Noncompliance, others left because they entered employment or for other

reasons. 2 The final line of Table 4.4 shows the number of registrants

who were not assessed and for whom there was no indication that they left

the demonstration. At most sites, virtually all of those not assessed

left the demonstration for one of the indicated reasons. All sites except

.- Fresno were successful either in establishing initial contact through the

assessment interview or in removing those not assessed from the

_- demonstration.

In the case of Fresno, early in the demonstration registrants residing

far from the office were not referred for assessment so that the

Demonstration Employment Unit had no record of many of the registrants

being referred to them. These registrants were never called in for

_- assessment. However, an administrative change resulted in all registrants

being referred to the demonstration unit and those in outlying areas were

_- subsequently placed in Category III.

-- 2The CPH data use the following definitions to characterize exits from
the demonstration:

Not Certified: those in Applicant Job Search sites who failed to comply
_- with the applicant search requirement and left because they were denied

certification;

NoncomDliant: certified registrants who left following a _otice of

Noncompliance whether they were sanctioned or left for another reason;
Entered Employment: those who left because they entered employment (and
had not received a Notice of Noncompliance). Since the data on entered
employment comes from the Client Participation History, it probably

understates those entering employment because the Employment Demonstration
Unit would not know all instances of Job finding;
Left Demonstration for Other Reasons: those who left for reasons other

than not certified, noncompliant, or entered employment. This category
includes those whose registration status changed as well as those who

moved from the area who went off food stamps altogether.
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4.2.5 Categorization

Of those assessed, what proportions did agency staff classify as

job-ready? According to the data on categorization in Table 4.5, over

half of those assessed were assigned to Category I, except in Maine. The

highest proportion assigned to Category I was in Nassau County [92

percent). In Kentucky, where there was no assessment, the assignment to

Category I was almost automatic, except for a handful who lived in remote

locations. In the Initial Demonstration, 85 percent of those assessed in

the In-Person Registration Model were assigned to Category I, 75 percent in

both the Food Stamp Agency and Job Club Models.

Category II-Job Attached, for registrants expected to have employment

within a reasonable amount of time, was used in Maine and to a lesser

extent in Fresno, but not much in the other sites. There were two holding

categories. Category II-Not Job Attached was for registrants who had

temporary barriers to participation, while Category III was for registrants

who were not expected to overcome barriers during their work registration

period. The offices in Pensacola, Fresno, and San Diego used Category III

for clients who had language barriers. Fresno also used Category III for

clients who lived in rural areas not accessible to the Food Stamp Agency.

Some clients in each site were assigned to the demonstration even though

they should have been exempt from work registration, if, for example, they

were participating in Unemployment Insurance or AFDC work registration and

job search requirements. When the Demonstration Employment Unit learned of

such errors, clients were referred for redetermination and not otherwise

categorized.

In all sites, some clients initially assigned to Category I were

eventually recategorized into other categories. Sizable numbers were
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recategorized into Category I only in Maine. In Maine, clients in Category

II-Job Attached were sent follow-up letters in 30 or 60 days. Those not

responding within 10 days were automatically changed to Category I. Maine

staff originally listed many Category III inappropriately, but where

information was available, these were moved to the correct category.

4.2.6 Assignmentto TreatmentActivity

In principle all those found job-ready were to be assigned to a job

search treatment activity, such as a requirement to make job contacts or

to attend a job club. However, not all those in Category I actually

started treatments. Table 4.6 presents information on the proportions of

Category I registrants who started a treatment activity. Except in Maine

and Kentucky, where over 20 percent of those job-ready did not start

treatment, the proportion who did not attend a treatment activity was very

Iow, not above 6 percent.

Failure to start resulted from several reasons. Some participants

assigned to a treatment failed to show up. The office could sanction these

noncompliant registrants. Some clients left the demonstration on their

own. Others in Category I were excused from treatment either because

they were now working part-time or were participating in another work and

training program. An administrative failure existed only if a valid reason

was lacking for not starting treatment. Table 4.6 lists the possible

reasons, with "unexplained" indicating those without a reason. The number

of such cases was large only in Kentucky.

Whether a person started treatment is one indicator of administrative

performance, but another is how soon (after assessment) the treatment

began. Table 4.7 presents the median number of days from registration to



Tdbl_ 4,6

A'_.sigm._.nt lo Trt._dlment ^ctlvif¥ lot Study 5dm_le

Group

Job Search Job Club/

^ppi leant Models Job Club Models Assistance Norktare

Fre?_o Nassau Heine Punsacol a Portsmouth Kentuck_ San Diego

I ,_-I*assigrmed to Category I t50 ]56 164 251 128 302 205

,i.._l,jll_d lo trealment 147 3.51 115 241 120 223 194

ll,,_ ,)_:,igll_d to lrealment 3 5 49 lO 8 79 II

f,,p_rcent ot Category I 2.0 1.4 29.9 4.0 6.3 26.2 5.4

I
,.....,,,ri lot lack of assignment: --4L_

I

II_,)ill:(mq) I i dllt d 2 2 I 0 0 25 4

I laI u i'ud _lilp I oy#ien t O I 14 I I I 0 I

!uti dumonstrdtioll b 0 I |1 0 0 7 I

I .,ployud pdrt-t ime I 0 14 I 3 0 0

I'., llcipatud in olher ,ork and Ir_i,in 9 0 0 I 7 0 0 I

Ill U[t,llll5

I{UL,Ilu_JC_f'izud oul OI Cdlegory I 0 I 2 J 3 7 4

I )ill:All I il i lied 0 /J 6 0 J )J.) 0

'),.,IL*;; I_.lJ*;lll Pdrlieipdlio. Ili_luriu_ lot' Ihu L_ludy 5allljll_.

'_l{ujll _J_lJliJ5 ODS1;5 wJ Jh Nol ic(;5 el J_l_)lICOllij)J JdlIc_ tllld wJlo 5uJJ_J(lU(;lll I_ lul I dulll(lll'_ll'dl it_ll.

I,
i _,1 ,lily I ucl_ull _Jlll_'f ' IIIclll Il(Ill( Ollllil J,lll( I_ l_l ulllui'u_l ulllJiJUyllllJIIJ .



1able 4.7

Timin 9 al lreatment

Group

Job Seacch Job Club//

^ppi Icant t4odel5 Job Club 14odel$ ^551stance Worktdre

Fresno Nassau Hdine Pensdcol a Portsmoufh Kentucky San Dieoo -

_J_Uldll nUillber ot day5

I_ugislral ion to assessment 0 '0 21 16 21 HA 1.3

A_t,uSsnlolil to t Irst tcealmenl ' _) ' O' ' 29 0 12 ._0 I0

LJ,_glnning of application search to 15 31

bcgillning ol recipient 5edrch
I

I

t..... _LU: Client Parlicipalion Ilistories Ior the study 5ample population.

_ I I ' I ; I J 1 j t ( ( I I I



-75-

assessment, and then f_om assessment to the start of treatment. The

Applicant Model sites had zero median time lags because registrants were

generally assessed at the time of registration. Category I registrants

were then assigned to the applicant search requirement at the same time.

It took all the other sites between two and three weeks to call in

registrants and hold the assessment. However, following the assessment,

Pensacola was able to assign job-ready registrants to treatment

immediately, because the first treatment was a job search requirement which

could start without delay. Job clubs, in contrast, took time to organize

since they are group activities that run on a limited schedule. Following

assessment, it took the average registrant a month to start a lob club in

Maine but less than two weeks to start one in San Diego. The average delay

'- in reaching Kentucky's group job search activity was one month. In terms

of timing, job search requirements have the advantage of an earlier start

over group activities like job clubs. Also, conducting the assessment at

the time of registration can hasten treatment by two or three weeks. In

the Initial Demonstration the In-Person Registration Model had the similar

__ effect of establishing early contac_ with registrants since the assessment

was held at the time of the in-person registration.

4.2.7 Intensity of Treatment

Since the treatment approaches differed by site, it was necessary to

consider sites separately in describing the intensity of treatment. This

section will consider first the sites with the applicant search

requirement. Then it will examine treatment at the remaining sites which

all had some form of group activity, although the actual models differed

-- substantially.
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4.2.7.1 Applicant Model Sites

In both applicant sites, the first step of treatment was the applicant

job search requirement (although in Nassau County, cases up for recert-

ification were assigned directly to the recipient search requirement). The

applicant search rule required applicants to make two job contacts per day

for 10 days in Fresno and six contacts over two weeks in Nassau County.

Table 4.8 shows the completion and the fall-off of clients as they moved

through applicant search.

In Fresno 36 percent of those assigned to applicant search did not

complete the job search requirement while in Nassau, over half of those

assigned did not complete. Those not completing were denied certification.

In Fresno, 72 percent of non-completers were denied certification. The

Nassau County outcomes are somewhat in doubt because most of the large

number shown as noncompliant were probably misclassified and actually had

been denied certification. With the inclusion of the noncompliance cases

among the denials, the Nassau County proportion of non-completers who were

denied certification was 51 percent. Virtually all the other

non-completers at both sites left the demonstration for other reasons or

had a valid reason for not completing the job contacts (such as

recategorized out of Category I). Thus, the Applicant Search Model

appeared effective in identifying uncooperative clients quickly and in

keeping them from becoming certified. The numbers reveal no administrative

shortcomings in the agencies operating the applicant search requirement.

Those who completed applicant search were to be assigned to recipient

search (along with the recertified cases in Nassau). About a fifth of

completers failed to start the recipient search, the main reason being

that they entered employment.
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Table 4.8

_- Applicant Search Treatment at Applicant Model Sites for Study Sample

Fresno Nassau

Type of Client Non-Public Public Assistance
Assistance Food and Non-Public

-- Stamp Assistance

Food Stamp

Applicant requirements 2 contacts per 6 job contacts

day for 10 days in 2 weeks

Applicant requirement applied Both new appli- New applicants

--- to: cants and recer- only
tifications

Assigned to applicant job search 148 296

Did not complete applicant job 53 167
search a

-- Percent of assigned 35.8 56.4

Reason for not completing
Not certified 30 a6

Noncompliant 8 aO

Entered employment 0 i
Left demonstration 4 69

Recategorized out of Category I 7 9

Unexplained & 2

Completed applicant search 93 120

Comple:ers who did no: start 20 48

recipient search

_. Percent of completers 2t.5 nO.0

Reason for not starting (among

completers of applicant search)

Noncompliant 0 5

Enteredemployment !2 8
Left demonstration 0 29

Recategorized out of Category I 6 3

Unexplained 2 3

Source: Client Participation Histories for :he study sample population.

aMissing cases on completion of applicant search: Fresno, 2; Nassau, 9.
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In Nassau County, the recipient search requirement lasted for 8 weeks,

while in Fresno, it was supposed to continue as long as the person remained

a registrant. Large numbers who began recipient search left the

demonstration at some time, as shown in Table 4.9. About 25 percent in

Fresno and 40 percent in Nassau left following noncompliance. Many others

left because of employment or other reasons. Only a limited number

continued in recipient search for the duration of the demonstration.

At both sites, registrants were supposed to make a job search

monitoring visit to the Demonstration Employment Unit following the two

weeks of applicant search and again every four weeks during recipient

search. Over 85 percent of those beginning applicant search had at least

one monitoring visit. However, the average number of visits per client was

between two and three, reflecting the fact that many people left the

demonstration before the end of the formal recipient search period.

4.2.7.2 Sites Includin_ a Group Component in the Treatment

A job club was the entire treatment in Maine and Portsmouth and a

component of treatment in Pensacola, and San Diego. The Kentucky Treatment

included Employability Skills Training group sessions, although they were

not a job club. Table 4.10 summarizes the requirements in each of these

sites. The administrative demands of running a group activity differ from

those required to operate a job search requirement. The job search

requirement leaves the initiative for search up to the individual

registrant, except at the times of monitoring visits. In contrast, in

structured group activities, the administering agency must schedule

sessions for an appropriate number of people; must hire staff to run formal
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Table 4.9

Recipient Search Treatment ac Applicant Model Sites

Fresno Nassau

Number recipient I con,act per day 24 contaccs in 8

contacts required for length of cer- weeks; monthly in-

- _ification period; person reporting a

monthly in-person

reporting

Started recipient search 73 139

Noncompliant 19 55

Enteredemployment 14 17

Left demonstration 18 27

Recacegorized out of Category I ll 8

_. Continuing 11 32

Ever had job search monitoring I28 281
visit b

Average Number of monitoring 2.75 2.29
visits c

Source: Client Participation Histories for the study sample population.

aHome relief clients subject to ongoing monitoring search after this

requirement was met.

bThis includes applicant and recipient monitoring visits.

CAverage among those who ever had visit.



Table 4.10

Comparison of Sites Using Group Components in the Treatment

Portsmouth Pensacola Halne Kentucky , San Diego

lype al cliunt: Non-public assistance Non-public assistance Non-public assistance Non-public assistance Non-public assistance

load stamp load stamp food 51amp and General food stamp food stamp

Assistance lc)od stamp

Job club Two-week job club, in- Four-week Job club, In- Three-week job club, Two-day Employablllty Three-week Job club

re(luir'_munl cluding cldssrO0411 job cludlng two week5 at including one week o( Skills Training work- including one week of

_udr'ch in_lruclion and classr_l Instruction classr_ instruction shop In Job develop- classr_ Instruction

supervised job search, and two weeks of super- and two weeks of super- merit skills training, and two weeks super-

Clienls permitted to use vised search, entailing vised search, followed by eight-week vised search. Clients

dob club resources miler 12 contacts per week. job search period In- still unemployed after

obli!lalion wa_ Iormdlly Job club followed Ini- volvlng bi-weekly group Job club, assigned to

c_nplulud, llal Job search require- Job monitoring meetings workfare. I
merit of slx Job contacts ("job club,,) (3o* O

I

Ilc¢luil'umul&l Nuw dpplicilnl5 and racer- New applicants and New applicants and New applicants and New applicants and

applies Io: lilicdl ions. Individuals recert I f ications, recerl i I icatlons, recert I f icatlons, recerti f Icat Ions.
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al _ob club were hal re-

quirud Io purlicipdlu

again evef_ il lh_re was

a bruak in service.
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classroom activities; and must supervise the informal activities like

telephone searches and employer visits.

Table 4.11 presents several overall measures of job club operations.

The Kentucky treatment is included because the same variables can be

measured for it as for a job club. Job clubs in Maine and Pensacola were

-- the largest, averaging about 15 participants, while EST groups in _entucky

averaged only 6. In all sites, many registrants assigned to job clubs did

not show up. Every site rescheduled some of those not showing up; by far

the most rescheduling took place in Kentucky's EST program. Rescheduling

was a way to get clients eventually to make up for a 3ob club missed once,

but it did not fill up the current job club. Another device designed to

get better utilization of job club slots was to increase the number of

clients scheduled per job club. Clearly, some sites came close _o meeting

their target through this device, but San Diego and particularly Kentucky

did not.

Job club performance can also be measured in terms of what happened

to clients. Table 4.12 presents information on clients completing job

_ clubs, where completion is defined as entering employment, or completing

the prescribed requirement (in some cases, at the discretion of the

agency's job counselor). The rate of completion was far higher in

Portsmouth than in the other job clubs. Yet, completion alone is not a

good indicator of job club success. Many of the completers did enter

employment. Completers were unlikely to be noncompiiant when the job club

was their final requirement. However, in Kentucky and San Diego, some were

found noncompliant, because EST in Kentucky and the job club in San Diego

were followed by subsequent treatment requirements. In all sites, many

registrants completed the job club with no further consequences; this



-82-

Table 4.11

Measures of Job Club Operation

Ports- San

Kentucky Maine Pensacola mouth Diego

Average attendance 6.2 15.2 14.8 10.3 8.0 --
at a club

Show rate a 33% 61% 43% 65% 46%

Percent rescheduling a 56.0 23.7 7.7 i8.4 15.1

job club b

Percentof targetc 31% 152% 74% 86% 50%

Sources: Job Club Rosters for selected periods in Fall 1983 and Spring 1984,

Client Participation Histories

ashow rate defined as number at:ending at least one session of a job club as

percent of alii participants scheduled for club.

bperoeng rescheduling of those ever assigned to a job club. Data from CPHs.

CPercent of target defined as number attending at least one session of a job

club as percent of desired client volume (desired club size x number of clubs).
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v

TabLe 4. I2

- CtientCompLetionof Job C_ubs

Kentucky Ports- San

(EST)a Maine PensacoLa mouth Diego

1. Assigned to job club 232 118 104 125 i86

2. CompLetedjob clubb 126 54 34 91 85

a. (2) as percent of (1) 54.3 45.8 32.7 72.8 45.7

3. Outcomes among compLeters

a. NoncompLiant 25 4 0 0 i0

b. Entered employment 21 30 !4 26 35

-- c. Leftdemonstration 16 2 0 l

d. Noneof above 64 18 20 64 36

(d) as percent of (3) 50.7 33.3 61.1 70.3 42.&

4. Did not complete job !05 62 69 32 i0[
clubb

a. NoncompLiant 57 3t 36 l& 62

b. Enteredemployment 5 L 3 2 2

c. Leftdemonstration 29 2! 3 5 6

d. Reca_egorized out of 7 5 ll 9 24

Category I

e. Noneof above 7 4 [6 2 7

Source: CLient Participation Histories for the study sample population.

_ aThe formal group activity in Kentucky began with the EST program, whick is

reported here instead of the normal job club in ocher sites.

bMissing data on completion for one case in Kentucky, cwo in Maine, one in
PensacoLa, and two in Portsmouth.
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proportion was well over a majority in Pensacola and Portsmouth. These

clients complied with the requirements, but the treatment did not produce

an effect visible from these data. Portsmouth assisted the largest

fraction of job club participants through to completion, but was also lefu

with the largest proportion who did not reach any outcome beyond

completion.

One reason other sites had fewer completers was that they found more

registrants noncompliant. Among non-completers, few were reported as

entering employment, but many left the demonstration for other reasons.

Failure to complete the job club could be an indicator of agency failure

only if there were no valid reason for the lack of completion. There were

scattered cases of non-completers without reported reasons in every site;

the figure reached 15 percent of all those assigned to a job club in

Pensacola, but was much smaller in all other sites.

As one further measure of job club performance, Table 4.13 reports

average days of attendance per client. Among all those assigned to job

clubs, the average number of days appeared low. Kentucky's EST program

was scheduled for only two days, but the job clubs in other slues were

planned to run for two or three weeks. Nevertheless, average job club

attendance ranged between 2.5 and 5.6 days. One reason was that some job

club sessions did not run the full planned time, another was noncompli-

ance. Those found noncbmpliant averaged less than one day in the clubs.

Those recategorized out of Category I also spent an average of only

about one day. Those who entered employment averaged five days or more,

except in Pensacola where they averaged only two days attending job

clubs. The job club could induce employment in two ways: by stimulating

those who disliked attending the job club to take jobs more quickly; and by
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v

Table 4.13

Client Attendance at Job Clubs

Kentucky Ports- San

(EST)a Maine PensacoLa mouth Diego

Average days of

attendance among:

AL1 assigned to job 1.05 3.6L 2.50 4.94 5.58
club

Noncomp[iant 0.9 0.6 0.2 2.6

Enteredemployment 4.9 L.9 5.3 8.2

Left demonstration 2.0 0 1.7 a.6

_ Recategorized out of 0.8 1.0 1.5 2.6

Category I

None of the above 8.9 6.6 7.0 il.3

Additional treatments in

sites with job clubs: a

Assignment to job search 241

Completed job search 172

Ever job search monitor- 126 226

lng visit

Average number monitor- 2.75 2.68

lng visits b

Employment referrals 7 25 75

Average number employment 1.3 2 4.68
referrals

Source: CLient Paruicipacion Histories for the study sample population.

aAveraged over those who ever had an employment referral.

bAveraged over those who ever had a momitoring visit.
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providing genuine help to make clients more successful at finding work. In

Pensacola, the mean time was so short that the job club is unlikely to have

assisted a large number of registrants to find a job. On the other hand,

most Pensacola registrants went through the job search requirement before

the job club and may have been nearly ready to find work. In the other job

clubs, registrants averaged enough time to have learned a good deal about

how to look for jobs. Those registrants who spent the longest time in job

clubs turned out to have the lowest rate of job-finding, probably because

such registrants were also least employable.

Although job referrals were not part of the prescribed treatment for

job clubs, Portsmouth made 75 referrals, Pensacola 25, and Maine 7.

4.2.8Sanctioning

As noted in previous sections, a Notice of Noncompliance usually

resulted in the termination of registrants and their households from

the Food Stamp Program. But, what led to the Notice of Noncompliance? Did

the Notice of Noncompliance lead to a formal termination process or to

voluntary departures from the food stamp rolls? For an in-depth study of

the whole sanctioning process starting with Notice of Noncompliance [NNC)

to Notice of Adverse Action (NAA) and to termination, the evaluation

contractor conducted the Negative Action Review. All files for a sample of

cases that received a Notice of Noncompliance during the first six months

of Phase III were reviewed.

Table 4.14 shows the types of noncompliance that resulted in a NNC.

The nature of the noncompliance varied considerably across sites. Failure

to show up for the initial assessment interview led to 77 percent of the

NNCs in Maine and 61 percent in San Diego, but only to 20 percent of NNCs
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Table 4.14

Reasons for Notice of Noncom01iance

Group

JoO Search Job Club/

AOpllcant Model Job Club Model Assistance _or_tare

Fresno Nassau Maine Pensacola Portsmouth Kentucky San 0ie_o

Total Number

NNCs 80 76 78 100 75 86 7g

I. Oid not show for

regisTratlon/assess-
assessment interview 33 9 60 46 15 48

2. Did not snow for

aOpointment with

demonstration employ- 2 12 17 36

·ent unit

3. Failed to complete

applicant search 29 37

4. Failed to make

required recipient

job contacts 13 16 2 4

5. No show for job club

or ot_er group search

activity 18 31 24 32 31

6. Failed to attend EST 50

7. Other 3 2

Source: Negative Action _eviews.



-88-

in Portsmouth and 12 percent of NNCs in Nassau. The contrast between

Nassau and Fresno is particularly interesting because at both sites, most

of those who were assessed had the interview the same day as their

registration. Nevertheless, many Fresno applicants missed the assessment

altogether, accounting for about 41 percent of the noncompliance in Fresno,

but only about 12 percent of the noncompliance in Nassau.

In the Initial Demonstration over one-third of the noncompliance in

the Food Stamp Agency and Job Club Models was for failure to attend the

assessment interview. However, there were no such failures in the

In-Person Registration Model because the assessment took place at the time

of in-person registration.

How did agencies carry out the appropriate administrative steps

following the issuance of a NNC? After issuing a NNC, the Demonstration

Employment Unit was supposed to send it to the Income Maintenance Unit,

which was to issue the NAA. Table 4.15 presents data on the steps in the

adverse action proceedings following the NNC. In Fresno, KenTucky, and San

Diego, the local agencies sent NAAs in response to over 90 percent of N>_Cs;

the agencies in Nassau, Maine, and Pensacola, proceeded to send the }[AA in

70 percent of noncompliance cases. Portsmouth stood out with only 31

percent. In Portsmouth, when many clients received an NNC near the end of

a certification period, the agency did not issue a NAA, contrary to

demonstration rules. The most common reason for not issuing a NAA was that

the household was already off food stamps. In general, communication was

adequate enough for the NNCs to have reached the Income Maintenance

Units. However, the Income Maintenance Units did not always apply the

rules correctly, as noted in Portsmouth, but also to some extent in Maine

and Pensacola.
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Table 4.T5

AdverSe Action PrOceedings Follo_inq A Notice of Noncomoli_nce

GrOUD

Job Search Job CluD/

ADDlicant _4Odel Job Club _<3del Assistance Workfare

Fresno Nassau Maine Pensacola Por?smouth Kentucky San Diego

Total Number NNCs 80 76 78 tOO 75 86 79

Number notices of

adverse action sent 73 51 53 71 23 84 76

Percent Of NNCs (91.3) (67.1) (67.9) (71) (30.7) (97.7) (96.2)

Hedian time lag NNC

to NAA (days) 5 18.5 5 5 21 _.5 8

Number fair hearing
-- requests 0 5 0 0 0 5 2

Number food stamD

Oenefits terminated 72 42 49 58 22 49 68

Percent of NAAS (98.6) (82._) (92.5) (95.B) (95,7) (58.3) (87.5_

Source: Negative Action Reviews.
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Issuance of the NAA was supposed to occur within 10 days of the NNC.

However, in Nassau and Portsmouth the median lag was well above this. This

may have resulted from slow communication between the Demonstration

Employment and Income Maintenance Units or by outright delay by one of the

units.

Few registrants requested fair hearings, the only requests recorded

took place in Nassau County, Kentucky, and San Diego.

The NAA was followed by termination from the Food Stamp Program in 80

to 90 percent of cases, except in Kentucky. The lower percentage of

terminations in Kentucky occurred for three reasons: (1) four of the five

who requested fair hearings won; (2) nine clients withdrew from the Food

Stamp Program; and (3) nine more agreed to cooperate with demonstration

rules. The Initial Demonstration found benefit terminations of 87 percent

in the In-Person Registration Model, 60 percent in the Job Club Model, and

74 percent in the Food Stamp Agency Model.

The time lags between sending NAAs and actual termination from the

food stamp rolls were short. As Table 4.16 shows, the median time lag from

the NAA to termination was less than one month in Fresno, two months in

Kentucky, and one month in every other site. The demonstration called for

a disqualification period of three months following a termination. Maine

continued to use a two month disqualification period in spite of the change

in regulations to three months. (Except in Maine, most termination periods

did last three months.)

In summary, Food Stamp Agencies in the demonstration used

noncompliance procedures extensively and terminated many clients promptly

and for the appropriate length of time.
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Table 4.16

Terminations

Group

Job Search JoO Club/

ADDIiCanT MOdel Job Club Model Assistance Workfare

Fresno Nassau Maine Pensacola Portsmouth Kentucky San Diego

Food stamo benefits

terminated 72 42 49 68 22 49 68

Circumstances of

termination:

I. Imoosed under current

cerr;fication period 18 21 29 29 17 27 25

2. Denial of application 43 lg

3. Denial of re-

certification I1 2 19 39 5 22 46

Registrant already off

food stamps at rime of

NAA 6 I 1 20 N/A 8 ;9

_edian rime lag NAA to

rerminarlon (months) 0 I I T I 2 l

Length of termination

oeriod:

Less than 3 _onths a 8 3 49 I 12 I0

3 months 59 16 66 7 50 62

Average amount of

terminated _ood stamD

benefits (monthly) $I1_ 5135 587 5139 S121 S:_ 580

aDisqualificarion could De less "nan three months if the noncomol;anr ncusenoid me_oer ;ec3me exempt

from the work registration requirement. (Maine continued rD use rwo-monrn _isGuai;ficar;on.)

N/A = NOt avaJlaOle.

Source: Negative Action Reviews.

Note: Data in site files was nor complete on all questions on the NAR.
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4.3 AnalTsis of Demonstration Operations_ by Site

This section introduces qualitative information about operations drawn

from site visits and reports by on-site observers as well as information

about the characteristics of the local areas and their agencies.

4.3.1 Applicant Job Search Sites: Fresno County and Nassau County

4.3.1.1 Fresno Countvr California

Covering 6,000 square miles and located in the San Joaquin Valley of

central California, Fresno County is an agriculturally rich area known

especially for its vineyards. Fresno County has a highly seasonal labor

market. The annual grape harvesting, occurring from September to November,

partially explains fluctuations in the county's unemployment rate, such as

the increase from 8.8 percent in September 1983 to 15.9 percent in February

1984. A large number of the 525,000 county residents are migrants who work

with the harvests. Most of the county's population resides in two major

cities, Fresno and Clovis, with the remainder dispersed throughout the

rural agricultural areas.

Fresno had the largest number of registrants in the demonstration,

averaging 805 new clients each month, over 9 times the inflow in Nassau

County, the other applicant search site (see Table 4.3). The Fresno County

demonstration staff included Department of Social Service (DSS) staff

assigned to a unit organized specifically for the project. The staff

consisted of a director, three job monitors, and an assistant. Clients

entered the demonstration through one of two food stamp eligibility units:

the Integrated Intake Division (IID) for new applicants and the Ongoing
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-- Services Division (OSD) for recertification. These agencies were large,

including 240 and 120 eligibility workers, respectively.

Eligibility workers determined exemption from work registration

requirements, performed the random assignment, and referred treatment

registrants to the Demonstration Employment Unit which was located in close

proximity. Clients were assigned to one of three job monitors, who each

handled a caseload of some 400 work registrants. Each monitor completed

_ the job readiness assessment and assigned the applicant search requirement,

usually on the same day as application. The proximity of offices helped,

but so did a rule in Fresno requiring registrants to complete assessment

within 24 hours of application or risk cancellation of the application.

The primary responsibilities of the demonstration staff were to conduct

assessment interviews and to monitor job contacts. The staff did li_le

work to develop jobs for applicants. As part of job monitoring, the staff

_ put together lists of job openings and potential employers for distribution

to clients. There were virtually no referrals to jobs.

-- Both new applicants and clients recertifying for food stamps had to

comply with the applicant job search requirement, under which they had

to complete 20 job contacts within 10 days. Once clients' contacts were

verified by the job monitors and clients were certified, they had to make

one job contact per day for the length of their certification.

Of those clients assessed, agency staff determined tha: only 52

percent were job-ready and assigned these applicants to Category I.

Twenty-nine percent of those assessed were assigned to Category III, the

highest percent in any site. Many of these were clients who resided within

Fresno County, but lived outside the city limits and/or were migrant

farmworkers. According to project staff, these individuals could have
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applied for food stamps at a number of satellite offices throughout Fresno

County, but believed they would receive benefits sooner if they came to the

main office. Early in the demonstration, these registrants were not even

assessed, producing the large percent not assessed in Table &.&. However,

this procedure eventually changed as these registrants were assessed and

assigned to Category III.

After completing the applicant search requirement, work registrants

were assigned to recipient job search. Demonstration staff monitored Job

contacts on a monthly basis and verified the contacts when they suspected

that applicants falsified the contacts. In general, Fresno staff showed

flexibility in their willingness to accept reasonable excuses for failure

to complete all required job contacts and in modifying the length of the

job search period if they felt it was appropriate. The same staff who

had written the proposal for the demonstration in Fresno went on to

administer the program. The demonstration staff was small and had worked

together for many years; staff also saw each other socially and belonged to

some of the same church and community organizations. The unit's role

within the Department of Social Services was also clear. No agency changes

or reorganizations occurred during the demonstration operating period.

The high level of communication that existed between demonstration

staff and eligibility workers was particularly important given the large

number of clients passing through the system. Eligibility workers were

organized into units in both the I!D and OSD, with each unit managed by a

lead worker. Lead workers were responsible for providing quality control

over applications and completion of Notices of Adverse Action, and for

ensuring that demonstration procedures, including random assignment, were

carried out properly. These workers were thoroughly trained prior to the
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start of the demonstration, and regular meetings were also held between

demonstration staff and lead eligibility workers to review performance and

procedures.

4.3.1.2 Nassau CountT, New York

_ Nassau County had the smallest monthly flow of work registrants among

seven demonstration sites. The monthly average number of work registrants

-- was only 200, far short of the 625 stated in the proposal. The lower than

expected flow of work registrants played a role in the decision to include

General Assistance clients as part of the demonstration sample. The

General Assistance clients, who made up 64 percent of the full sample, were

generally older, poorer, less stable, and less experienced as workers; they

faced higher disincentives to work than non-public assistance registrants.

These factors decreased the likelihood of their becoming employed. 3

Evaluation staff visiting the site found administrative difficulties

as well as an ongoing failure to comply with evaluation data requirements.

Nevertheless, the quantitative measures in Section 4.2 did mot reveal

implementation failures in Nassau. Apparently, the most severe problem was

in producing evaluation data rather than in carrying out the work

_ registration and job search requirements.

3An important consideration for the evaluation was the General

Assistance program work requirements, which went beyond those imposed by
-- the food stamp demonstration. In Nassau County, Home Relief (,H-R)clients

were required to earn their monthly HR payment by working a number of hours

(benefit paymentdivided by the minimum hourly wage rate). They were also
-- required to report for their benefits in person every two weeks. The

monthly food stamp job search reporting requirement was incorporated into
one of these visits. Given these differences, and the original intent of

the demonstration to focus only on non-public assistance work registrants,
-- the rest of this section concentrates on non-public assistance recipients only.
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The Nassau County demonstration was operated from the Employment Unit

of the Nassau County Department of Social Services (DSS), located in

Mineola, Long Island, the county seat. A special Food Stamp Demonstration

Unit was established within the Employment Unit to oversee demonstration

operations. This unit included five staff overseen by a supervisor who

reported to the director of the Employment Unit. Four welfare examiners

and a clerk were responsible for conducting intake and assessment,

monitoring Job search, and collecting data required for the evaluation. In

addition, a DSS staff member was assigned to act as a liaison between the

county and the evaluation contractor. It was planned that the Food Stamp

Demonstration Unit, including the director of the Employment Unit, would be

supervised by a project director from the New York State DSS in Albany. In

practice, however, day-to-day operational authority rested with the

Employment Unit director.

Individuals entered the demonstration from the DSS Income Maintenance

Unit, which was responsible for processing food stamp and other public

assistance applications. This unit had three components: (I) a Home

Relief New Applications Unit; (2) a Home Relief Undercare Unit serving

ongoing cases; and (3) a Non-Public Assistance Food Stamp Unit serving new

and ongoing cases. Depending on an individual's type of assistance

application, a welfare examiner in the appropriate unit interviewed the

individual and determined his or her work registration status. If the

applicant was not exempt from demonstration work requirements, the Food

Stamp Unit referred the individual to the Income Maintenance Unit. The

flow of individuals from three channels into one new program made tracking

and communication of client status changes difficult throughout the

demonstration.
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-- The Nassau staff applied the applicant job search requirement only

to new non-public assistance food stamp applicants and to new Home Relief

clients applying for food stamps. The job search requirement called on

applicants to make six verifiable employer contacts within two weeks of

application. Contacts could be made in less than two weeks, but

_ demonstration staff discouraged participants from doing so, because they

felt that making contacts over a shorter period of time might result in a

-- perfunctory effort just to comply with requirements.

Once an applicant made the required contacts, and all other

eligibility criteria were satisfied, the demonstration unit certified the

applicant's household for food stamps. At that point, registrants had to

make 24 contacts within the subsequent 8 weeks and to report these contacts

to demonstration staff in person once each month. Registrants also on

General Assistance had to continue making monthly job contacts indefinitely

-- following this eight week job search period. Registrants not o_ General

Assistance did not have any added job search responsibilities until they

were required to reregister or until they had a break in benefits and

reapplied to the Food Stamp Program. At reapplication or receruifica_ion,

applicants had to complete recipient job search, but not applicant job

search.

In contrast to the original Nassau County proposal, the operating

-- program placed little emphasis on counseling and job referrals.

Employability readiness training sessions, originally planned for all

-- clients, were never held. Referrals were infrequent, although agency staff

did refer some of the General Assistance clients participating in the

demonstration to DSS' Job Assistance and Development Unit for assistance.
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The Nassau County program operated chiefly to provide close monitoring of

applicant and recipient job search efforts.

Virtually all treatment registrants were assessed. The assessment

generally took place on the day of application. Furthermore, the fact that

the agency classified all applicants as job-ready (Category I) reflected

the policy of the Nassau County DSS. As stated by the department's

commissioner, DSS's primary mission was to reduce clients' dependence on

welfare and public transfer payments.

During the assessment interview, the agency job counselor scheduled

an appointment two weeks later at which Category I registrants were to

report the results of their job search efforts. As Table 4.8 showed,

although only 16 percent of the work registrants assigned to applicant

job search were denied certification for failure to comply with this

requirement, many other clients did not complete applicant search. The

data indicate these other clients left the demonstration either because

of noncompliance or for other reasons. As noted above, the indication

of noncompliance was almost certainly an error, since technically such

applicants could not have been noncompliant because they had not yet been

certified. Probably, most leaving the demonstration at this stage were

never certified. Along with failure to complete applicant search, these

cases were not certified because the client simply did not return after the

initial application. Many clients did not have all the information

requSred for eligibility determination--such as proof of income--available

at the initial interview and could not be certified until they produced

it. Certification denials, therefore, could have been due to incomplete

applications as opposed to avoidance of the applicant job search

requirements.
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Clients completing applicant job search and those requesting

recertification for food stamp benefits faced the recipient job search

requirement: registrants had to make 12 job contacts during two four week

-- intervals and to report the contacts to the Demonstration Unit. As in the

case of applicant job search, demonstration staff monitored contacts

through in-person interviews with registrants.

Although overall responsibility for the demonstration rested with

the New York State DSS project director in Albany at the local level,

_ day-to-day responsibility was spread across a number of individuals,

including a project liaison, the director of the Employment Unit, and the

-- demonstration supervisor. The director of the Employment Unit reported to

the Albany project director for purposes of the demonstration only; within

the Nassau County welfare agency, the role of this unit was ambiguous. A

reorganization that occ,_rred during the demonstration o:_era_[ng period did

little to clarify this situation. After months of late and incomplete

_ reports from demonstration staff, the Albany project director assigned a

project liaison officer to assist in meeting the evaluation data collection

-- and reporting requirements. Nevertheless, the Monthly Progress Reports on

Nassau County were particularly incomplete. This complicated the task of

the evaluation contractor in monitoring the ongoing progress of the site.

4.3.1.3 Summary of Applicant Model Sites

In spite of the difficulties observed at both _pplic_qt _ites, the

quantitative measures indicate that both local agencies implemented

-- the applicant model effectively. In Fresno, few clients failed to receive

the appropriate treatment. In Nassau, administrative procedures did not

seem orderly and data forms for the evaluation were not completed properly;
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nevertheless, qualitative evidence suggests that clients either completed

the prescribed treatment or left the demonstration.

The applicant search model was in many respects easy to administer.

Much of the responsibility for carrying out both the applicant and

recipient search requirements rested with the clients. Basically, the

demonstration unit had to assign clients to the treatment, schedule the job

monitoring visits, and initiate noncompliance proceedings when appropriate.

Agency staff carried out these activities adequately, whatever the sites'

other shortcomings. In spite of the observed problems with Nassau County's

administrative apparatus, its Food Stamp Agency was able to implement the

requirements effectively. The applicant sites were particularly effective

in starting the applicant treatment promptly; they held the assessment

interviews immediately and assigned clients directly to applicant search.

The applicant treatment had similarities to the In-Person Registration

Model in the Initial Demonstration. Both were easy to administer in that

responsibility for carrying out the requirements rested largely with the

registrants themselves. Moreover, contact was established early with

registrants. However, the In-Person Registration Model depended on the

separation between the FSA and the SESA while the applicant treatment was

designed to be administered wholly by the FSA. The result was that

virtually all applicants either fulfilled the search requirement, faced

sanctions for noncompliance, or left the program on their own.

4.3.2 Job Club Model Sites: Maine; Pensacola t and Portsmouth

All five remaining sites had a treatment that included some form of

group activity. In Maine and Portsmouth, a job club was the only

treatment; the Pensacola Food Stamp Agency assigned registrants to job
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clubs after they met their job search requirement. This section

-- concentrates on these three sites, where the job club was the principal

treatment. The next section will take up Kentucky, which had a group job

search assistance approach and where the planned job club approach turned

out to resemble a job search model, and San Diego, where Workfare was a

major part of the treatment alongside the job club.

4.3.2.1 Portland r Au_usta_ and Lewiston t Maine

The Maine program used a three-week job club that mixed classroom

training and supervised job search. The clubs ran in five cities:

Portland, Augusta, Lewiston, Bangor, and Presque Isle. 4 The Maine

_ Department of Welfare Employment (DWE) operated the Demonstration

Employment Unit, under the supervision of the Deputy Commissioner of the

-- Department of Human Resources. The DWE was a relatively new agency, whose

primary mission before the demonstration was operating the Welfare

Employment, Education, and Training (WEET) program for AFDC recipients.

The demonstration was regarded as an expansion of the WEET program to a

different population: the WEET manager oversaw each of three offices,

which were run by a WEET specialist and a human services aide. The Food

Stamp Agency made referrals to the demonstration and was also responsible

-- for sending out Notices of Adverse Action to work registrants after being

informed of their noncompliance by demonstration staff.

In Portland, during Phase III, Income Maintenance Unit and job club

staff moved to the same building. Prior to this move, the job club had

been located a mile away. Staff spoke of greatly improved communication

4Bangor and Presque Isle were not included in the evaluation because

of the low number of applicants at those sites.
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between the two units after they were co-located. "Back to back"

interviewing could be done as a result of the move: once a client applied

for food stamps and was determined work eligible, the eligibility workers

would send the applicant immediately to the demonstration. The Lewiston

Food Stamp Office was located a mile away from the job club office, and in

Augusta, the two were a block apart. Communication between the Income
f

Maintenance Unit and Demonstration Employment Unit was limited, in part, in

both places by the distance between the offices.

The Maine job club came from a model developed by state DWE staff.

The club began with a week of classroom instruction in job search. The

club devoted the next two weeks to having registrants make telephone calls

and go to job interviews, with periodic get-togethers to share experiences.

During Phase III, new job clubs began monthly. Prior to that, when they

began only once every six weeks, substantial backlogs of registrants

awaiting job clubs developed in the Portland and Lewiston offices.

Maine's philosophy toward work registration stressed emp!oyabilit7

development rather than sanctioning for noncompliance. Job clubs serving

AFDC clients on a voluntary basiswere already operating in other regional

offices, and were considered successful. Maine officials believed that

a "positive rather than punitive" approach had worked with those job clubs

and expected similar successful results with food stamp work registrants.

As a result, the demonstration staff initially tended to assign to job

clubs only those registrants they felt were likely to benefit from

participation. In Phase III, after substantial pressure from the FNS,

two of the three sites began assigning to the job club all able-bodied

registrants who had no substantial barriers to employment. This explains

why Maine _as the only site where a substantial number of registrants
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-- i_itially assigned to other categories were recategorized into Category I

(see Table 4.5).

The average monthly flow of clients into the demonstration across

all three offices was 668, 392 of whom were assigned to the treatment

group. Portland was the largest site. Initially, Maine showed low

fractions of clients assessed and assigned to Category I. However,

according to the final figures on assessment, the change in policies

-- brought Maine back in line with other sites (Table 4.4). Only 39 percent

were initially assigned to Category I; after the recategorization, 52

-- percent were at some time in Category I (Table 4.5).

Maine had long time lags between application and assessment and

between assessment and treatment (see Table 4.7). On the other hand,

attendance at the job club in Maine was higher than at other sites (Table

4.11). In fact, Maine reached an attendance figure higher than it had

_ originally planned. Maine's proportion of participants who completed the

job club was about average for the demonstration. Among completers,

-- however, the fraction who left the demonstration because of employment was

higher in Maine than at other sites. Although the philosophy of Maine

officials was initially against sanctioning, agency staff in Maine did not

hesitate to find clients noncompliant. One indication was that, among

those not completing the Job club, Maine had the highest fraction of

_ noncompliant cases.

In Maine, the distance between Income Maintenance and Demonstration

-- Employment offices probably accounted for some of the long time lags

between application and assessment. In Lewiston, the offices were

separated by as much as a mile. Eligibility workers in Lewiston were well

trained in demonstration procedures, but ongoing work took precedence. In
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Augusta, staff were not as well trained and communication was infrequent.

Additionally, the low numbers of demonstration registrations reduced the

priority of the program in the eyes of many staff.

In the largest office, Portland, the move of demonstration staff and

eligibility workers to the same quarters during Phase III

facilitated the scheduling of assessment interviews immediately after a

client registered for work, and improved the tracking of clients through

the job club requirement. Unfortunately, a staff shortage at the Portland

demonstration office reduced the beneficial effects of this organizational

arrangement. As an example, job clubs had sometimes to be rescheduled

because staff could not handle the volume of client flow.

4.3.2.2Pensacola,Florida

The Pensacola Food Stamp Agency operated the demonstration together

with the local State Employment Security Agency (SESA), which received a

subcontract from the Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative

Services (HRS). The HRS proposal to FNS called for applicant job search

and a combination of job search and job club requirements for non-public

assistance food stamp recipients. The original proposal did not specify

the city and subcontractor.

Applicant job search was never implemented in Pensacola's

demonstration. Instead, the FSA referred treatment group registrants to

the SESA office, which was to monitor the compliance of registrants with a

requirement to make six job contacts over two weeks. The SESA office staff

was to assign those failing to find employment during the search period to

a four-week job club. Job search was not a condition of certification, but

could begin before a client was certified if certification did not take
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-- place at application. The FSA and SESA offices were only a few blocks

apart, and communication was frequent, both by telephone and memorandum.

Food Stamp Agency administrators were active in decisions regarding the

demonstration. This was particularly important during a period of

substantial staff turnover at both agencies.

_ The SESA demonstration staff consisted of a supervisor, three

employment interviewers, two interviewing clerks, an employment counselor,

-- and a clerk-typist. The employment counselor led the job clubs, while one

of the interviewers monitored the telephone bank.

Initially, many registrants had to wait for job clubs to begin, but

the backlogs declined during Phase III, producing a smooth flow of regis-

trants into the scheduled job clubs. Also during Phase III, registrants

_ with part-time jobs were excused from the job club and assigned to an

additional eight weeks of job search. This was done to avoid jeopardizing

-- a registrant's employment by requiring job club daily attendance.

The Pensacola job club consisted of one week of classroom instruction,

one week of telephone/supervised job search, and two weeks of independent

job search, during which participants were required to make 12 job contacts

each week. In Phase III, the job club director increased the employer

-- contact requirement to 40 calls per day. Some evidence indicated that this

number imposed a burden on job club participants, who became discouraged

with the number of calls to be made, and on area employers, who became

increasingly disgruntled from the numerous calls from job club

participants. One reason for the impact on employers may have been the

existence of similar programs requiring employer contacts that were

operating in Pensacola. The Pensacola staff categorized three-quarters of

-- those assessed as Category I. However, it also recategorized a large
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number of registrants out of Category I, mainly because of their language

problems. Most of the Category I registrants received an assignment to the

job search treatments (see Tables 4.5 and 4.6). Concerning the timing of

procedures, there was a lag between application and assessment. However,

at the assessment the assignment to treatment usually took place

immediately (see Table 4.7). The first treatment, usually a job contact

requirement, could begin without delay. In the early part of the

demonstration, there were some delays in assigning registrants to job

clubs. When job club openings were not available for registrants

completing job contacts, they were assigned to extended search.

The rate of completion of the Pensacola job club was the lowest in the

demonstration. The proportion not completing job clubs without valid

reasons was 15 percent, the highest of any site. Most who completed the

job club remained on food stamps, apparently without entering employment.

Although Pensacola was quite effective in processing registrants up to the

job club, they had less success in stimulating people to complete the job

clubs or to find jobs upon completion.

4.3.2.3 Portsmouth_ Virginia

Portsmouth, Virginia is a city of 104,000 people, of whom 45 percent

are black. The area's major industries include ship repair (the U.S. Naval

Shipyard at Norfolk is one of the largest in the world), manufacturing, and

tourism. During the demonstration, Portsmouth enjoyed a period of economic

recovery. At the time of submission of its proposal to FNS in the fall of

1982, the site's average unemployment rate was 9.7 percent. By the end of

Phase III, in June 1984, unemployment had fallen to 6.5 percent.
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-- Portsmouth's job club differed from that developed by Dr. Nathan Azrin

which was a behavior modification model. However, it did start from the

premise that everyone was employable and aimed at employing registrants

more quickly and at higher salaries than would otherwise be possible. Job

clubs were held at two locations. Each job club lasted two weeks. The job

club's counselors encouraged registrants to lend one another support and

help each other in job search attempts. Portsmouth's job clubs utilized

-- job referrals more than the other job clubs did. Counselors identified and

made calls to prospective employers, helped with resume writing, set up

interview appointments, and sometimes accompanied clients to interviews for

support. The city loaned a car and driver to the program to drive clients

to job interviews.

-- Staff believed in the job clubs and encouraged those who had failed to

show up to return to the job clubs, sometimes even by visiting their homes.

Once a registrant had completed the job club obligation, however, the FSA

did not require further participation, even for those registrants who

experienced a break in service or who were recertified.

Graduates who had not found work were nevertheless encouraged to

return to use the telephones or talk to counselors. Apparently, some

-- graduates did continue to use the facilities. In addition, during Phase II

of the demonstration, some of those not required to comply with

demonstration requirements enrolled in job clubs on a voluntary basis.

These policies reflected staff commitment to improving registrants'

employability.

_ A former food stamp eligibility worker headed the project and gave it

strong leadership and direction. Her experience facilitated communication

-- between the Income Maintenance and Demonstration Employment Units.
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Referrals to the demonstration came from either the recertification unit of

the DSS or its new applications unit; these units referred only non-public

assistance food stamp recipients.

Roughly two-thirds of all Portsmouth's work registrants were food m

stamp recipients applying for recertification; this was a much higher

proportion than at other sites (see Table 4.3). Of those assessed, the FSA

categorized just over half as job-ready, despite its use of a model based

on the premise that everyone should be considered employable. It used

broader criteria for Category III, including "Registrant has an apparent

disability, or the combination of age and lack of employment skills pose a

barrier to employment". Staff classified in Category I and assigned to job

clubs only those clients they felt would benefit from participation.

However, of those actually placed in Category I they assigned 93 percent to

a job club.

Portsmouth's job clubs attained the highest completion rates in the

demonstration. On the other hand, Portsmouth was least successful in

causing clients to leave the demonstration, either for employment or other

reasons.

Portsmouth's program appeared well coordinated and administered.

Despite the number of offices participating, communication was usually

smooth. The project director played a very active role in day-to-day

operations and was well informed about the demonstration's performance.

4.3.2.4 S,_mmry of Job Club Sites

The job club sites had implementation problems early in the demonstra-

tion, especially backlogs of registrants awaiting assignment to a job club,
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_ but solved the problems during the demonstration. Few administrative

shortcomings appeared in the implementation of the job club model.

The agencies operating job clubs did differ in their philosophies and

procedures. The Client Participation History data provided some

indications of how these differences influenced the intensity of treatments

and selected outcomes. 5 The most notable difference in outcomes was the

smaller success of Portsmouth in inducing registrants to exit from the food

-- stamp rolls. Portsmouth had a very supportive philosophy; its staff

assisted registrants through the job club treatment with only limited use

of sanctioning. While Maine also began with a supportive model, it did not

hesitate to find clients noncompliant. Portsmouth's job club was the

shortest, lasting only two weeks. The other clubs were scheduled for three

_ and four weeks, although job clubs did not always run their scheduled

length. Indeed, the average non-completer stayed only a few days.

4.3.3 Group Job Search Assistance: Kentucky

The Request for Proposal by the Food and Nutrition Service suggested

that sites could design an alternative approach to the three proposed

models for work registration and job search. Kentucky proposed an

_ alternative model that called for a two-day Employability Skills Training

(EST) session that would be followed by what was called a job club but

which in fact entailed monitored job search. Four counties (_dison,

Clark, Powell, and Estill) were to participate in the demonstration and

serve only non-public assistance food stamp registrants. EST sessions were

_ 5See Chapter 5 for more systematic estimates of how job club and other
demonstration treatments affected outcomes.
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scheduled at one central location. The job clubs were to operate in each

of the four county locations.

All four of the demonstration counties were rural and agricultural.

The labor market was seasonal and poor. In 1983, unemployment was 20

percent during the winter, and dropped to 10 percent as the weather

improved and jobs opened up in tobacco, service, and construction

industries. Illiteracy and extreme poverty were much more prevalent in

Kentucky than at other sites.

During the implementation phase, a considerable backlog developed for

the centralized EST sessions. Too few sessions were scheduled to deal with

the caseload and numerous registrants were rescheduled because of their

transportation problems. In addition, because of the area's high

unemployment rate, questions arose about the applicability of a job search

training and peer support model to local food stamp recipients.

Early in September 1983, representatives of FNS met with key staff of

the Kentucky site in Louisville to resolve the problems. As a result of

the decisions made then, the project in effect began anew in October 1983.

The first change in the demonstration restricted the program area to two

counties, Clark and _dison, in order to concentrate program and staff

resources on these areas. The second change expanded EST sessions to two

locations, one in each county, so that registrants could more easily travel

to the sessions. The number of EST sessions per site expanded to reduce

the backlog of registrants.

Eligibility workers conducted an informal screening of registrants at

eligibility determination, in place of the more formal assessment and

categorization process conducted at other sites. Registrants who were

illiterate, or who had transportation difficulties, were exempted from EST
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-- sessions and assigned directly to a job club. The eligibility workers

generally recorded these items on the work registration form which was

forwarded to the case worker in the Demonstration Employment Unit for

scheduling.

Following the two days of the EST sessions, there were to be eight

_ weeks of job search with biweekly group meetings, referred to as the "job

club." The Kentucky job club differed considerably from the models

-- implemented at other sites. Biweekly group meetings were small (consisting

of an average of 3 to 7 registrants), conducted by staff inexperienced in
o

running such group meetings, and tended to last no longer than 15 minutes.

The primary activity during these meetings was the reporting of job

contacts by registrants. Twenty-four contacts were required over the

-- eight-week period. Registrants were not required to remain with those

entering the job club in the same cohort, but could enter and exit job club

groups freely.

Kentucky's Department of Manpower Services (DMS), a branch of the

Cabinet for Human Resources, operated the EST. The local Food Stamp Agency

in each of the two counties referred registrants to the Demonstration

Employment Unit in each county. DblS was selected to operate the

-- Demonstration Unit because of its experience in conducting CETA

Employability Skills Training and because of its prior involvement in

administering food stamp job search requirements.

Originally, state officials decided to run the demonstration by

relying almost totally upon existing resources. Therefore, until the

_ intervention by FNS in October 1983, staff committed to other ongoing

projects ran the demonstration activities. Following this time, local Food
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Stamp Agencies assigned full-time project case workers to the project, and

the Department of Manpower assigned staff to conduct the EST sessions. _

In spite of the difficulties, the flow of registrants through the

demonstration operated relatively smoothly after October 1983.

4.3.4 Job Club/Workfare: San Dieso _ California

San Diego operated a unique program that combined a job club and

Workfare. Workfare had been an ongoing feature of California employment

programs for public assistance recipients since 1979. The demonstration -

added job club participation as a requirement. San Diego County, with a

population of 1.8 million in 1982, is in the southwestern corner of the

United States, bordering the Mexican state of Baja California to the south

and Los Angeles County to the north. The county includes a crowded beach

area to the west and a sparsely populated desert area to the east. The

area's economic base depends on the U.S. Navy, shipbuilding, agriculture,

tourism, and manufacturing. During Phase III of the demonstration, the

average unemployment rate was 7.2 percent.

San Diego City and County have been sites of past national

demonstration programs. In 1982, San Diego tested California's Proposed

Alternatives to Welfare Dependency. Through the WIN registration program

already in place, recipients were subject to intensive job search and work

experience. As a result, demonstration staff were perhaps the most

experienced of all the seven sites in operating employment programs.

In San Diego, non-public assistance work registrants assessed as

job-ready were to begin to fulfill their job search requirement by

participating in a job club. The job club sessions ran for three weeks;

the first week provided classroom job search training and the second two
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consisted of telephone contacts with employers and job interviews.

Registrants still unemployed after completing the job club were assigned to

_- a Workfare site. Over 500 Workfare sites supplied work positions--most of

the positions were under existing arrangements established with local

_ public or private non-profit agencies. Workfare was an obligation that

continued as long as a registrant was not employed full-time.

The Employment Services Bureau of the San Diego Department of Social

Services Workfare Division operated the demonstration job search

treatments. Job clubs were held at six demonstration locations serving

-_ nine local Food Stamp Agency Offices. A counselor and a clerk worked at

each of the six job club offices. The job club supervisor overseeing these

staff reported to the program director in the Workfare Division. Each of

the local Food Stamp Agency Offices also had a job development counselor

who handled Workfare assignments for both regular food stamp and

demonstration registrants and who initially handled job readiness

assessment and categorization. Beginning in January of 1984, job club

'_ staff took on the responsibility for assessment and categorization and

began referring both work-ready registrants and registrants completing

their job club obligation without finding employment back to the local FSA

office for a Workfare assignment. Local eligibility workers handled all

sanctioning procedures once they received notice of the registrants'

noncompliance from the job club clerks.

The types of registrants served by job clubs varied according to the

' location of the office referring clients. The County Operations Center job

club took referrals from two Food Stamp Agency Offices, one of which served

the city beach area and an adjacent neighborhood where clients were

generally young, transient, and dependent on food stamps for short periods
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of time. The other was located in an industrial area and served primarily

Vietnamese refugees.6 The E1 Cajon job club, east of San Diego City., -

served registrants of that town who were predominantly working, lower

middle class, and white. The Oceanview club's registrants were referred

from two offices that included the poorest and most ethnically diverse

population. One served most of the black population in the county, and the

other coveredmost of the GeneralReliefpopulation.

The South Bay job club, located in Chula Vista, received registrants

from a Food Stamp Office one mile from the Mexican border. This group

included many AFDC and food stamp families with language and transportation

barriers to employment. The Escondido job club served registrants from

Escondido, a rural community with a large proportion of Mexican-Americans

and Native Americans, and from Northeast, the most affluent area.

The data in Section 4.2 reveal no serious implementation problems

relating to the flow of registrants through assessment and job club

activities in San Diego. This section now presents the data on the

Workfare component of the treatment. Only one work registrant, the "prime

designee" from a household with more than one work registrant, had to

complete the Workfare obligation. In households where there was more than

one work registrant, the household could choose the member to complete the

obligation. Registrants assigned to Categories II and III generally had

transportation, language, and/or medical problems. The Food Stamp Agency

did not assign to Workfare those registrants who had medical problems or

who would have had transportation problems traveling to Workfare sites.

The transportation problem was not particularly prevalent because Workfare

sites were developed all over the county. Registrants with medical

6Not subject to demonstration
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Table 4.17

_- Workfare in San Diego

-- CategoryI 205

a. Assigned to job club 186

'_ b. Completed job club 85

c. Assignedto Workfare 74

d. Completed job club and assigned to Workfare 65

- CategoriesIIandIII 47

a. Assignedto Workfare 30

Totalassignmentsto Workfare(lc and 2a) 104

a. Completed Workfare 68

Totals from Client Participatiom History sample
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problems that were not readily confirmable were referred to Workfare but

placed low on the priority list.

As Table 4.17 indicates, based on the CPH sample, 65 of the 85 or -'

about three quarters of the Category I registrants who completed the job

club were assigned to Workfare. Virtually all of the remaining 20

completers entered employment. A few Category I registrants were assigned

to Workfare without completing the job club (excess of line I c over line I

d). Of those assigned to Categories II and III, 64 percent were assigned

to Workfare. Workfare clients who entered employment are included among

those who completed Workfare (22 percent of completers). The remainder of

those who completed Workfare were those who finished their certification or

recertification period in compliance with Workfare requirements, but

without finding jobs. Most of those assigned, but who did not complete

Workfare, left the demonstration following noncompliance.

Because demonstration staff had no organizational control over

Workfare staff, and Workfare staff were not fully trained in demonstration

rules, some problems in communication occurred.

By and large, however, the project director retained tight control

over demonstration operations in spite of the large number of offices

involved. Because his office administered a parallel program for AFDC

recipients, he and his supervisory staff were in the field frequently to

monitor operations. The low turnover under the program was another factor

that facilitated performance tracking and appropriate client flow through

the demonstration.
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.- 5.0 IMPACT OF JOB SEARCH TREATMF_NTS ON JOB SEARCH INTENSITY,

_MPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS, AND FOOD STAMP BENEFITS

5.1 Introduction and S,_mmar_ of Main Demonstration Effects

The primary purpose of job search requirements in the Food Stamp Program

_ is to stimulate work registrants to find jobs through increased earnings so

the Federal government can reduce their dependency on the Food Stamp Program.

A second purpose is to identify registrants unwilling to undertake a genuine

_ effort to look for work and to remove those persons from the Food Stamp

Program.

Can job search requirements operated by Food Stamp Agencies achieve

these goals? In what ways do the requirements and associated job search

_ assistance affect registrants--by raising employment and earnings, by

sanctioning those not complying with the requirements, or both? T_at are

- the magnitudes of the effects on registrants' intensity of job search, on

their employment and earnings, on their Food Stamp Program participation,

and on their food stamp benefits? Do the impacts occur as a result of

- involvement in a job search, Workfare activity, or for other reasons?

This chapter develops answers to these questions in the context of the

_ job search procedures tested in the Expanded Food Stamp Work Registration

and Job Search Demonstration. The chapter then compares the results with

those obtained on the initial part of the demonstration. A summary of the

findings appears in Table 5.1. Figures 5.1 and 5.2 show the time patterns

of employment and food stamp benefits for treatment group and control group

food stamp work registrants.

The pattern of results revealed that:

· the demonstration treatments exerted a significant, positive
influence on the intensity of job search and on employment and
earnings; the treatments also produced significant reductions in
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participation in the Food Stamp Program, in food stamp benefits
received, and in total transfer benefits paid to registrants;

· impacts varied substantially by site in ways that differed by
outcome; for example, in Fresno, the treatments increased earnings
significantly, but had little or no effect on denials and

terminations or on food stamp benefits; the most consistent effects

took place in San Diego, the Kentucky counties, the Maine counties,
and Nassau County;

· treatment and control group work registrants applied for food stamps

at a low point in employment and income; on the basis of evidence
from control group trends, food stamp registrants would have attained
higher employment and would have received lower benefits almost

immediately after application, even without work requirements;
nevertheless, the job search treatments made a difference by
increasing the size of the earnings gains and benefit reductions;

· treatment status reduced food stamp benefits and total transfers
during the fifth and sixth months after application; food stamp

benefits declined by $16 for men and $30 for women while total

transfers fell by $54 among men and $58 among women; effects were

lower (probably zero) during the first three months after applica-
tion, yet the evidence suggests that the effects on benefits would

extend beyond the period five months after application;

· most of the increases in earnings and reductions in benefits took

place among those who did not actually report job contacts, attend
a job club, or work in a Workfare site; however, the reason for

this pattern was that those treatment group members who did not
participate in a job search activity were generally more capable

workers than those who did participate; estimates derived from an
approach that controlled for registrant characteristics indicated
that the job search components themselves did help raise earnings
and reduce benefits; and

· the effects of demonstration treatments on total household income

were generally positive, but not statistically significant; only
in Fresno were the income gains associated with treatment s:atis-

tically significant.

How do these findings compare with results from the initial stage of

the demonstration? The initial stage indicated that, even during a sharp

downturn in the economy, work registration and job search procedures can

produce significant effects. Ail the treatment models increased the fraction

of registrants removed from the Food Stamp Program for noncompliance with

demonstration rules. Two of the three models reduced food stamp benefit



-119-

-- Table 5.1: S,,mmery of Effects of Treatment by Site and Sex Durins the
Fifth and Sixth Months After Application for Food Stamps

Percent of

Denials/ Food Stamp Total

Earnings Terminations Benefits Transfers
Males:

ControlGroupMeans $1,080 9.4 $156 $497

Effect, All Sites +210_-_ +17.9_-_ -$16' -54*

Applicant Job Search
Fresno +110_'_ +3.4 +16 -176

NassauCounty +130 +6.4 -64_ -194'

Job Club

Pensacola +213 +19.0_-_ +14 +69

__ Maine +111 +26.9_ -17 +1

Portsmouth +363* +16.7 +18 +23

C_oup Job Search Assistance
Kentucky +78 +30.O_-_ -34* -42

Job Club/Workfare

-_ San Diego +284_ +21.6_-_ -70_ -222_-_

Females:

ControlGroup Means $146 9.5 $173 $542

Effect, Ail Sites +56 _ +8.2 _ -30 _ -58_

'- Applicant Job Search
Fresno +156 _ -0.2 -23 -126_*

NassauCounty +39 -0.1 -13 -66*

Job Club
Pensacola +36 +2.7 -15 +3

Maine -21 18.8_ -57*_-_ -96
-- Portsmouth -62 35.9* -12 -76

Group Job Search Assistance

.. Kentucky +96=_= +21.7_-_* -33_ -61

Job Club/Workfare

SanDiego +233_ +6.1 +60_ +12

Note: The control group means for earnings, food stamp benefits, and total

_ transfers are predicted values of registrants with average characteristics,
on the basis of tobit equation estimates. Terminations and denials cover

cumulative impacts from application through six months after application.
- The _x-_, _-_, and _ represent significance at the .01, .05, and .10 percent
v levels.

Source: Tables 5.9, 5.11, and 5.15.
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payments and, in some cases, raised the employment and earnings of

registrants.1

The work registration and job search treatments implemented in the

Expanded Demonstration differed somewhat from the Initial Demonstration

treatments. First, responsibility for program administration in the expanded

stage rested with the Food Stamp Agency in all sites. In contrast, eight --

of the sites in the initial stage were operated by the local State Employment

Security Agency. Second, in addition to job search and job club components,

the expanded stage also tested an applicant job search approach and a combined

job club/Workfare approach. Third, each site had the option to develop its

own approachto jobsearchrequirements.

Perhaps most important, the two stages of the demonstration were

implemented in dramatically different economic circumstances. The second '-'

stage of the demonstration operated during a rapid economic expansion. Between

July 1983 and March 1984--the period during which registrants participating

in the demonstration were to search for jobs--employment grew at record rates.

The nation added nearly 3 million jobs, lowered the number unemployed by

over 1.8 million, and reduced the unemployment rate from 9.3 to 7.7 percent

during this 9 month period. In contrast, between April and December 1982,

when the initial stage of the demonstration took place, employment declined

by 400,000 and unemployment rates rose from 9.3 to 10.8 percent, reaching

the highest levels since the Great Depression.

Given the experimental design of the demonstration, both treatment and

control group registrants at a given site faced the same labor market

lA review of treatment effects from the first phase of the demonstration
appears in Chapter 2. For a detailed discussion of these impacts, see Final

Report: Evaluation of the Food Stamp Work Registration and Job Search
Demonstration. Waltham, MA: Brandeis University and Abt Associates, Inc.,
June 1985.
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opportunities in each period. Thus, the impact estimates capture the effects

of the demonstration treatments as distinct from the effects of the job market.

However, this does not mean the economic environment is irrelevant or unrelated

to the effects of requiring Job search. In some ways, one would expect that

job search treatments would exert larger impacts during periods of economic

-- expansion as opposed to recession. When the number of jobs is increasing,

persuading registrants to search for job is probably easier because job search

is more likely to pay off in terms of increased employment. As a result,

the savings from close monitoring of those not complying is probably higher.

Alternatively, job search requirements might accomplish less in expanding

-- economies because, during such periods, more employable adults are less likely

to apply for food stamps. Since, in this setting, the group exposed to

treatment would include more registrants with weak employment potential and

limited prior work histories, the impact on employment and subsequent food

stamp benefits might work out to be smaller in periods of economic growth

than in sluggish or declining times.

Thus, the sensitivity of the treatment effects to economic circumstances

_ is an empirical question. A direct comparison between the initial and expanded

stages of the demonstration cannot resolve the issue, largely because of

-- the problem of distinguishing effects of different demonstration treatments

as distinct from the effects of the different labor market conditions.

Nevertheless, it is of interest to note that, with the addition of the second

stage results derived in this chapter, there is now evidence that (1) job

search treatments have exerted significant effects on earnings and on food

_ stamp benefits during both extremes of the business cycle, and (2) Food Stamp

Agencies can administer job search procedures effectively. The rest of the

chapter explains how the estimates of treatment effects were derived and
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presents the estimates in considerable detail. The next section provides

a general discussion of the kinds of impacts that were expected to arise.

After the presentation of the methodology and the data, Section 5.4 describes

the work histories and the personal and family characteristics of registrants

who entered the demonstration as well as the composition of analysis samples.

Section 5.5 discusses the content of the job search requirements. Sections

5.6 through 5.10 report the estimates of treatment effects on the intensity

of job search, employment and earnings, food stamp terminations, food stamp

benefits, and overall family income. These estimates answer the primary

question: for the average food stamp applicant who was not exempt from work

registration requirements, what was the impact of being assigned to treatment

status and thus having faced job search requirements?

Section 5.11 assesses the effects of the components of treatment, such

as job contacts made, the attendance at job clubs, and working at a Workfare

job. Since random assignment did not determine the degree of a registrant's

involvement in one or another component of treatment, groups experiencing

treatment may have different outcomes from others because of differences in

personal characteristics or because treatment components were different.

This is one reason that it was difficult to derive reliable estimates of

effectsof individualcomponents.

Section 5.12 interprets the pattern of treatment effects across si'res

in light of findings from Chapter 4 on site variations in the implementation

of the job search requirements.
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5.2 The Expected Impacts of Demonstration Treatments

In recent years, economists have come to recognize the role of job search

behavior in explaining unemployment. 2 The basic idea is that workers decide

whether to accept a job offer or continue searching for another job by

comparing the marginal costs of additional search with the expected present

value of benefits from obtaining another job in the future. Studies have

indicated that transfer programs, such as unemployment insurance, tend to

lengthen the period of job search by replacing the earnings workers forego

when not accepting a new job. The Food Stamp Program could exert a similar

influence, since it also lowers the costs of job search.

Lowering food stamp benefits could be one way to raise the costs of

extending job search, yet such actions would likely weaken the adequacy with

which the Food Stamp Program meets the nutritional needs of the low income

- population. Work registration and job search provisions are an alternative

approach that could influence employment in various ways. Requiring that

-- work registrants make job contacts with employers (before and/or after

certification) or attend job clubs would raise the costs of job search. The

requirements would increase the time that recipients spend with agency

officials and would stop the benefits to a household where a work registrant

refused to accept a job offer. The provisions would also raise the costs

of not looking for work at all since those who did not make job contacts

would face a termination of their household's benefits. Treatments might

_-- also increase the efficacy and intensity of the recipient's job search by

teaching them how to look for jobs, by improving their ability to connect

with employers, and by threatening to sanction the households of registrants

2For reviews of the job search literature, see Lippman and McCall (1976)
and Mangum (1981).
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who did not make the required job contacts or attend job clubs. Any of these

effects could lead to an increase in the employment and earnings of registrants

and, in turn, to a reduction in their food stamp payments. However, components

of treatment that teach registrants improved job search techniques could

also actually lengthen job search periods. Job clubs might make registrants

more aware of the possibility that spending more time looking for a job could

improve his or her chances of finding a better paying job in the future.

Differences in the timing and intensity of treatment could also influence

the pattern of employment outcomes. For example, one would expect that

requiring food stamp applicants to make job contacts as a precondition for

certification (as in the Nassau and Fresno County sites) might cause them

to look for jobs earlier than those subject to a job contact requirement

after certification. Since the job club is a more intensive treatment than

the job contact requirement, one would expect that attending a job club would

induce a larger increase in job contacts with employers than would the job

contact requirement. As noted above, job club participation might lengthen

job search among registrants, given the job club's tendency to encourage

participants to learn about a wide range of jobs in the market and to channel

their job search toward jobs for which they are best suited. One would expect

those facing both a job contact and a job club requirement (as implemented

in Pensacola) to increase their job search efforts most. Finally, those

subject to a Workfare requirement (an approach used in San Diego) could

accelerate job search to avoid having to work on an unpaid public job or,

alternatively, could suspend search for unsubsidized employment once assigned

to a Workfare site.

For any of the specified treatments, impacts could also arise from

extensive monitoring and sanctioning activity that accompanied the
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demonstration job search treatments. To the extent that work registrants

were unable or unwilling to comply with the job contact, job club, or Workfare

requirements, agency staff could terminate registrants from the food stamp

'_ rolls and eliminate their food stamp benefits for up to ninety days. Such

' effects would assure program integrity and save government dollars, though

potentially at the expense of reduced incomes for recipient families.

Moreover, some households which lost benefits might have encountered obstacles

in having their registrant appear at interviews with job counselors or attend

job clubs. The registrant may have been unable to attend meetings, job club

sessions, or a Workfare job for justifiable reasons, yet the Food Stamp Agency

- workers may have decided the excuse is inadequate and terminated the household

from the food stamp rolls. Alternatively, once terminated from the Food Stamp

Program, former recipients might pursue employment more urgent! 7 and become

employed at a higher rate than had they not been exposed to treatment.

Looking closely at the timing of employment and food stamp benefit

patterns is crucial to an understanding of the impacts of treatment. In

general, registrants are at a low point when they apply for food stamps;

. they exhibit much higher employment and earnings before and after their

application. Thus, many registrants would become reemployed within a few

months with or without work registration and job search treatments. An

important task of the evaluation was to determine whether trea%ments sped

the transition to jobs and/or increased the number who became employed within

- six months after application.

Another interesting question was: which treatment components were most

-- effective in raising employment and reducing food stamp payments? This

question was difficult to answer because of the limited number of sites

operating each component. An impact might have occurred because of the
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treatment component or because of factors peculiar or unique to a site. For

example, observing that the San Diego site had the largest impacts could

imply that the procedures used there (Job Club/Workfare) were particularly

effective, that the San Diego office was managed well, o__rthat iow skill

jobs were plentiful in San Diego. The best strategies for distinguishing

the role of specific treatment components examine outcomes of those who did

and did not receive a particular treatment and to integrate the impact results

from this chapter with the findings from the implementation analysis in

Chapter 4.

Overall, the focus of the evaluation was on the following broad quesuions:

· did the work registration and job search treatments reduce food
stamp benefits and the number of households receiving food stamps? _

· did reductions occur as a result of increased job search, employment,

and earnings, or as a result of terminations for failure to comply
with demonstration requirements?

· did the reductions ultimately lead to lower family incomes or did

families offset their benefit losses by increasing their income
from other sources?

5.3TheDataandtheMethodology

5.3.1 The Data

The primary data sources for this chapter were the household surveys

taken approximately three months and six months after application for food

stamps. The surveys included questions on:

· demographic characteristics, income, and work history patterns of

work registrants; and of characteristics of other household members;

· types of job search requirements and employment services received;

· intensity of job search efforts;

· detailed employment and earnings patterns prior to application
and on a week-by-week basis after application;

· food stamp benefits received on a month-by-month basis;
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· whether the individual's household was certified for benefits;

" · whether the individual's household was cut off from benefits and

whether any cutoffs were associated with a failure to comply with
program rules; and

· household income by sources of income.

The Random Assignment Lo_s completed by demonstration staff provided

the second source of data. The logs were available for all applicants assigned

to treatment and control status, including those who did not respond to

household interviews. Only a limited amount of information appeared on the

logs, but it was enough to compare the benefit levels, age, new applicant

status and other characteristics of those who did and those who did not

complete questionnaires.

The logs also provided more complete information than did the interview

data on the share of applicants in the applicant job search sites that were

not certified for benefits because of noncompliance with the applicant job

search requirement. Although the surveys included questions about whether

-- a registrant was not certified because of a failure to comply with the

- applicant job search rules, the registrant's responses might not have been

accurate. The Random Assignment Logs offered data that could be used to

confirm or to cast doubt on conclusions drawn from interview data alone.

The Client Participa_i0n History (discussed in Chapters 3 and &) provided

detailed information on how treatment group registrants interacted with

components of the demonstration, including whether individual registrants

-_ were assessed as job-ready and the number of times registrants reported job

contacts, attended job club, or worked at a Workfare site. Merging these

data with survey data permitted analyses of how the extent of treatment

affected outcomes.
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Food Stamp Agency records supplied a fourth data set containing

information on food stamp benefits paid to the households of registrants

for a period several months before and several months after the application

date. These administrative data on benefits offered evidence independent

of survey responses by registrants as to how the treatment group's benefits

compared to the benefits paid to the control group. The analyses based on

these data provided an important check on other results. The administrative

data were not subject to the problems of inaccurate reporting by recipients

nor of nonrandom attrition. However, since administrative data were not

available for a large portion of registrants who were interviewed, one could

not substitute entirely the administrative data for the survey data on food

stamp benefits paid to households.

5.3.2 The Methodolosy

The experimental approach used in the demonstration substantially

simplified the analysis of treatment effects. Within each site, applicants

for food stamps who were not exempt from work registration were randomly

assigned to treatment or control group status. Since the treatment and control

groups were drawn from the same applicant pool, comparing the treatment group

outcomes with control group outcomes provided straightforward estimates of

demonstration impacts. Each empirical section of this chapter begins with

such comparisons, based on data from the three and six month household surveys.

These treatment-control group comparisons, while illuminating, were

subject to limitations. The first potential problem was that, despite the

use of random assignment, treatment and control registrants could have slightly

different household or personal characteristics. While random assignment

will generally yield two similar groups, the characteristics need not be
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identical in actual samples. If control registrants lived in smaller

_- households than treatment group registrants, the benefit reductions experienced

by the treatment group might be offset by the lower benefits paid to the

smaller control group households. In this instance, treatment-control

differences in benefits would yield incorrect estimates of the impact of

demonstration treatments. Multivariate procedures (regressions, tobit, or

probit equations) can overcome this problem by producing estimates of treatment

effects that are independent of differences in the characteristics of

._ registrants.

A second potential problem was sample attrition. From the entire pool

-_' of registrants assigned to treatment and control status, the evaluation

contractor drew a random sample for in-person interviews. However, because

some individuals were difficult to locate or refused to cooperate, interviewers

were unable to obtain three month and six month data on the entire group

selected for interviews (hereafter called the interview pool). If those who

-- did not complete interviews differed on characteristics relevant to

. demonstration impacts from those who did complete interviews, then the simple

" treatment-control comparisons could yield biased estimates of demonstration

impacts.

In these cases, a two-stage analytic approach was appropriate for avoiding

estimates that are biased due to attrition. The first stage involved

predicting whether an individual in the interview pool actually completed the

-._ interview. From the equation, one can calculate the inverse Mills ratio,

a transformation of the equation's predicted value of the individual's

-- likelihood of completing the interview. The second stage of the process

. is to estimate the impact of treatments on outcome variables (such as

employment or food stamp benefits) in equations that include the inverse Mills



-130-

ratio as an independent variable. 3 The success of this procedure is largely

dependent on how well the first stage equation predicts survey attrition.

The analysis of treatment effects covered the following outcomes: job

search intensity, employment, earnings, food stamp benefits, total transfer

payments, denial of certification or cutoff for failure to comply with program

rules, and total family income. The effects on job search were estimated

during the three month period after application. For all other outcomes,

the chapter presents impact estimates during both the three and six month

periods after application.

In the case of three month outcomes, the first stage attrition equation

distinguished between those in the interview pool who did and did not complete

three month interviews. The analysis of the six month outcomes used a

different first stage equation--one that predicted whether an individual in

the original interview pool completed a six month interview.

The fact that several outcome variables were either dichotomous (e.g.,

terminated or not terminated) or bounded (earnings, food stamp benefits,

and total transfers could not fall below zero) meant that nonlinear approaches

were often more appropriate than ordinary least squares. The empirical

analysis utilized probit equations to estimate the treatment effects on

dichotomous outcome variables and tobit equations to estimate effects on

the bounded outcome variables. 4 (The full regression, probit, and tobit

models appear in Appendix B.)

Another methodological issue concerned the evaluation's ability to extend

beyond site level comparisons. Within sites, treatment and control groups

3See James Heckman (1976).

4For an overview of these estimation approaches, see Stromsdorfer and
Farkas (1980). For a discussion of the application of tobit analysis, see
McDonald and Moffitt (I980).
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were drawn from the same pool of applicants and were subject to the same

external forces, such as the effectiveness of agencies and the availability

of jobs. Thus, basing comparisons on within-site differences most rigorously

_ followed the experimental approach. At the same time, limiting the analysis

to within-site differences would have meant relying on small sample sizes.

With small samples, one would be unable to determine whether small or moderate

effects were caused by chance. Further, the within-site estimates did not

permit one to average the treatment effects across sites and to come up with

estimates of overall impacts of falling into the treatment category.

To achieve the rigor of within-site comparisons and the large sample

sizes and ability to generalize of overall comparisons, the empirical analysis

sections present within-site and pooled tabulations as well as pooled equations

that held constant fortreatment effects within each site. Unfortunately,

as noted in Chapter 3, the demonstration sites were not a random sample or

even a representative group of sites. As a result, estimates based on the

seven included sites may be biased indicators of the effects treatments would

have in a national sample because of differences between included and excluded

.., sites.

The treatment effects discussed thus far are estimates of the impact

-- of experimental status, that is, of being assigned to the treatment group

rather than to the control group. These effects do not document the iafluence

of specific activities, such as makingjob contacts or attending job clubs,

on outcomes. Obtaining estimates of the impact of participation in a job

search activity is of major interest, but is difficult for two reasons. First,

_ the task requires accurate data on the requirements imposed on individual

registrants and on their activities. Activity data on the treatment and

-- control group come from survey responses by individual registrants and are
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subject to recall error. The Client Participation History data provided

administrative records on activities, but by design were not available for

the control group.

A second and more serious difficulty is distinguishing between the

treatment itself and the individuals (within the treatment or control group)

who were treated. The process by which individuals were subjected to, and

engaged in, treatment was not random. Individuals with similar observed

characteristics may have had different levels of motivation to comply with

requirements. For example, those who complied may have been the subset of

the treatment group that would have looked for work even had they not been

subject to treatment. Thus, comparing those who made job contacts or attended

a job club with those who did not might yield unreliable indicators of the

impact of job contacts or job club. The comparison may say as much about

the kinds of individuals who decide to participate as about the impact of

treatment activities.

Isolating the effect of the treatment activities from the effect of

the types of registrants actually treated required a two-stage approach similar

to the one used to control for attrition. The first stage involved predicting

which individuals would report job contacts, attend a job club or be assigned

to a Workfare site. From this equation, a predicted "probability of treatment"

was calculated for each registrant. The second stage involved estimating

the effect of predicted treatment on outcomes. This procedure controlled

for differences between registrants that were correlated both with receipt

of treatment and with outcomes.
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-- 5.4 Demonstration Participants in the Analysis Samples and Attrition Patterns

5.4.1A Profile of Demonstration Participants in the Analysis Samples

-_ The pool of demonstration participants was the population of food stamp

applicants who were not exempt from the work requirements. These work

registrants included heads of families, or spouses, children, relatives, or

nonrelatives of the family head. The household survey provided data on the

characteristics of those registrants who completed three and/or six month

questionnaires. These two groups of registrants formed the primary analysis

samples.

The profile of registrants in Table 5.2 shows that, in both the three

and six month samples, the treatment and control groups were closely matched

on demographic characteristics, such as age, sex, family status, education,

and household size. About one-fifth of the registrants were married men;

unmarried men and unmarried women each made up about one-third of registrants.

Slightly over half were white; less than half had completed high school.

About two in five were in one or two person households and one of five were

'_ in households of five or more persons. Although most treatment and control

group members were of prime working ages (about half were between the ages

of 25 and 44), the two groups reported weak preapplication work histories.

.- Only 40 percent reported any employment during the three months before

_ application and less than 60 percent had any work experience in 1982. A

" large share had received transfer benefits during the three months before

application, with about 50 percent receiving food stamps and nearly 25 percent

receiving cash welfare payments. Total family incomes were iow, averaging

only about $1575 per quarter, or about $525 per month. Overall, the

characteristics data suggest considerable diversity among participants in
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Table 5.2

Characteristics of Analysis Samoles of Participants by Experimental Status

Three Month Sample Six Month Sample

Treatment Control Treatment Control

Characteristics Group Group Group Group

TotalNumber 1652 1117 1157 842

Mean Membersin Household 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.4

Percent l-person households 17.0 16.5 14.1 15.2
2-person households26.9 24.4 25.8 23.4

5+-personhouseholds 22.1 22.8 23.2 24.8

Sex, Marital Status (in percent)
Men 49.7 52.7 &6.3 50.0

MarriedMen 18.2 20.1 19.3 20.3
MarriedWomen 14.3 14.3 16.& 16.1
UnmarriedMen 31.5 32.7 27.0 29.8

UnmarriedWomen 36.0 32.9 37.3 33.8

PercentWhite 51.1 54.2 54.5 52.6

MeanMembersunderage 18 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2

Mean Ageof Registrants 35.2 34.8 36.3 35.6 -

Mean Years of Schooling 10.4 10.6 10.3 10.5

Percent of Registrants in 6.8 6.4 3.6 4.2
School (Full or Part Time)

Percent W_o Worked 56.7 58.1 56.5 56.1 --
at All in 1982

Mean Earnings in 1982 $2847 $3087 $2783 $3060

Weeks WorkedAs Percent 33.8 35.9 34.3 35.9

of All Weeks in 1982

During 3 Months Prior
uo Application:

PercentWho Worked 40.9 41.7 41.0 41.4

Percent _%o Received

FoodStamps 51.2 53.8 57.3 60.7
PercentWhoReceived _

WelfareIncome 24.2 23.4 23.7 23.3

Mean Food StampIncome $202 $195 $218 $209

Mean RespondentEarnings $369 $441 $386 $426

Mean Total Income $1500 $1616 $1545 $1677 --

Source: Tabulations from Three Month and Six Month Surveys.
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terms of age, race, schooling, household size, marital and family status,

and, most importantly, recent work experience.

The participant mix varied substantially across sites, as shown in

Table 5.3. Nassau and Portsmouth had low percentages of men and high

-- percentages of unmarried women. As a result, the registrant pool at these

sites had below average preapplication earnings and work experience.

-' Portsmouth registrants exhibited particularly weak work histories, with just

over one-third working at all in 1982 and earnings averaging only $18I during

- the preapplication quarter. In contrast, in Fresno, Maine, and San Diego,

earnings were higher than average and receipt of welfare benefits was lower

than average.

The variation in registrant characteristics across sites limited the

conclusions that could be drawn from a site-by-site comparison of simple

-- treatment-control differences. The size of the treatment-control differences

might vary by site not because of variations in the effectiveness of the

treatment approach or of agency staff but because of site differences in

the mix of participants. For example, if the treatment exerted larger effects

on those with sparse work histories, treatment-control differences might be

especially large in sites with concentrations of such registrants. Since

the multivariate analyses hold constant for participant characteristics in

_, measuring treatment effects, they provided estimates that distinguished the

effects of operating treatments at specific sites from the effects of treatment

o, registrants with particular characteristics.

_ 5.4.2 Attrition from the Interview Pool

Food stamp work registrants are a highly mobile group. This is one reason

'_ for the difficulty experienced in locating participants and obtaining their

cooperation to complete interviews. Because accurate data on a representative
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Table 5.3: Characteristics of Participants by Site

Fresno Nassau Pensacola Maine Portsmouth Kentucky San Diego

Number 326 196 334 250 334 349 294

MeanHH Size 3.3 3.2 3.5 2.7 3.5 3.6 3.2

% 1 person 18.1 25.5 12.6 19.2 12.6 5.7 18.0

% 2 persons 25.8 14.8 22.5 35.6 22.5 23.5 28.2

% 5+persons 23.9 24.5 27.8 12.0 27.8 25.5 22.4

Number<age 18 1.2 1.3 1.4 0.6 1.4 1.3 0.9

Sex, Marital Status
Men 50.8 39.3 45.8 58.0 45.8 53.0 47.6

MarriedMen 28.3 13.3 21.6 12.8 21.6 32.9 12.6
NMarriedMen 22.5 26.0 24.3 45.2 24.3 20.2 35.2
Married Women 19.1 10.7 17.7 6.0 17.7 25.9 19.1

NMarriedWomen 30.2 50.0 36.5 36.0 36.5 21.0 33.1

Percent_ite 31.3 42.3 42.2 97.6 42.2 92.5 49.3

MeanAge 39.5 39.1 37.2 32.0 37.2 33.3 35.9
% under age 25 16.0 19.9 16.8 34.0 16.8 24.6 17.7

% over age 44 37.4 35.2 29.9 19.2 29.9 17.8 22.1

Schooling
% 12+ Years 42.6 62.2 48.5 57.6 48.5 30.6 62.3

% Registrants 4.4 8.2 5.7 6.4 5.7 0.9 7.6
in School

% Worked, 1982 61.0 45.7 50.8 69.4 50.8 62.3 63.4

Earnings,1982 $3681 $2855 $2209 $3381 $2209 $2586 $3955

During 3 Months

Prior to Application:

% Worked 46.3 33.7 41.9 48.8 41.9 47.9 40.1

% Received

Food Stamps 52.0 52.5 67.8 54.0 67.8 57.7 47.9
% Received

Welfare Income 15.2 39.6 18.9 18.9 18.9 21.2 17.9

Mean FS Income $147 $174 $298 $161 $298 $248 $124

Mean Earnings 652 260 384 486 384 349 444
Mean HH Income 1724 1346 1367 1711 1367 1449 2040

Source: Tabulations from Six Month Survey.
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sample of participants was vital to insuring that estimates of treatment

effects were unbiased, considerable effort was devoted to tracking and

. surveying a random sample of participants (the interview pool). Despite

repeated attempts to obtain interview data on those not initially reached

and interviewed, only 65 percent of those in the interview pool completed

three month interviews. Given the availability of more tracking information,

interviewers were able to obtain completed six month surveys from about 80

percent of those in the three month sample. These attrition patterns meant

that three month data were available for 2,769 of the 4,069 registrants

-_ randomly selected for interviews; three and six month data were available

for 52 percent of the interview pool, or 2,222 registrants.5

'" The 35 and 48 percent attrition rates from the interview pool posed a

_ challenge to the evaluation. One problem was the decreased sample size and

the associated decrease in statistical significance that could be placed on

the results.

A second, more serious problem was the possibility that those who

w completed interviews differed from those who did not in terms of unobserved

characteristics which were related to program outcomes. Suppose, for example,

-- that treatment group registrants most resistant to work requirements were

also least likely to complete a questionnaire. Because this type of individual

would be underrepresented in the treatment group analysis sample but not in

5The actual study samples included somewhat fewer registrants than the
2,769 who completed three month surveys and the 2,222 who completed six month
surveys. About 220 cases were excluded, made up largely of three groups:

registrants on whom random assigment log data had missing or inconsistent
information on the registrant's experimental status; general assistance

,_ recipients in Maine, who were all subject to job search requirements as a
condition for receiving assistance; and certain treatment group registrants
in Portsmouth who were not treated in Phase III of the demonstration because

they had already been subject to treatment in Phase II.
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the control group sample, comparing treatment group outcomes with control

group outcomes would be misleading.

Fortunately, the Random Assignment Logs provided data on a limited number

of characteristics of the entire interview pool, whether or not they responded

to the survey. With this information, it was possible to observe how attrition

patterns varied by measured characteristics and to adjust for differences

in unmeasured characteristics when estimating treatment effects on employment ,

earnings,and food stampbenefits.

Tabulations showing the attrition patterns for both the three and

six month surveys by experimental status, site, and selected characteristics

appear in Table 5.4. Response rates were similar for treatmen_ and control

group registrants, but varied by sex, initial benefit amount, and new applicant

status. Response rates were higher among females than among males; higher

among those certified (in Fresno and Nassau County) than among those not

certified; higher among registrants in Pensacola, Kentucky, and Maine than

among registrants in other sites; higher among those reapplying for food

stamps more than new applicants; and those with high initial benefit amounts

than among those with low initial benefit amounts.

One concern about attrition patterns was the possibility that attrition

rates would differ by experimental status. For example, if the least

cooperative treatment group members were underrepresented (because a high

share refused to complete interviews) but no such underrepresentation took

place within the control group, then estimates of treatment effects could

understate actual impacts. Treatment-control group differences did arise

among men and in the case of registrants living in Pensacola and Nassau County;

in each of these instances, control group members were more likely to complete

questionnaires than the treatment group. In the case of all other
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Table 5.4: Response Rates by Site and Exoerimental Status and

Characteristics of Respondents and Nonresoondents by Experimental Sca:us

' PercentCompleting PercentCompleting

Three Month Survey S%x Month Survey

_ Treatment Control Treatment Control

Group Group Group Group
°

Total 58.0 59.6 45.6 48.5

Pensacola 63.9_* 71.8 55.2*_ 63.9
Fresno 45.2 47.1 34.4 37.9

Kentucky 81.3 79.0 68.2 69.4
Maine 58.1 60.2 51.3 48.7

Nassau County 51.9 58.4 37.6* 47.6
Portsmouth 63.9 58.5 48.3 43.9

SanDiego 51.0 55.2 37.5 42.0

Female 67.8 65.4 57.6 55.0

'-- Male 50.6_ 55.0 37.3_-_ 43.4

Certified 48.9 50.7 37.1 40.7
Not Certified 36.6 40.0 21.1 20.0

(Nassau County and Fresno Only)

Characteristics of Characteristics of

'- Three and (Six) Month Three and (Six) Month

Survey Respondents Survey Nonrespondents

Treatment Control Treatment Control

_' Group Group Group Group

MeanAge 34.4 33.8 32.2 32.0
-_ (35.2) (34.5) (32.2) (31.9)

BenefitAmount S129 $124 $108 $109

($135) ($128) ($110) (SilO)

Mean Work Registrants
in the Household 1.12 1.13 1.12 1.13

(1.11) (1.13) (1.12) (1.14)

-. Treated Work Registrants
in the Household 1.08 0.06 1.09 0.07

(1.08) (0.06) (1.09) (0.07)

Control Work Registrants 0.04 1.07 0.03 1.06
"_ in the Household (0.04) (1.07) (0.03) (1.06)

Length of Certification 3.88 3.85 3.18 3.35
-- (3.93) (3.97) (3.31) (3.40)

Percent New Applicant 59.4 56.9 70.1 66.0
(57.8) (54.4) (70.4) (66.1)

'_ Note: a-_ denotes significance at the 5 per cent level and *_* at the 1 per cent
level. Data on six month response rates appear in parentheses.

._ Source: Tabulations from merged Random Assignment Logs and three and six month
surveys.
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characteristics, response rate differences by experimental status were not

statistically significant.

The similarity of the attrition patterns of treatment and control groups

meant that attrition was unlikely to cause bias in the estimates of treatment

effects. Still, to reduce further the probability of attrition bias, the

two-stage approach described in section 5.3.2 was used. Several variables

showed up as statistically significant influences on response rates.6 However, _-

treatment status within sites was not a significant determinant of attrition.

Still, because of the high levels of significance of some of the variables

and of the overall equation, the analysis did obtain inverse Mills ratios

and enter them as a variable in the outcome equations. Thus, on the basis

of the available evidence and the use of the correction procedure, there is

no reason to believe that attrition patterns biased the estimates of treatment

effects.

5.5 The Content of Work Registration Treatments

The work registration treatments involved a variety of actions by agency

personnel and by food stamp registrants. Thus, a registrant's exposure to

treatment had several possible meanings. Following the design of the

demonstration, those registrants assigned to the treatment group were to be

subject to a job search, job club, or Workfare requirement; control group

registrants were to face no work requirements. The timing and specifics of

the search or work requirements were to vary by site, as discussed in Chapter

3 and 4.

6The variables that were significant included sex, age, initial benefit

level, new applicant status, number of treatment group members in the
household, and residence in Florida or Kentucky. (The quantitative results

of the first stage equation appear in Appendix C.)
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In analyzing the treatment concept in this demonstration, one may

distinguish between: (1) requirements specified by job counselors (within

the State Employment Service Agency or Food Stamp Agency) that registrants

must fulfill, (2) registrants' perceptions about how their food stamp benefits

depended on their job search activities, and (3) the tasks that registrants

undertook. A work registrant may have been told to report a specified number

of job contacts, but he may or may not have perceived that not making such

contacts would affect his benefits and he may or may not have made the job

contacts.

The implementation analysis based on agency data indicated that local

'-_ offices did impose the search requirements on registrants. The household

interview data confirm this result. Specifically, nearly 70 percent of

treatment group registrants were told to make job contacts, attend a job

club, or work on a special Workfare job. However, almost one-third of control

group members also reported facing one or more of these requirements.

.- According to the interview responses, a similar one-third share of controls

believed they could lose benefits by refusing to accept a job and about 20

·-_ percent said they had to report a specific number of job contacts. These

perceptions may have come from the registrant's earlier experience with the

-- Food Stamp Program. Alternatively, he or she may have interpreted the ongoing

activities involving treatment group registrants as applying to their

situation. Finally, some agency personnel may have mistakenly attempted

- to impose requirements on the control group.

Reports by control group members of exposure to a treatment component

_- varied with the type of component. Less than 3 percent of controls reported

attending a job club, as compared to 26 percent of the treatment group. But,

-- 28 percent of controls felt subject to job contact requirements and I6 percent
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actually reported their job search progress. The comparable figures for

the treatment group were 51 percent subject to a job contact requirement

and 29 percent reporting progress in searching for a job.

Although the treatment group experienced more of a search requirement

than did the control group, the differences were not nearly as large as the

possible case if als treatment registrants and no control registrants engaged

in a treatment activity. Thus, the measured impacts of treatment status

might understate the potential effect of imposing the job search requirements

on all registrants as compared to a world in which all recipients realize

that they need not fulfill a job search requirement. To capture some of

these distinctions, the empirical sections present estimates of treatment

effects based on the registrant's actual experience with a job search

requirement as well as on the registrant's experimental status.

5.6 Impacts of Treatments on Job Search Intensity

One would expect that the most direct effect of a job search treatment

would be to raise the intensity with which work registrants look for jobs.

According to evidence on job search patterns as well as on the role of job

clubs, stimulating unemployed workers to make large numbers of job contacts

would improve substantially their chances of finding a job.

Before examining how demonstration treatments influenced job search

patterns, one must develop measures that capture the efforts of registrants

to find jobs. Ideally, one would like to know about the oualitv of job search

as well as the quantity of search. Some registrants may take a selective -

approach and contact only those employers most likely to hire while others

may coRtact any employer just to satisfy the demonstration's requirements.
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Unfortunately, there is no way of learning about differences in the quality

' of job search. This section uses two measures of search: the number of job

contacts per week not employed and the number of weeks looking for work as

a percent of total weeks not employed.7 The analysis deals with treatment

effects on job search during the first three months after application.

A look at treatment and control differences in Table 5.5 indicates that

demonstration treatments had some impact on Job search patterns. The number

of employment contacts made per week not employed averaged 20 percent higher

_-- in the treatment group than in the control group. However, there were no

differences between treatment and control registrants in the weeks spent

looking for work as a percent of weeks spent not employed.

These straightforward measures may not be reliable indicators of the

demonstration's impact on job search because they do not take account of

the ways in which treatments may have affected the mix of registrants who

were not employed (and thus have no measure of job search). Suppose, for

example, that the job search requirement increased the share of the treatment

group that had jobs during the entire three month, post-application period.

'= It is reasonable to expect that the characteristics of those not employed for

the full period would be different from those of their counterparts in the

control group. In particular, one would expect that these treatment group

registrants would be less employable on average than control group registrants

not in jobs for the entire period. Looked at in another way, the demonstration

_. treatment might exert no observable impact on job search because the actual

impact on job search was to increase the number of treatment group registrants

._ 7The definition of looking for work is equivalent to the standard

government definition of unemployment--not working for pay but actively looking
for a job.
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Table 5.5

Job Search Intensity of Treatmemt and Control Group
Registrants Durin_ Three Months After Application

Number of Contacts Weeks Looking for
for Employment per Work As Percent of

Week Not Employed Weeks Not Employed

Treatment Control Treatment Control

Group Group Group Group

Total, All Sites 2.464 _-_ 2.037 .651 .655 -

Applicant Job Search

Fresno 2.362 2.015 .628 .645

Nassau County 1.364 1.440 .648 .476

JobClub

Pensacola 3.207 2.177 .662 .654

Maine 3.269 2.668 .758 .832 L

Portsmouth 1.522 1.344 .535 .591

Group Job Search Assistance

Kentucky 2.071_ 1.469 .686 .615

Job Club/Workfare

SanDiego 3.I43 2.929 .641 .693

Note: _ and _ denote significance at uhe 5 and 10 per cent levels.

Source: Tabulations from 3 month survey.
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who were employed over the entire three month period. The remaining treatment

registrants--who might have increased their search intensity--would be a

smaller number and probably more disadvantaged group than their control group

counterparts.

.. Estimating treatment effects on job search in a way that takes account

of the restricted sample of the not employed involved a two stage procedure

-- similar to that used to adjust for attrition. The predicted probability of

working the entire 13 weeks after application derived from a first stage

" probit equation was included in the second stage regression equations

predicting job search activity. This correction for the restricted nature

of the sample proved to be important as the initial equation showed that

treatment group registrants were more likely than controls to have been

employed during the entire three months after application.

-- The other explanatory variables in these and subsequent outcome equations

included: site, age, race, years of education, school enrollment status,

household size, marital status, and employment, earnings, and receipt of

food stamps or welfare income prior to applying for benefits. The attrition

correction variable described in Section 5.3.1 was also included in these

outcome equations.

The statistical procedures yielded average and site-specific treatment

-- effects. Obtaining the average treatment effect involved using a single

variable--assigned to treatment or not--to designate experimental status.

" The estimates of effects of treatment within each site came from equations

which included sevensite-treatment interaction variables; for example, the

Pensacola treatment variable would equal one if the registrant were in the

treatment group and in Pensacola and would equal zero for all other

registrants. The results reveal large and significant treatment effects on



-146-

the number of contacts for employment. Table 5.6 shows that in virtually

all sites, being assigned to treatment status induced registrants to increase

their job search efforts. Overall, the treatment raised contacts for

employment from about 2.7 to about 3.25 per week among male registrants and

from 1.27 to 1.64 per week among femaleregistrants.

5.7 Impact of Treatment on Employment and Earnings

A major objective of the demonstration was to raise the employment and

earnings of registrants. The demonstration was to achieve this goal by

stimulating registrants to look harder for jobs and to be more willing to

take jobs that were available. Apparently, the treatments did influence

registrants to increase their job search efforts. This section examines

whether the treatments also led to a rise in the employment and earnings of

registrants.

Job search and training programs commonly use the placement rate as an

indicator of performance. The placement rate measures the proportion of

participants who become employed within some period (often three months)

after leaving the program. In this demonstration, the placement rate among

those subject to job search treatments was 49 percent of applicants. _ile '-

one may compare this rate to placement rates in other programs, it provides

little information about the net impact of the job search treatments on

employment and earnings. As indicated by the 45 percent placement rate of

the control group, many treatment group applicants would have found jobs

even in the absence of the treatment.

The best evidence for determining the net impact of treatment comes

from comparing treatment and control group outcomes. The pattern of employment

rates by week gives an initial indication of sizable treatment effects.
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Table 5.6

Impact of Treatment on Contacts for Employment
- Durin_ Three Months After Application

Males Females

Mean Contacts for Employment

of the Control Group 2.71 1.27

Average Treatment Effect +.542 _-_ +.373 _-_

-- Applicant Job Search

Fresno +.495 +.120

NassauCounty -.820 +.454

Job Club

Pensacola +.319 +1.050_+_

Maine +.726 +.223
Portsmouth +.708 +.013

Group Job Search Assistance

Kentucky +.610 +.864 _-_

" Job Club/Workfare

SanDiego +.962_ -.139

% ' 1
Note: These results come from regressions that include a _411_s ratio
variable that controls for the fact that the sample is restricted to the
group of registrants that were not employed for at least one week after

application. The _, _-_,and _ denote significance at the I, 5, and 10

per cent levels. The average treatment effects come from least squares
regressions with a single treatment variable, holding constant for site,

age, race, household size, marital status, school status, years of
education, prior work experience, and an attrition Mills ratio. The
site effects come from equations that include dummy variables represent-

- lng treatment in a specific site. The full regression results appear in
Appendix C.

.. Source: Regressions performed on the 3 month survey.
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Table 5.7 and Figure 5.1 reveal that, among treatment and control group

registrants, the percent in jobs followed a U-shaped pattern over the period

from three months before until five months after application for food stamps.

However, after the date of application, employment rates rose faster for

the treatment group than for controls. During the week of application, about

22 percent of registrants were employed. Over the next twelve weeks, a 14

percentage point increase took place in employment among treatment group

registrants, while only an 8.5 percentage point control increase occurred among

control group registrants. Subsequently, control group registrants began

to catch up to treatment registrants; however, by the 25th week after

application, the treatment group still retained an employment rate 3 percentage

points higher than the control group rate.

Additional evidence of gains in employment and earnings induced by the

demonstration treatments shows up in Table 5.8. The treatment group performed

consistently better than the control group on all four measures of employment

and earnings and during both follow-up periods. The advantage of the treatment

group over controls in the various labor market outcomes showed no tendency

to erode between the first quarter after application and the subsequent

quarter. The treatment-control differences in earnings were larger than the

differences in employment. The patterns across sites were similar to those

appearing in week-by-week employment rates. The most pronounced

treatment-control differences in earnings occurred in Nassau County, Fresno,

and San Diego, where control group earnings averaged only 68 to 71 percent

of treatment group earnings in the fifth and sixth months after application.

The tabulations offer persuasive evidence of treatment effects, but

differences in registrant characteristics or in attrition patterns might

have accounted for some or all of the better labor market outcomes experienced
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Table 5.7

f
Percent t -._.!o_d in Ail Sites From Thirteen Weeks Be£oreiThrou_h

Twenc,_ Five Weeks After, Week of Food Stamp A.oplica=ion z /

Before Difference

and_ter Between

App!ication Treatment Control .. ?ercentaqes

-13 347 30.I 250 31.1 -0.9

-!2 345 29.9 252 31.3 -!.4

-ll 349 30.2 263 31.4 -1.2

-10 349 30.2 264 31.5 -!.3

'9 350 30.3 256 30.6 -0.3
-8 34i Zg.5 252 30.1 -0.5

-7 324 28.1 233 23.4 -0.4
-6 323 28.0 238 28.4 -0.5
-5 312 27.0 229 27.3 -0.3
-4 302 26.1 223 26.6 -0.4
-3 288 24.9 211 25.2 '0.3
-2 279 2&.! 197 23.5 0.7

-1 255 22.1 154 21.9 0.!

0 2S9 22.4 177 2!.i 1.3

1 264 22;9 172 20.5 2.3
2 273 23.6 177 21.1 2.5
3 300 26.0 133 21.8 4.1

4 319 27.6 200 23.8 3.8
5 343 29.7 198 23.6 6.1

6 356 30.8 211 25.2 5.6

7 362 31.3 220 26.3 5.0

a 376 32.6 227 27.1 5.5
9 393 34.1 235 28.0 6.0

!0 406 35.3 240 28.6 6.7

11 424 36.6 238 28.4 8.2

12 425 36.7 248 29.5 7.2
16 366 35.3 23B 31.3 4.0

17 399 35.9 261 31.8 4.1
18 412 36.0 270 32.5 3.6
19 420 36.6 2S1 33.7 3.0
20 434 37.7 284 33.9 3.a

21 433 37.7 290 34.6 3.0
22 440 38.3 303 36.2 2.2
23 451 39.3 305 36.6 2.7
24 462 443.4 310 37.3 3.1
25 458 40.9 SOO 37.6 3.2

_Peroen:ages are based on all respondents

ZWeek 0 is approximate time of food stamp aDp!ication.



Figure 5.1
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0.40'

O· 35,
P
R
0
p
· 0.30'

E
H o

, p i
· o.as_

o.ae_

--'_ --9 --a ._ 3 9" 15 at a7

UEEK BEFORE/AFTERF.S. APPLICATIOH

LEGEHDI GROUP a-B-BControt _--_-_ TreatmenL

UEEK 0 15 APPROXIMATETIHE OF FOOD$TAHP RPPLICATIOH
PROPORTION5 ARE BASED ON ALL RESPONDENTS

i

I I I ' '1 i t ) )' t t ( ) _ , t



-151-

_. Table 5.8: Employment and Earninss of Treatment and Control Registrants
Durin_ First and Second quarter After Application

Percent Who Percent Worked Percent

WorkedDuring Week BeforeThree of Weeks Mean

Quarters (Six) Month Surveys Employed Earnings

._ Quarters Surveys Quarters Quarters
First Second 3 Month 6 Month First Second First Second

Ail Sites 47.4 46.7 34.4 39.4 27.0 36.8 $332 $500

Treatment Group 49.2 48.2 37.2_ 40.7 28.7_w_ 38.0_wk $356_-_ $537_-_
Control Group 44.9 44.6 30.2 37.7 24.6 35.2 297 448

Applicant Job Search

Fresno: 46.5 47.1 28.8 39.6 26.3 34.2 403 471

-- Treatment Group 51.6 51.6 35.9*_+_44.2_ 29.6_+_ 39.0 439 544_-_

Control Group 41.1 42.6 21.1 34.8 22.7 29.2 365 394

__ Nassau County: 51.2 52.9 42.1 47.2 34.3 47.8 374 605
Treatment Group 51.7 53.9 45.0 50.5 33.9 50.5_ 398 705_-_'

Control Group 50.5 51.7 38.2 43.2 34.9 44.4 342 476

JobClub

Pensacola: 50.8 47.1 39.5 43.5 33.7 42'.4 326 506

Treatment Group 53.3 50.0 41.9 46.4 36.9_ 44.2 348 511
-' Control Group 47.1 43.0 36.1 39.3 29.2 40.0 292 499

.Maine: 56.7 50.4 44.0 40.6 31.9 41.0 440 618

-_ Treatment Group 59.1 50.3 47.3 38.8 36.5_ 39.8 507_-_ 586
Control Group 53.4 50.5 39.3 43.3 25.2 42.8 339 669

Portsmouth: 34.7 29.2 25.5 25.3 20.2 21.3 237 254

'" TreatmentGroup 34.7 29.0 24.5 24.3 19.4 !9.5 221 261
Control GrOup 34.7 29.4 27.1 26.7 21.5 23.8 265 246

-- Group Job Search Assistance

KentuckT: 46.1 49.5 22.9 37.0 18.6 31.4 204 353

Treatment Group 43.2 50.0 22.3 36.0 I7.8 29.9 196 361
-- ControlGroup 50.3 48.9 23.6 38.5 19.7 33.5 217 342

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego: 47.1 50.0 40.9 43.3 27.0 41.3 356 74I

Treatment Group 52.1 51.4 46.5_'_ 45.2_ 28.7_ 43.6 415_-_ 826_-_

Control Group 37.7 47.5 30.2 40.0 24.6 37.2 250 590

Note: The second quarter data cover only the fifth and sixth months after
application. The mean earnings estimates noted in this table were constructed
by multiplying mean earnings for months five and six times 1.5. The _'_-_,_-_,

and _ denote significance at the 1, 5, and I0 per cent levels of significance.

Source: Tabulations from the three and six month household surveys.
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by the treatment group. The results based on the multivariate analyses that

controlled for registrant characteristics and attrition patterns appear in

Table 5.9. Because of the likelihood that men and women registrants would

differ in their responses to treatment, separate analyses were conducted

for male and female registrants.

According to these results, job search treatments raised the employment

and earnings of food stamp reBistrants. The effects on earnings were large

and statistically significant during the first quarter and during the fifth

and sixth months after application. For the entire sample, the average

increase associated with being subject to the job search requirements amounted

to about 40 percent of the earnings of control group members. These effects

were statistically significant at the one percent level. Treatment status

induced higher absolute effects among men ($210 compared to $56 in months

five and six after app!ication) but higher relative effects among women.

The pattern of earnings effects by site were strikingly consistent over the

two post-application periods.

Employment effects were also positive, but often not statistically

significant. Given the relatively small samples in individual sites, it is

not surprising to observe insignificant site effects. Still, the pattern

of employment and earnings effects was consistently positive (over 80 percent

of the time); in no case did treatment exert a negative effect that was

statistically significant. This is persuasive evidence that the observed

estimates represent a genuine effect of treatment status.

The treatments in Fresno and San Diego induced remarkably large and

significant impacts on the employment and earnings of male and female

registrants. Earnings impacts were substantial during both the first and

second quarters after application. Pensacola was the other site showing
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Table 5.9: Effects of Treatment on Employment and EarninKs After Application

Effects on Earnings

First Quarter Fifth and Sixth

After Application Month After Application

Effectof Effectof

Control Mean Treatment Control Mean Treatment

All SitesCombined $215 +$86 $216 +$87

Applicant Job Search
Fresno +172 +152 +196 +156_

NassauCounty +264 +100 +337 +77

Job Club

Pensacola +211 +91 +232 +100_

Maine +177 +113 +228 +3
Portsmouth +236 +23 +227 -i7

Group Job Search
Kentucky +244 -23 +149 +54_

Job Club/Workfare

SanDiego +164 +136 +232 +208_

Effects on Earnings: Fifth and Sixth Month After A_D!ication

Males Females

- Effectof Effectof

Control ?lean Treatment Control _ean Treatment

._ Ail Sites Combined $1,080 +$210*_+ S146 +556_

Applicant Job Search
Fresno +916 +110_ +196 +I56_**

_- NassauCounty +1,388 +130 +247 +39

Job Club

Pensacola +1,188 +213 +!66 +36_t

Maine +i,204 +111 +!46 -21
Portsmouth +853 +363_ +183 -62

-- Group Job Search
Kentucky +1,301 +78 +7S +96_-_*

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego +1,221 +284" +155 +233"_-_

(continued)
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Table 9;D Continued

First Quarter Months Four and Five

After Application After Application

Percent of Weeks Employed: Males Females Males Females
Mean of ControlGroup 24.8 24.4 37.6 32.3

Average Treatment Effect +6.5_ +4.4_ +4.2 +4.4'

Applicant Job Search
Fresno +6.5 +9.6_-_ +13.5'* +4.6

NassauCounty +2.0 - 1.3 + 8.8 +3.9

Job Club
Pensacola +9.1_ +8.0* +7.8 +3.8

Maine +12.7_-_ +8.3* - 5.0 +1.0
Portsmouth +10.2_ - 3.2 +12.7 - 5.4

Group Job Search Assistance
Kentucky - 5.1 - .05 - 5.8 + 6.9

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego +10.2*_ +11.6_ +3.9 +17.5*_-_

Probability of Employment Males Females Males Females

During Week Before Survey
Mean of ControlGroup .323 .280 41.3 34.1

Average Treatment Effect +.093_'_ +.092_-_ +.057 +.041

Applicant Job Search
Fresno +.209_-_ +.163_ +.i61' +.072

NassauCounty +.048 +.124 +.060 +.042

Job Club
Pensacola +.061 +.027* +.187_ +.064
Maine +.094 +.055 -.045 -.030

Portsmouth +.150' -.041 +.126 +.109

Group Job Search Assistance
Kentucky -.072 +.098 -.037 +.064

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego +.154_-_ +.252*_-_ +.005 +.170'

Note: The earnings results are from tobit equations, weeks employed results are

from ordinary least squares regressions, and employment prior to the survey week

results are from probit regressions. For each earnings and employment outcome,

one equation derived the average treatment effect with the use of a single

treatment dummy, while a second derived the individual site effects from d,,mmy

variables representing each site. See Appendix B for full equation results.

_-_, _-_, and _ represent significance at the 1, 5, and 10 per cent levels.

Source: Estimated equations based on three and six month survey data.
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consistently positive effects on males and females for all three labor market

outcomes in both time periods. Nassau County exerted generally positive

- effects on registrants, with the largest and most consistent on males. The

treatments in the Maine counties and in Portsmouth raised employment

significantly during the first quarter after application, but the effects

eroded by the fifth and sixth months after application. In the Kentucky

counties, treatment status raised the earnings of female registrants

significantly, but the positive effects on male registrants were not

statistically significant.

5.8 Effects on Terminations and Denial of Benefits for Noncompliance

An important question in the demonstration was whether food stamp agencies

would impose sanctions on registrants who did not comply with job search

requirements. This was an open question, since much of the literature on

-- work registration and job search requirements indicated that penalties were

rarely imposed on noncompliant recipients.

Noncompliance could lead to either of two kinds of sanctions. In the

two sites requiring applicants to search for jobs, food stamp agencies were

to deny the applications of those who failed to comply and to disqualify

the households of those registrants from the Food Stamp Program. In all sites,

the failure to meet the job search requirements after the household was

-- certified to receive benefits was to result in the termination of benefits

for 90 days.8

'- Did the food stamp agencies rigorously enforce these provisions of the

demonstration by sanctioning registrants who did not comply with job search

8In Maine, litigation over implementation of the demonstration regulations

limited the sanction period to 60 days.
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v

requirements? According to the evidence from administrative data examined

in Chapter 4, agency personnel generally did follow the demonstration

procedures and penalized treatment group registrants who did not comply with

program rules. This section examines the incidence of sanctioning from the

perspective of both treatment and control group registrants, as reported in

the household surveys. The survey data permit one to assess whether the

sanctions observed in the administrative data increased terminations from

the food stamp rolls. The impacts derived in this section take account of

the possibility of terminations not related to the treatment by examining

whether certification denials and terminations were larger among the treatment

group than among controls. The survey question dealing with terminations

was: "Did you have your food stamp benefits stopped for not following the

program rules during the past three months?" Although controls were not

supposed to be subject to such sanctions, some control group registrants

might have reported being sanctioned because they misunderstood the reasons

for their termination, because they had been terminated in an earlier period,

or because the agency mistakenly applied the rules to some control group

members.

The tabulations in Table 5.I0 show that treatment group registrants

experienced a much higher rate of denials and terminations than did control

group registrants. Nearly one of four treatment group participants either

had their application denied or were terminated for noncompliance sometime

between application and the sixth month after application. This was a much

higher rate that the 9.4 percent rate at which control group participants

were terminated or denied benefits. Ail of the denials and most of the

terminations took place during the first quarter after application.
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. Table5.10

Treatment Group-Contro I Group Differences in Denials or
Terminations for Noncompliance with Pro_ram Rules

Percent Application Denied or Terminated for Noncomoliance

__ FirstQuarter Firstor SecondQuarter

Treatment Control Treatment Control

Group Group Group Group

All Sites 16.8_H_ 4.9 23.0"_ 9.4

Applicant Job Search

Fresno 16.3_ 9.0 21.1 15.6

-- Nassau County 19.7_ 8.5 28.7 21.0

Job Club

Pensacola 19.8_'_-_ 5.8 24.6_ 10.3

Maine 17.4_'_ 2.5 23.7_ 4.2

Portsmouth 5.1_'_-_ 0.0 7.2 _ 1.0

Group Job Search Assistance

_- Kentucky 13.4_"_ 0.6 22.7_ 2.8

Job Club/Workfare

SanDiego 26.3_+_ 8.0 31.0_ 12.4

Percent Denied
Certification

for Noncompliance

'- Fresno 3.4 2.0

Nassau County 7.5_ 1.9

Note: _+_, _-_, and _ denote significance at the i, 5, and 10 per cent
levels.

Source: Tabulations from three and six month surveys.
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Terminations and denials of treatment group registrants were highest

in Nassau County and San Diego. In both of these sites, large shares of

control group registrants also reported terminations or denials for

noncompliance with program rules. Kentucky, Maine, and Portsmouth were the

three sites where control registrants were rarely terminated or denied

certification. Significant treatment-control differences in rates of

terminations and denials occurred in all sites through the first quarter

after application; however, by the end of the second quarter, the differences

had become insignificant in Fresno and Nassau County.

Examining whether these treatment effects were independent of registrant

characteristics (including the probability of completing the surveys) required

multivariate techniques. The results appearing in Table 5.11 confirm the

consistently large and significant impacts of treatment group status on the

incidence of denials and terminations. The treatments affected male

registrants more than female registrants. Kentucky and Maine were the only

two sites in which treatment effects were large and significant among both

men and women. Treatment status also led to significantly higher terminations

among male registrants in Pensacola and San Diego as well as among female

registrants in Portsmouth.

5.9 Effects on Food Stamp Benefits, Participation Ratesj and Total Transfers

To what extent did the positive impacts on employment and earnings and

on denials and terminations lead to reductions in food stamp benefits, in

Food Stamp Program participation rates, and in benefits from other programs?

What were the effects of demonstration treatments on benefits and participation

rates from all causes? These are central questions for the demonstration,

since benefit reductions are the primary benefit to taxpayers. This section
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Table 5.11

Impact of. Treatment on Probability of Denial of Certification
_' or of Termination for Noncompliance with Pro_ram Rules

First quarter First or Second Quarter

Males Females Males Females

Control Group Mean

Probability of Denial
-- or Termination for

Noncompliance 4.5 5.3 9.4 9.5

_. Average Treatment Effect +13.7_ +8.6_-_ +17.9_ +8.2_-_

Applicant Job Search

-- Fresno +6.2_ +2.4 +3.4 -0.2

NassauCounty +2.6 +4.8 +6.4 -0.1

Job Club

Pensacola +11.6=== +3.4 +19.0_-_ +2.7

Maine +14.4_'_ +13.4_ +26.9_ +18.8_
Portsmouth +29.0 +27.7*_ +16.7 +35.9"

Group Job Search Assistance

Kentucky +33.7_ +16.0_-_ +30.0,_-_ +21.7_

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego +12.2=== +6.0 +21.6_-_ +6.1

Note: _'_, _'_, and _ denote significance at the I, 5, and 10 per cent levels.
See note to Table 5.8.

' Source: Probit equations from the merged file containing data from the three

month survey, the six month survey, and the random assignment log.
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examines the influence of treatment status on benefits and participation in

several ways.

The monthly patterns of average food stamp benefits and of participation

rates, as reported in household surveys and shown in Tables 5.12 and 5.13

and Figures 5.2 and 5.3, indicate that treatment status did lower food stamp

benefits and participation. Average benefits of treatment group registrants

exceeded control group benefits in the months before and immediately after

application. By the sixth month after application, control group households

received about $12 more in monthly benefits than did treatment group

households. Participation rates also declined more among treatment group

than among control group households.

Similar results emerged from estimates of treatment impacts based on

multivariate analyses that take account of attrition and registrant

characteristics. As shown in Table 5.14, treatment status exerted negative,

highly significant effects on the participation rates of male and female

registrants by the sixth month after application. Unlike the impact of

treatment on terminations, the effects on participation rates were higher

and more often significant among women than among men. While treatment status

lowered participation rates of female registrants significantly in five of

the seven demonstration sites, statistically significant effects on male

registrants occurred only in San Diego and Kentucky.

Given the large, negative effects of demonstration treatments on

participation, one would expect that treatment status would lower average

food stamp benefits significantly. The basic tabulations indicated that

average benefits declined more among treatment than among control group

households. However, these estimates do not control for the role of attrition,

differences in registrant characteristics, nor the misreporting of benefits.



Table 5.12

Mean Food Stamp Benefits and Percentage of Respondents in Households Receiving Any Food Stamp Income

in All Sites From Three Months Before Through Six Months After Month of Food Stamp Application 1

Treatment Control Difference

Number Percent Number Percen, Percent

Months Before end Mean With Any With Any Sample Mean With Any With Any Sample Mean With Any

After Application Benefits Benefits Benefits Size Benefits Benefits Benefits Size Benefits Benefits

-3 70.12 565 50.63 116 66.40 426 52.66 809 3.72 -2.03

-2 71.91 578 51.65 119 69.53 442 54.57 810 2.39 -2.91

-1 75.73 616 54.71 126 72.79 478 58.72 814 2.94 -4.02

I 98.41 870 77.06 129 95.13 644 78.82 817 3.29 -1.77

1

2 118.62 987 86.81 137 113.85 750 90.69 827 4.76 -3.88

I

3 109.66 901 79.10 139 107.76 702 84.68 829 1.89 -5.58

5 82.69 688 61.37 121 89.30 585 71.96 813 -7,11 -10.58

6 77.26 651 58,28 1117 88.91 569 70.95 802 -11.64 -12,67

Notes: The mean benefit figures cover all households, including those receiving zero benefits.

1Month 0 is approximate time of food stamp application.



-162-

Table 5.13: Treatment Group-Control Group Differences in Average Food

Benefits and in the Percent Receivin R Food Stamps During the
Third Month and Fifth and Sixth Months After Application

Average Benefits Percent Receiving Benefits

TreatmentControl TreatmentControl

Group Group Difference Group Group Difference

ThirdMonth

After Application:

All Sites $315 $310 +$5 78.3 84.8 -6.5_-x-_

Applicant Job Search
Fresno 246 264 -18 75.6 78.6 -3.0

Nassau County 231 245 -14 69.2 80.6 -11.4 _ --

Job Club

Pensacola 407 377 +30 78.0 85.2 -7.2_

Maine 257 255 +2 78.3 82.6 -4.3
Portsmouth 410 367 +43 93.1 94.2 -1.1

Group Job Search Assistance
Kentucky 414 416 -2 92.4 93.3 -0.9

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego 213 229 -16 59.4 79.6 -20.2_-_

FifthandSixthMonths

After Application:

All Sites $160 $179 -$19 ;=_ 63.4 74.5 -11.I _

Applicant Job Search

Fresno 139 167 -18 70.7 76.6 -5.9

NassauCounty 123 146 -23_ 54.5 76.5 -22.0_

Job Club
Pensacola 190 192 -2 64.2 69.9 -5.7
Maine 118 125 -7 59.3 63.7 -4.4

Portsmouth 257 214 +43 86.5 84.0 +2.5

Group Job Search Assistance

Kentucky 213 261 -48_-_ 72.0 78.3 -6.3

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego 77 113 -39_a_ 39.4 70.6 -31.2_-_

Note: _-_, _, and _ denote significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent levels.
Source: Tabulations from the three and six months surveys.
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Table 5.14: Impact of Treatment mn Receipt of Food Stamp Benefits

_- During the _hird and Sixth Months After Application

ThirdMonthAfter SixthMonthAfter

Application Application

Males Females Males Females

Percent of Control

Group Receiving

-- FoodStamps 84.5 85.1 65.7 76.3

Average Treatment
Effect -.059 _+* -.027 -.093 TM -.152 _-_

Applicant Job Search

-- Fresno -.091 _ +.044 -.048 -.181 +_

Nassau County -.062 +.058_ -.076 -.189_

Job Club

Pensacola -.034 -.026 +.009 -.029

Maine -.011 -.040 -.027 -.210_'_

Portsmouth +.010 -.200 _ -.073 -.037

Group Job Search Assistance

Kentucky +.003 -.042 -.144_ -.196_+_

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego -.159 _ -.080 -.271 _+_ -.198 _x'_

Note: The average treatment effects come from equations that include a single
treatment dummy variable, holding constant for site, age, race, marital status,

-- household size, school status, years of education, prior work experience,

prior receipt of food stamps and welfare income, and the attrition Mills
ratio. The site effects come from equations that include dummy variables

representing treatment in a specific site. The _, *_, and _ denote

significance at the I, 5, and 10 per cent levels.

Source: Probit equations performed on data from the three and six month

-- surveys.
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The top panel of Table 5.15 presents estimates of treatment effects that

are independent of registrant characteristics and that take account of

attrition. The estimates shown in the bottom panel of Table 5.15 draw on

Food Stamp Agency records on the amount of benefits paid to registrants in

the three months preceding and the six months after application. Since the

sample included registrants who were and were not interviewed, the impacts

derived from administrative data did not control for differences in registrant

characteristics. However, for the same reason, they were not subject to the

attrition bias problem.

According to both sets of estimates, treatment status significantly

reduced food stamp benefits. The administrative data yielded impacts that

were remarkably similar to those derived from survey data. According to

results based on administrative data, treatment status lowered household

food stamp benefits an average of $35 during the second quarter after

application; in four of the seven sites, assignment to the treatment group

resulted in significant benefit reductions ranging from $48 to $66. The

survey data estimate of the overall treatment effect on benefits in the fifth

and sixth months after application was a reduction of $24; this matched almost

exactly the approximately $12 per month reduction derived from estimates

based on administrative data. The consistency of the results by site is

particularly striking. The only exception is Fresno; there, the estimates

drawn from administrative data yielded large, negative, and statistically

significant treatment effects on benefits while the survey-based estimates

did not.9

9The fact that survey operations proceeded least effectively in Frenso

may have been responsible for this divergence between results from the two
data sources.
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Table 5.15: Effects of Treatment Status on Food Stamp Benefits:
_- Impacts Durin8 Fifth and Sixth Months After Application

Males Females All

Control Effect of Control Effect of Control Effect of

Mean Treatment Mean - Treatment Mean Treatment

Food Stamp
Benefits:

Average Treatment
Effect (All Sites): $156 -$16_ $173 -$30_-_ $165 -24_-_

_ Applicant Job Search
Fresno 201 +16 213 -23 220 -10

Nassau County 204 -64 _ 160 -I3 183 -30
Job Club

-- Pensacola 91 +14 145 -15 118 +3

Maine 153 -17 159 -57_-_ 159 -40_+_
Portsmouth 167 +18 231 -12 213 -1

Group Job Search

Kentucky 165 -34* 144 -33_ 155 -33_+_
Job Club/Workfare

San Diego 167 -70_ 173 -60_+_ 168 -59_-_-_

Impacts Based on First Quarter Second Quarter
Administrative After Application After Application

-. Benefits Data All Registrants Ail Registrants

Average Treatment Effect -$5 -$35_

-- Applicant Job Search
Fresno -34 _ -43_-_

Nassau County +45 -24
Job Club

Pensacola +15 +10

Maine -11 -48_-_

Portsmouth +57 +18

Group Job Search Assistance

Kentucky -6 -58_
Job Club/Workfare

SanDiego -30_ -66_-_

Note: The effects based on survey data come from tobit equations similar to the

_ earnings equations reported in Table 5.9. The _-_, _-_, and _ denote significance
at the 1, 5, and 10 per cent levels. The effects based on administrative data
come from regressions in which first or second quarter benefits is the dependent

variable and the explanatory variables are preapplication benefits and a d_,mmy
-- variable representing treatment. These regressions included all registrants in

the interview pool on whom benefits data were available. Separate regressions
were run for each site.

Source: Tobit equations estimated from the three month and six month surveys and

least squares regressions estimated from administrative benefits data. See
Appendix B.
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In addition to lowering food stamp payments, treatment status could

have influenced benefits received by the registrant's household from other

transfer programs, such as unemployment insurance and cash welfare. Since

benefits decline with earnings in most income transfer programs, the positive

treatment effects on earnings would be expected to result in reductions in

benefits from other transfer programs. Another possibility was that the

increased noncompliance among treatment group registrants under the Food

Stamp Program led many not to comply with rules of other programs.

Whatever the precise cause, the estimates in Table 5.16 show that

treatment status lowered total transfers by about $65 durin_ the fifth and

sixth months after application_ an amount substantially more than the $24

reduction in food stamp benefits. On average, the reduction in monthly

transfer payments associated with being assigned to the treatment group was

over 12 percent. Note that the effects of treatment status were negative

in all sites.

5.10 Impact of Treatment Status on Family Income

Treatment status might have increased family incomes, as a result of

the positive effects on earnings, or decreased family incomes, as a result

of negative effects on food stamp benefits. According to the estimates based

on multiple regressions, being in the treatment group exerted a positive

effect that was generally not statistically significant. Household incomes

of treatment registrants rose significantly more than controls only in Fresno.

The treatment's stimulus to the earnings of registrants might have caused

other family members to reduce earnings. Such effects would be consistent

with the notion that increases in family income lower the amount of labor

supplied by other family members. However, multivariate analyses testing this

hypothesis showed that treatment status exerted no impact whatever on earnings
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Table 5.16: Effects of Treatment Status on Total Transfers

Durin8 the Fifth and Sixth Months After Application

Males Females Ail

'- Control Effect of Control Effectof Control Effectof

Mean Treatment Mean Treatment Mean Treatment

All Transfers:

Average Treatment

Effect (All Sites): $497 -$54_ $542 -$58_-_ $527 -65_-_

Applicant Job Search

Fresno 889 -176 746 -126_ 747 -89_

- NassauCounty 573 -194_ 562 -66 570 -133_

Job Club

Pensacola 245 +69 463 +3 358 -24
Maine 533 +1 546 -96 503 -53

Portsmouth 417 +23 635 -76 534 -15

Group Job Search Assistance

Kentucky 426 -42 489 -61 469 -60

Job Club/Workfare

-- San Diego 698 -222_* 496 +12 591 -117'*

Note: The average treatment effects come from tobit equations using a single

v dummy treatment variable, holding constant for site, age, race, household size,

marital status, school status, years of education, prior work experience,
preapplication benefits (food stamp or total transfers), and attrition Mills

ratio. The site effects come equations that include d,,mmy variables representing

treatment in a specific site. The _w_-_,_, and _ denote significance at the 1,
5, and 10 per cent levels. The total effect was slightly higher than either the

effect on males or the effect on females because of slight changes in the
-- specification of the equations.

Source: Tobit equations performed on data from the three and six month surveys.
See Appendix B for full equations.



-170-

by household members other than the registrant. These results appear in

Appendix C.

5.11 The Impact of Involvement in Job Club r Job Contact_ or Workfare Activity

How did the large, observed effects of treatment status take place?

Was it the participation in job clubs, the making of job contacts, and the

work at Workfare jobs that caused the increases in earnings and reductions

in food stamp participation rates and benefit payments? Or, did noncompliance

lead to the sanctioning of treatment group registrants and, in turn, motivate

many to become employed more quickly? Or, did the prospect of having to

comply with several requirements or be terminated from the Food Stamp Program

stimulate registrants to find jobs on their own?

One way to examine these questions is to tabulate outcomes by whether

registrants were or were not involved in making job contacts, attending a

job club, or working at a Workfare site. The problem with such tabulations

is that they cannot distinguish between the effect of initial differences

between registrants who did and did not participate in an activity and the

effect of the treatment itself on outcomes. The registrants who ended up

attending a job club or going to a Workfare job may have been those least

likely to find jobs on their own and most likely to continue on the Food Stamp

rolls. Alternatively, registrants most involved in job club or other

treatments may have been more likely than other registrants to have a high

motivation to find a job.

In spite of these limitations, it is useful to begin wiuh tabulations,

as presented in Tables 5.17 and 5.18. The numbers from both tables reveal

that treatment-control differences were much larger among those not involved

in a treatment activity than among those who were involved. Note in Table
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Table 5.17: Earnings and Benefit Outcomes by Experimental Status and

Involvement in a Job ContactI Job Clubt or Workfare Activity

Percent Involved

inJobContact, Percent

Job Club_ or Workfare Activity Not Involved

TreatmentGroup 54.9 45.1

ControlGroup 23.2 76.8

Received Food Stamps During
-- Sixth Month After Application

TreatmentGroup 60.0 56.0
ControlGroup 67.2 71.8

-- Difference -7.2 -15.8

Food Stamp Benefits: Fifth and

-- Sixth Months After Application

TreatmentGroup $170 $147

ControlGroup 166 184
Difference 4 -37

Earnings: Fifth and Sixth

Month After Application

TreatmentGroup $355 $359

ControlGroup 374 278
Difference -19 81

Total Income: Fifth and Sixth

Month After Application

TreatmentGroup $1179 $1110
-- ControlGroup 1139 1130

Difference 40 -20

Denied Certification or

-- Terminated for Noncompliance

by Sixth Month After Application

TreatmentGroup 20.7 25.7

ControlGroup 15.1 7.9
Difference 5.6 17.8

Note: Those participating in treatment include those who reported making
job contacts, attending job clubs, or having worked at a workfare site.

Source: Tabulations from three and six month surveys.
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Table 5.18: Earninss and Benefits of Treatment Group bv Final

Classification t Receipt of Treatment r and Denial or Termination

FinalClassification

Not Assessed Category I Other Category
Percent of Treatment

GroupRegistrants 12.7 50.8 36.5

Percent: Benefits

DeniedorTerminated 46.2 26.4 9.6 -

Outcomes: Fifth Not Assessed Category 1
and Sixth Months Denied/ Not Denied/ Denied/ Not Denied/

Postapplication Terminated Terminated Terminated Terminated

WeeksEmployed
As Percent of

AllWeeks 44.7 37.8 34.1 43.0

Earnings $471 $438 $357 $387

Received Any Food
StampBenefits 29.8% 52.4% 33.6% 71.6%

Food Stamp Benefits $43 $102 $65 $197

TotalIncome $1100 $1249 $920 $1240

CategoryI CategoryI
Involved in Job Contacts, Not Involved in Job

Outcomes for Job Club, or Workfare Search or Workfare

Category I Denied/ Not Denied/ Denied/ Not Denied/

Resistrants Terminated Terminated Terminated Terminated

Percentof Total 11.6 46.3 7.5 34.6

WeeksEmployed
As Percent of

AllWeeks 31.9 37.7 40.9 39.7

Earnings $306 $343 $408 $321

Received Any Food
StampBenefits 34.4% 74.9% 37.9% 75.2%

FoodStampBenefits $67 $200 $61 $212

Total Income $871 $1202 $926 $1137

Source: Tabulations from Client Participation History and six month

surveys.
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v 5.18 that, of the 50 percent of treatment group registrants classified as

Category I, those involved in treatment had similar or lower employment and

earnings and higher food stamp benefits than those not involved in treatment.

Those not assessed at all had the highest earnings and lowest food stamp

benefits.

These tabulations results leave open the question of whether the

treatments had no effect or whether initial differences in the characteristics

_ of registrants offset potential positive effects of job contact, job club,

or Workfare activities. Obtaining unbiased estimates of treatment activity

required using the two stage process described in section 5.3.2. An initial

equation predicted the probability of participating in a treatment activity

for each registrant. The outcome equation measured the impact of each

registrant's probability of making job contacts, attending a job club, or

working at a Workfare site. Table 5.19 presents estimates of the impact of

treatment activity, based on registrant's actual and predicted involvement

in treatment.

The differences between the two sets of results are striking. Actual

participation in treatment had no significant impacts on earnings, employment,

food stamp participation, or food stamp benefit outcomes. In contrast, in

estimates of the impact of predicted treatment, several significant effects

emerged, especially among women registrants. This pattern of estimates

_ resulted partly from the fact that the treatment group registrants most likely

to remain in job clubs or Workfare jobs, or to continue making job contacts

were those who cannot find jobs on their own. As a result, the average

earnings of participants would tend to be lower than earnings of non-

participants, independently of any impact of the job search activities.

However, once the analysis controlled for these differences in the composition
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Table 5.19: Impact of Involvement in Job Contacts_ Job Club r or Workfare:
Estimates Based on Observed and Predicted Involvement

Earnings, Employment and Food Stamp Outcomes:

Fifth and Sixth Months After Application

Male Registrants Female Registrants

Observed Predicted Observed Predicted

Involvement Involvement Involvement Involvement

Natural Log

of Earnings -.33 ._9 .14 1.09_w _

Weeks Employed

As A Percentage
ofAllWeeks -.03 .02 -.11 .13_ --

Probability of

ReceivingAny
FoodStamps .00 -.18_ .00 -.25_-_

Probability of
Sanctionedfor

Noncompliance .07_ .47_+_ .00 .20_

MeanFood
Stamp Benefits $1 -$9 $4 -S40 _

Note: The effects of actual participation are drawn from regressions and

probit analyses in which the participation variable equals 1 if the registrant
reported making job contacts, attended a job club or worked at a workfare
job. The predicted participation variables are the predicted values for

each registrant, calculated from the coefficients of a probit equation on
the determinants of observed participation. The _, _, and _ represent
significance at the 1, 5, and 10 per cent levels.

Source: Regressions and probit equations based on the three and six month
household surveys.
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v of participants and non-participants, job search activities showed up as

exerting significant, positive effects on women participants and positive,

-_ but not statistically significant, effects on participating men. The fact

that job contact, job club, or Workfare activities had a large impact on

women is consistent with findings from evaluations of training programs.

5.12 Pattern of Impacts by Site

_ The chapter's analysis has to this point documented the effects of

treatment status by type of outcome. This section examines the pattern of

-- impacts by site by posing three questions:

· In which sites did the job search treatments exert the largest

_ impactson participants?

· Were the effects within sites consistent across outcomes? That

is, did sites exerting large effects on one outcome also exert
large effects on other outcomes?

· To what extent were the patterns of impact results by site consistent

with the findings from the implementation analysis?

As Table 3.1 in Chapter 3 indicated, given the small samples in individual

sites, one could be confident of detecting genuine impacts of 5 percentage

_ points in individual sites only half the time. Nevertheless, in all sites,

treatment status exerted significant effects on some outcomes. The largest

-- and most consistent impacts took place in San Diego; there, the job search

requirement induced significant increases on job search intensity, on

employment and earnings, and on terminations for noncompliance and significant

reductions on food stamp participation, food stamp benefits, and total transfer

benefits. In Kentucky, the influence of the job search requirement was nearly

as large and consistently significant as in San Diego. Treatment group

registrants showed significantly higher earnings, lower rates of food stamp

-- participation, and lower food stamp benefits than control group registrants.
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At the other sites, the effects of treatment differed by outcome. In

Fresno and Nassau County, the two Applicant Job Search sites, treatment status

influenced earnings, the proportion receiving benefits, and total transfer

payments, but not the proportion terminated for noncompliance or denied

certification. The patterns were least consistent in Pensacola, Maine, and

Portsmouth. While treatment status in Pensacola raised job search intensity,

earnings, and the likelihood of termination for noncompliance, these

significant effects did not result in reductions in food stamp participation,

food stamp benefits, or total transfers. The treatment effects were somewhat

smaller in Portsmouth than in Pensacola, but the pattern was similar.

Conversely, the Maine job search requirement did not increase employment or

earnings, but did lead to significant increases in terminations and significant

decreases in food stamp participation, food stamp benefits and total transfers.

These patterns of site effects are broadly consistent with findings in

Chapter 4 on the administration of the job search requirement. San Diego,

the site showing the largest impacts, utilized the most intense treatment

and administered the requirement rigorously. The relatively low effects

observed in Portsmouth are consistent with its less demanding approach to

the implementation of a job search requirement.

In Fresno and Nassau County, where the presence of some administrative

problems did not appear to weaken substantially the implementation of the

Applicant Job Search model, treatment status significantly lowered food stamp

participation and total transfers. But surprisingly, the outcome estimates

in this chapter showed only small effects of treatment status on registrants

being denied certification or being terminated for noncompliance with the

search requiremeng. The implementation results in Chapter 4 had indicated



that many applicants did not comply with the job contact requirement and,_J

as a result, did not become certified to receive food stamps. Evidence showing

a high rate of denial of certification among control group applicants suggests

that many of the treatment applicants denied certification would have not

-- been certified even in the absence of the Applicant Job Search requirement.

The large and consistent treatment effects on outcomes in Kentucky are

somewhat surprising in light of its administrative problems and limited job

search treatment. On the other hand, Kentucky did have the highest rate of

assessing registrants as job-ready and requiring them to fulfill the job

-- search requirement.

The absence of an impact from the Pensacola treatment on food stamp

-- participation and on food stamp benefits was the only important case in which

outcome estimates diverged from the findings of the implementation analysis.

The evidence in Chapter 4 indicated that the Pensacola Food Stamp Agency

enforced the job contact and job club requirements rigorously. And indeed,

this chapter found significant impacts on terminations for noncompliance as

-- well as on earnings. Yet, for some reason, the effects on earnings and

terminations did not ultimately lead to reduced food stamp benefits. Biased

reporting of benefits received is apparently not the explanation, since the

effects based on agency records did not differ from those based on household

interviews. One explanation that is consistent with the evidence is that

the control group in Pensacola began reducing its involvement in the food

stamp program at the same time as the job search treatment was lowering

- benefits paid to those assigned to the treatment group. Such an explanation

would imply that the job search treatment may have induced benefit reductions,

-- but one cannot attribute the reductions to treatment status since similar

reductions took place among those assigned to the control group.
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6.0 ASSESSMENT OF D_MONSTRATION COSTS

6.1 Introduction and Summary

Operating work registration and job search procedures involves costs

as well as benefits. This chapter considers the outlays required to implement

job search requirements by answering the following questions:

-- · What were the total expenses incurred by the Federal and local

governments on the operational components of the demonstration?

What were the average and marginal costs per participant?

-- · What accounted for the variation in costs across sites? To what

extent was it due to variations in the specific model implemented,
to incentives facing the agency to exhaust the demonstration budget,

-- and/or to differences in the extent to which clients used the most

expensive services?

· What did the evidence suggest as to the costs per registrant of
-- operating the requirements on an ongoing, nationwide basis?

_ This chapter analyzes the costs of job search procedures in two ways.

The first focuses on actual demonstration outlays by participating Food Stamp

- Agencies to derive two average cost figures. One is actual costs divided

by the number of registrants; the other is actual costs divided by the expected

number of registrants (the number specified in the Agency's plan). The second

approach develops an estimate based on measures of the labor time and other

resources used per registrant. The cost of direct labor time is equal to

__ the wage rate times the amount of direct labor time per registrant. Costs

other than direct labor time are based on appropriate overhead ratios.

- The highlights of the findings from the cost analysis are as follows:

· The average total monthly cost of the demonstration during the

implementation period (July 1983 - June 1984) ranged from $8,713

in Fresno to $36,575 in San Diego, with most other sites spending

about $12,000 per month. The expenditure patterns were generally
smooth over time. Labor costs made up over 60 percent of total
costs.

· The averase demonstration cost per participant across ail sites was
$65, including in-kind contributions by participating agencies.

Kentucky, Maine and Portsmouth had average per participant costs



-180-

of $100 or more, while per participant costs in the other four
sites were $63 or less.

· Time-use data indicated that the demonstration staff allocated

and used most of their time for client intake and processing
activities, though time spent on employment-related activities
increased over the course of the demonstration. The allocation

and use of time varied substantially across sites, paralleling
the variation in treatment approach. The staff spent only about

30 percent of their available time servicing and processing
participants. The main reason for low staff utilization was that
most projects operated well under capacity, since the number of

actual participants was lower than the number projected to
participate. On the other hand, job clubs served 80 percent of the

client load they were capable of handling.

· The time-use data, combined with Client Participation Histories and
Treatment Participation Rosters, yielded estimates of the marginal

cost per participant of each service or processing activity. The
marginal cost of individual services across all sites was $4.50,

with a range from $2.17 in Kentucky to $6.72 in Fresno. For group

services, the marginal cost per participant was $4.92 across all

sites with job clubs; the range was from $1.81 in Pensacola to
$9.28 in Maine. The marginal cost of the typical service package
ranged from $3.43 per participant in Nassau to $13.06 per participant
in Maine.

· The variation in participant cost was driven by program design
features and underutilization due to inadequate client flows. The

Applicant Job Search Model was the simplest and clearly the least
expensive model; the Job Club/Workfare Model was the most intensive
and hence the most expensive. The Job Club and Group Job Search
Assistance Models had costs that fell between these two extremes.

But, the costs of these two models were highly sensitive to utiliza-

tion rates, or to the ability of local agencies to adjust staffing
levels to the flow of participants. W_ere client flow was lower

than expected, total spending did not decline proportionately;

this raised labor and non-labor costs per participant. Screening
processes, such as placing clients in holding categories, and

attrition did not cause major differences in cost between sites,

but may have held down costs generally by reducing the proportion
of clients receiving the full array of services.

· Since most sites appeared to have spent more than they would have

under an ongoing program, estimates of the costs of permanent

versions of the program models were derived from marginal costs
per participant and adjustments for necessary non-service time,
management cost, and non-labor cost. While the estimates did not

include non-labor costs borne by sites directly nor the costs of

state and national management, these components would add only a
small amount to the unit costs of a national program. The projected

unit costs were highest for the Job Club/Workfare Model, at $80

per participant. The Applicant Job Search Model was less than half
as expensive at $36. Sites implementing Job Clubs had unit costs
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that averaged $60. The costs of the Group Job Search Assistance

Model implemented in Kentucky were only $25 per registrant.

The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows. Section 6.2

discusses the alternative perspectives for measuring costs and the types

of costs to be examined. Section 6.3 presents hypotheses about the nature

of demonstration model costs, while Section 6.4 introduces the data sources

that were used in this study. Section 6.5 discusses total and per-participant

project costs across the demonstration sites. Section 6.6 discusses the

efficiency of program operations and estimates marginal service costs.

Conclusions about the sources of site variations in cost are presented in

Section 6.7. Finally, Section 6.8 provides projections concerning the cost

associated with operating each model as a permanent program.

6.2 Alternative Perspectives of Costs

The costs and benefits of a program of job search requirements can be

evaluated from the perspective of the government, the recipients, or society

as a whole. The simplest perspective is the government's, that is, the impact

on government outlays. The cost to the government consists of expenditures

by government agencies for the labor, materials, equipment, facilities, and

_ other resources used in implementing the demonstration. The benefits are

reductions in food stamp payments and in the costs of administering the Food

Stamp Program, and increases in taxes paid as a result of increased earnings

of participants.

- From the participants' perspective, the costs of job search requirements

are the value of their time spent complying with job search and/or job club

requirements, their out-of-pocket search costs (transportation, telephone,
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etc.), and the reductions in their food stamp benefits resulting from sanctions

or increased earnings. The benefits are their increased earnings.

From society's perspective, the costs are the valueof output that would

have been produced had resources not been utilized to carry out the program.

The standard assumption is that the opportunity costs of using resources

for the program are equal to the dollars spent on these resources. This

implies, for example, that outlays on workers administering the program are

equivalent to the value of what they would produce in the absence of the

program. In this demonstration, the amount of resources used includes not

only those associated with direct outlays, such as labor and materials, but

also resources that did not appear in expenditure figures. Among the more

important uncounted costs were the office space provided by the local agency

and participants' time costs. A reduction in food stamp payments is not a

cost or a benefit from the social perspective, since wealth is simply

transferred from the recipient to the taxpayers. However, reduction in the

cost of administering the Food Stamp Program is a social benefit. Increased

earnings of participants count as a social benefit only if they do not come

at the expense of non-participants.

While participant costs and social costs have clear theoretical meaning,

estimates of these costs require special data and are highly sensitive to

assumptions. For example, the value of registrants' time spent complying

with the job search requirements is an important component of participant

costs and social costs. While the amount of time spent could be measured,

assigning a value to that time would involve sensitive assumptions about

what the individual would have done otherwise (work, education, leisure,

care of others) and what these alternative activities were worth. Because

of these and other difficulties, the analysis in this report focuses on costs
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from the government's perspective, which are largely those costs borne by

the Federal government in reimbursing Food Stamp Agencies to operate the

demonstration models.

6.3 The Costs of Producin_ Alternative Job Search Treatments

The standard economic theory of the firm is useful in deriving the

government costs of administrating the job search requirements. One may think

of a local agency producing an output as a function of various inputs. The

first problem is to define the output and units for measuring the quantity

produced. Were the job search procedures standardized, a natural definition

-- would be the services and processing involved in applying the requirements

to a particular registrant. This definition does not capture the fact that

the agency can increase production by providing more intensive services to

the same number of participants as well as by applying the standard treatment

to a larger number of participants. On the other hand, allowing for increases

in the intensity of services to add to production can complicate the problem

enormously by removing the distinction between inputs and outputs. If every

-- additional hour of job search assistance raised the output, then one would

have to give up the concept of the unit costs of "the job search requirement"

and replace it with a notion of a schedule of costs for each level of

intensity.

The analysis below simplifies the issue by assuming a standardized set

of services at each site, but that the intensity of services can vary across

sites. Thus, within sites, there are clear notions of units of specific

-- services and numbers of times agencies deliver each service. For example,

one may define a unit of service as a typical interaction between the agency

and the registrant in the administration of job search procedures. Between
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sites, the intensity of such units of service (such as a categorization

interview) and the number of times agencies produce each type of service

for the typical registrant can vary. These variations lead to site differences

in the amount of service represented by administering the job search require-

ment to a typical work registrant.

The next step is to consider the relationship between inputs and outputs.

In general, the production of a unit of service will require amounts of labor,

materials, and office space. In principle, one can derive a schedule relating

the amount of each input required to produce each level of output. Generally,

one would expect to observe economies of scale over the initial range of

output, in the sense that the amounts of inputs required would rise less

than proportionately with the number of registrants. Even for a few

registrants, there is a need for at least one worker, some materials, and

office space. A slightly larger number of registrants would not require

the agency to increase staff, materials, or office space. As agencies reach

the levels of registrants per month normally observed, the appropriate

relationship between the number of registrants processed per month and the

amounts of staff, materials, and office space required should be about

proportional.

Although a schedule may show the minimum inputs required to process

and service a specific number of registrants per month, the actual relationship

between inputs and outputs can diverge from this schedule substantially. The

main reason is that in the short-run, as during the period of this demonstra-

tion, it is difficult to vary the inputs used in response to changes in

outputs. While one might be able to raise or lower the size of staff in

response to seasonal or cyclical fluctuations in the flow of participants,

inputs (even labor) are relatively fixed within the period of a month or
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two, unless the agency can shift workers from administering the job search

requirement to other activities.

Thus, in an actual operating program, the amounts of inputs required

_ to produce a service or process (at a given level of intensity) are likely

to depend on the average scale and the variability of the participant flow.

-- The use of inputs to deliver the job search requirement to the average

participant will be a function of the requirements for individual service

components and of the average use of the components.

Movingfrom inputs to costs is straightforward, assuming that the prices

of inputs (wages of each class of worker, prices of materials, and office

_ rents) are fixed. The cost of a unit of service will simply be the sum of

the amount of each input used times the price per unit of each input. To

-- illustrate with labor time, the labor cost will be the average number of

hours expended to produce an assessment interview times the salary per hour.

Because some inputs are difficult to vary with the number of instances of

service, costs may vary for each quantity of units delivered per month.

Moreover, even for a given monthly quantity, costs might vary because of

-- differences in the variability of participants flows within the month.

Given these sources of variation in unit costs, this chapter derives

two sets of cost estimates. One estimate is simply the total costs spent

by agencies divided by the number of participants. This approach measures

average costs under the assumption that either FNS or Food Stamp Agencies

cannot alter their expenditures to respond to differences between the actual

participant flow and the projected flow. The resulting cost estimates may

_ overstate the costs expected in an ongoing program for two reasons. First,

FNS allocated each demonstration site a fixed budget and did not demand

- reimbursement if actual enrollment was smaller than projected enrollment.
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As a result, local managers had no incentive to return unexpended funds, even

if the manager could take steps to adjust to the underenrollment. This

tendency to exhaust one's budget because of the incentives associated with

fixed budgets is known as the "budget exhaustion syndrome."

The alternative approach is to build on estimates of marginal costs

per participant of administering the job search procedures. The first step

is to calculate the amount of each input required for each service, the cost

of the inputs, and the average nUmber of services per participant. The next

step is to take account of the costs of necessary staff time not in direct

service or processing, of some management costs, and of some non-labor costs.

The idea behind this approach is that managers would be able to adjust

their inputs so as to operate at the scale actually observed during the

demonstration. The result is not necessarily a lower bound on costs because

agencies might P_ve been able to reduce marginal costs, if managers had planned

for the scale of operations appropriate for the actual number of participants

However, these marginal costs probably understate the unit costs experienced

in an operating program, because it is difficult in practice to keep the

capacity of the office in line with the flow of registrants subject to the

job search requirements.

Without knowing the precise set of incentives provided to agencies to

economize or the methods by which FNS adjusts cost allowances, one cannot

specify which is the most appropriate cost figure for an operating program.

This chapter presents two sets of estimates: the unit costs actually

experienced and unit costs built up from estimates of marginal costs of

delivering job search requirements.
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6.4 Expected Variations in Costs of Alternative Procedures

__ Examining the variations in costs across sites helps to provide insight

about the general reasons costs can vary. The sites designed and operated

-- alternative models of the job search requirements at various scales. The

relationship between projected andactual enrollment varied by site, as did

labor costs. In what waysdid these factors influence cost variations? Of

primary interest is how the unit costs depended on the type of job search

procedures implemented.

_ The main service components delivered during the job search procedures

appear in Figures 2.I and 2.2. First, an eligibility worker reviewed an

-- applicant's exemption status and registered all nonexempt applicants for

work. This process took place as part of the existing food stamp application

process; the job search procedures added only minimal paperwork. Second,

the agency staff scheduled an assessment interview and assigned the registrant

to job search if he or she was determined to be job ready. In the Applicant

_ Job Search Model sites (Nassau and Fresno counties), food stamp workers in

the Income Maintenance units scheduled applicants for assessment interviews

-- with demonstration Employment Unit staff immediately following the work

registration exemption determination. In San Diego, demonstration staff

assessed and categorized all work registrants to fulfill the Job Club and

Workfare requirement. In all other sites except Kentucky (where there was

no formal assessment), Employment Unit staff received lists of nonexempt

_ treatment registrants and called registrants in for the assessment interview.

They were also responsible for assigning job-ready registrants to make job

- contacts and/or attend the job club. Thus, up to and including assessment

and categorization, procedures did not differ substantially with respect to

registrant processing across sites. Differences did occur in the way sites
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imposed job search requirements. The Applicant Job Search Model required

only verification of job contacts on a periodic basis after the initial

job-readiness assessment. Thus, it was expected that this approach would be

least expensive to operate.

The Job Club Model sites offered a more intensive service package. After

initial assessment, job ready registrants were required to complete a group

search activity that averaged three weeks. In Portsmouth, staff not only

administered the job clubs, but also offered extensive individual services

to participants. These services included contacting employers and providing

transportation to interviews. Although thePortsmouth proposal did not specify

nor did FNS approve spending money on the transportation function, the

combination of group job search activity and some individual employment

services might have resulted in relatively high costs per participant. The

full-day sessions of the job club in Maine were expected to boost costs there.

In Pensacola, all participants were required to participate in low-cost job

search activities before attending job clubs. If registrants failed to

complete the initial job search requirement, the number enrolling in high cost,

labor-intensive job club would decline. Such "screening out" of participants

from job clubs would cause the cost of operations in Pensacola to be lower

than in Job Club sites like Maine. If, however, most participants completed

the job search, remained unemployed, and then entered the job club, this

"double requirement" would tend to increase operating costs relative to the

other sites.

The Job Club/Workfare Model in San Diego, while expected to be more

expensive than the Job Club or Group Job Search Assistance Models, might

have achieved economies of scale because of the large number of clients

expected to participate. On the other hand, the double requirement of job
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club followed by Workfare could easily inflate costs above the level of the

other sites.

Kentucky's model was clearly expected to be less costly than the Job

_ Club Model. The Employability Skills Training workshop and the use of brief

group sessions to monitor individual job search were expected to hold down

-- costs per participant to a level below the full Job Club sites.

Although these model-related factors are not the only reasons for

expecting differences in unit costs across sites, they are of special interest

because policymakers can determine the model or models to be implemented.

Subsequent sections interpret some of the cost variations across sites in

terms of differences in the models.

-- 6.5 Data Sources and Methods of Computing Costs

The evaluation dealt with the costs of processing participants not

exempted from work registration and job search requirements. Only costs

attributable to administration of the job search requirement itself were

considered, because the costs of work registration would have been incurred

_ even in the absence of the demonstration. Put simply, the analysis isolated

the costs of processing treatment group registrants that did not have to be

-- incurred in processing the control group registrants.

One way of isolating costs associated with conducting and monitoring

job search requirements was to consider only those outlays directly charged

to each site's demonstration budget. These expenditures, which were easily

traced, represented the bulk of the job search requirement expenses. In

_ several sites, in-kind contributions paid for components of the job search

requirement. Although no in-kind contributions were thought to be substantial,

-- the estimates did include them when it was feasible to do so.
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The cost analysis drew on five types of data:

· Invoices recording actual demonstration expenses charged to the
Food and Nutrition Service.

· Data on projected and actual number of participants per month,
from original proposals and Monthly Progress Reports from each
site.

· Data on the average number of activities associated with each client,

from the Client Participation Histories.

· Detailed data collected from each site during one week in

November 1983 and one week in April 1984 on the staff time
utilization and costs associated with providing demonstration
services.

· Treatment Participation Rosters from sites administering job clubs

and group job search assistance.

The invoice data yielded direct estimates of the total cost of operating

each demonstration approach. Dividing the total cost estimates by the number

of participants (obtained from the Monthly Progress Reports) yielded estimates

of the average costs per participant during the demonstration. Comparisons

of actual to estimated client flow helped explain site differences in average

cost. Individual components of cost (labor, fringe benefits, and nonlabor

expenses) recorded on invoices submitted by sites also helped to explain

variation in expenditures within and across sites.

Costs derived from FNS invoices understated the actual resource cost

of operating the demonstration because agencies made in-kind contributions,

including the use of facilities and certain staff. The cost estimates did

take account of the agency's contributions of Income Maintenance worker time

(chiefly, in processing Notices of Adverse Action). However, the cost of

donated space and equipment did not appear in the cost figures because the

appropriate data were not available.

The evaluation contractor supplemented the invoices and client flow

data by collecting detailed time use and cost data during one week in November
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1983 and another week in April 1984. Site staff completed two data collection

_- instruments under the supervision of the on-site analyst. The Staff

Utilization Roster (see Appendix A) listed each demonstration staff position,

-- the associated salary and hours worked per week on the project, and a breakdown

of time spent on the following functions:

· Management

· Pre-assessment

· Assessment

_ · Job search monitoring

· Other individual assistance

-- · Group activities

· Rescheduling and noncompliance

The Staff Utilization Rosters were the primary data source used in estimates

of the time and cost associated with processing job search requirements in

each site. Data from the rosters permitted direct calculations of average

-- salaries, the total number of staff, and available management and direct

client service time; and estimates of the amount of time allocated to specific

- demonstration functions. The average demonstration costs of specific services

was largely the product of the time per activity times the average salary.

Since the Staff Utilization Rosters did not take into account ordinary down

time activities, such as coffee breaks, or down time associated with lower

than planned client flow, they did not reveal the actual fraction of a _iven

_. day that staff spent working with participants or processing their cases.

To derive the direct costs of client service, the evaluation contractor

-- administered a second data collection instrument, called a Job Ticket, during

the November and April study weeks (see Appendix A). The Job Tickets tracked

direct service time by activity for individually provided services. A separate
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Job Ticket was filled out for each client processed during the study week.

For each task completed either directly with the client or pertaining --

specifically to the client's case, staff members made an entry on the Job

Ticket that was attached to a client's case folder. The total time spent

processing individual cases was then compared to the Staff Utilization Roster's

record of time allocated to tasks. This allowed for estimation of sites'

productive and unproductive labor time, both in the aggregate and by specific

activity.

The Job Tickets measured the time spent on instances of a particular

service or process, such as job search monitoring. Multiplying these estimates

of labor hours times the salary cost per hour (using data from the staff

rosters) yielded estimates of the marginal costs of the service. Adding in

costs of management time, nonlabor costs, and the costs of necessary staff

time spent on activities other than direct service produced estimates of

the unit costs of a service. These unit costs were lower than the average

demonstration costs because they did not include the costs of underutilization

of inputs associated with operating below capacity.

Moving from unit costs of a particular service to average overall costs

per participant required estimates of the average number of instances of

each activity. With data from Client Participation Histories, such estimates

were derived by dividing the number of activities (for example, reported

job contacts) by the total number of participants. Obtaining the unit cost

per client of the activity followed directly, by multiplying the average

number of activities per client times the marginal cost of an instance of

the activity. Summing the unit costs of each type of activity yielded the

estimate of the cost per participant of the job search requirement. The Job

Tickets did not apply to group activities, such as job club and Employability
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Skills Training sessions. An assessment of the costs and utilization of group

operations was possible using site attendance records, salaries, staff/client

rations, and the length of participation in job clubs. The estimate of

_ utilization was equal to the actual attendance in all job clubs during two

four-week periods in Fall 1983 and Spring 1984, divided by the planned capacity

_ of these group sessions.

Workfare was another exception. Since the demonstration did not pay

the costs of Workfare, invoice data from San Diego did not include the expenses

of assigning registrants to Workfare sites and of developing and monitoring

Workfare sites. 1 A further complication was that the Workfare component for

food stamp registrants was embedded in a large program operated by the welfare

agency that covered recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children.

-- Data from the full county-wide program were available and provided estimates

of the assignment, worksite development, and monitoring costs per registrant.

6.6 A Comparison of Monthly Pro_ect Costs

6.6.1 Total Monthl_ Pro_ect Costs

Monthly expenditures charged to the project varied widely across sites.

As reported in Table 6.1, San Diego showed the highest monthly expenditures

-- ($36,575), followed by the Maine ($19,781); Pensacola, Portsmouth, Kentucky

and Nassau ($12,000) and Fresno ($8,713). Expenditure patterns were stable

over time, except in Fresno, Maine, and Kentucky. Part of the variation in

Fresno was attributable to the disbursement of back pay in several lump sums.

Sites' invoices to FNS represented the largest fraction of the cost of

1The costs incurred by units of government employing registrants in

Workfare positions could be ignored, since these agencies would be reluctant
-- to participate unless the value of the registrants' labor time were at least

equal to such costs.
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operating the demonstration. Another cost was in-kind contributions by the

local Food Stamp Agency, largely from the rent-free use of space and equipment

by demonstration staff and the time donated by Income Maintenance Unit workers.

No estimates were made of the rent-free office space. However, estimates

of the costs of the Income Maintenance Unit worker's time came from data

collected by On-Site Analysts on the salaries and the time these workers

-- spent with participants that was specifically associated with the job search

requirements. Note in Table 6.2 that this contribution was minimal, averaging

-- five minutes per client in all sites except San Diego. Even in San Diego,

where assessment time increased the total per client contribution to thirteen

minutes, the average monthly costs of this contribution was only about 3

percent of total costs.

-- 6.6.2 Estimates of the Demonstration's Average Costs Per Participant

The average demonstration costs per participant equal the average monthly

costs (including in-kind contributions of eligibility worker time) divided

by average monthly client flow. The flow measure used for cost and benefit

estimates was the average number of work registrants assigned to the treatment

group. The exception (for purposes of the cost estimates) was in Fresno,

where the number scheduled for assessment was used because it was the more

_ reliable measure of client flow.

These estimates of average costs in the bottom half of Table 6.3 show

a considerable disparity between the four relatively inexpensive sites (Fresno,

Pensacola, Nassau, and San Diego), with costs under $65 per person assigned

to treatment, and the three relatively expensive sites (Kentucky, Maine,

and Portsmouth) with average costs of $100 to $120. The average cost across

all sites was $65 per participant.
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Table 6.2

Estimates of Costs of the Demonstration Not Directly

Char_ed to the Demonstration Budget (In-Kind Contributions)

Estimated Estimate of IMU/

Estimated hour- Average Min- , Eligibility wor-

ly salary and Minutes Spent Average Number kers' total
fringe,* eligi- on Demonstra- of Clients monthly in-kind

Site bility workers tion per Client Seen per Month contribution

Applicant
Job Search

Fresno 9.25 5 334 257

Nassau 10.13 5 239 202

Job Club

Pensa- 5.66 5 189 $ 89
cola

Maine 8.442 5 190 134

Ports- 8.13 5 100 68
mouth

Group Job
Search

Assis-
tance

Ken- 11.492 5 129 124

tucky

Job Club/
Workfare

San 10.67 13 605 1,399

Diego

Source: Staff Utilization Rosters, Monthly Progress Reports, on-site observation.

Notes:

1Fringe costs were estimated using the demonstration employment unit staff fringe
rates.

2Maine figure derived from November 1983 data; Kentucky from April 1984; all
ochers average of November 1983 and April 1984.
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~?e_J · 6.3

Monthly Client Flow and Cost Der Partlcioent

GROUP
JOB

-- SEARCH JOB
APPLICANT ASSIS- CLUB/

JOB SEARCH JOB CLUB TANCE WORKFARE

Pease- Ports- Ken- San

-- Fresno Nassau cola Heine mouth tucKy Diego

Called t As- · As- I As- t As- I As- I As-

In for signed signed signed signed signed signed Aver-
AS- to to to to to to age of

sess_ Treat- Treat- Treat- Treat- Treat- Treat- Ali-
ment' men? merit ment ment ment ment Sites

7/83 424 38 296 214 145 N/R 580

8/83 41g 221 300 185 115 N/R 571

9/83 342 191 181 257 98 N/R 448

10/83 452 232 158 209 155 152 506

-' 11/83 392 230 178 186 136 117 534

12/83 363 2SI 160 150 111 t04 623

1/84 385 328 178 220 105 163 621

2/84 326 296 204 152 51 128 789

3/84 231 310 128 188 42 108 866

4/84 168 291 104 134 45 72 509

5/84 174 77 O 15 N/A' 0 N/A

MOnthly 334 239 189 190 100 129 605
Average

LaDor & Fringe $25 $45 $21 $66 $107 S62 S41 S47
-- Cost Per Parti-

cipant

Total Demon- $26 S52 _3 SI04 $120 S99 S60 S64
-- stration Cost

Der Participant

Total Cost per $27 S52 S63 SI05 $121 S100 563 S65
Participant,
(including in-
kind contriOu-
tions)

N/A = Not applicable N/R = Not relevant.

Sources: Honthly Progress Reports, site invoices to FNS.

Notes:

IThe number of clients "called in for assessment" wes the best measure of the size of the treatment group

in Fresno.

2

Data hoc available for sire and rime period.
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The results indicate that the program model was a significant factor

affecting average cost. The two Applicant Job Search sites, Fresno and Nassau,

had the lowest average cost; the two highest average cost figures were at

Job Club sites. Portsmouth was the most expensive of the three Job Club

sites. Somewhat surprisingly, San Diego's combination of Job Club and Workfare

activities cost less than Kentucky's more limited Group Job Search Assistance

activities. The explanation may be the savings in San Diego attributable

to economies in large-scale production or to the agency's experience in

implementing work requirements of various kinds.

Within models, demonstration costs per participant declined with the

scale of the project. Of the two Applicant Job Search sites, Fresno had the

lower average cost and the higher inflow of applicants. The lowest client

flow among the Job Club sites and overall was in Portsmouth, the site with

the highest cost.

In accordance with the "budget exhaustion" hypothesis (see Section 6.3),

the cost per participant reached high levels in sites where actual enrollment

fell well short of planned enrollment. Note in Table 6.4 that, except in

Maine 2. in the sites where costs reached $100 per participant, actual

enrollment as a proportion of projected enrollment was lowest. In San Diego

and Nassau County, average costs were low despite enrollment levels well

below projected levels. However, had enrollment reached the levels projected,

average costs would have been even lower. The reason is that budgets provided

2Maine was an important exception for reasons that are not inconsistent

with the budget exhaustion hypothesis. The Maine demonstration operated
in five Food Stamp Agency offices according to one budget with the Food and

Nutrition Service, but the analysis covered only three of these offices.

Apparently, Maine billed for expenses in a way that gave the three offices

included in the analysis more money than was projected based on the projected

client flow in these offices. As a result, the Maine figures for average
demonstration costs are not comparable to the figures for other sites.
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Table 6.4

Comparison of Actual Oemonstration Cost per Participant to Estimates

Usin_ Pre-Oemonstratlon Predicted Client Flows

Pre-Oemon-

stration

Estimate Actual Actual Par- Actual Oem- Actual {]em-

- of Monthly Monthly ticipation onstration onstration
.. Client Client as a Percent Cost I per Cost 1 per

Flow (Treat- Flow (Treat- of Estimated Estimated Actual

merit Group) ment Group) Participation Participant _art;cioant

_pplicant
Job Search

Fresno 285 534 117_ S 31 S 26

Nassau 333 239 72_ $ 37 $ 52

Job Club

Pensa- 200 189 95[ $ 59 $ 63
cola

-- Maine 2 80 190 238_ $ 2473 $104

Ports- 171 100 58_ $ 70 S120
mouth

em_

;coup Job
_earch
_ssistance

Ken- 200 129 65% $ 64 S 99
tucKy

Job Club/
_orkfare

San 840 505 72_ $ 44 $ 60

-- Diego 2

Note: Estimated client flows were taken from site proposals.

Notes:

1Does not include in-kind contributions.

2pre-demonstration estimates of client flow and actual costs have been adjusted _o account for

-- offices receiving demonstration funds but excluded from actual client flow data.

3Comparison of actual expenditures to initial estimates of client flow is inappropriate in Maine

(see text).
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by FNS to both sites represented an allocation per planned enrollee that

was low in comparison to other sites.

One distinctive feature among the least expensive sites was a screening

mechanism that considerably reduced the number of clients receiving the full

battery of services. In Fresno, the lowest cost site, over half of those

assigned to treatment were exempted from actually carrying out job search

(see Chapter 4). Furthermore, the applicant job search requirement served

as a hurdle affecting entry onto the food stamp rolls and into ongoing
m

recipient job search. Nassau had an applicant job search requirement similar

to the one in Fresno. For the three-fourths of registrants who were on Home

Relief, Nassau imposed a Workfare requirement as well. In San Diego,

considerable attrition took place between the assignment to treatment by

the eligibility worker and assessment by the Workfare worker. Apparently,

many recipients dropped out at this stage and risked sanctions rather than

facing the Workfare requirement. (The sanctioning procedure was much less

time consuming for staff, and thus less costly, than conducting a job club.)

Pensacola imposed an individual job search requirement before job club. This

requirement may have screened out those unwilling to participate and those

who were on the verge of employment, especially during the period of backlog

in job club.

These screening mechanisms may have reduced the average cost per

participant by reducing the proportion who received the most complete and
!

expensive set of services. The results in Table 6.5, which compare the client

flow at intake at each site to the flow into the primary job-seeking activity

at the site, are generally consistent with this idea. Within Applicant Job

Search and other models, low cost sites had low rates of assignment to the

primary job-seeking activity. For example, in Pensacola, only 25 percent
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Table 6.5

Client Flow t Assignment tO Primary Job-Seeklnq Activity/ and Cost Per Participant
,, (Monthly Averages)

Percent Percent

Assigned to Attending Average

Assigned Job-Seeking Primary Cost per

,_ Models to Treatment Activity Activity Participant 1

Applicant Job Search

Fresno 3482 .44 NA $27

Nassau 3 60 .98 NA $52

Job Club

Pensacola 189 .254 .12 S63

Maine 190 .29 .18 $105

_ Portsmouth IOO .43 .35 S121

Group Job Search Assistance

'"'" Kentucky 129 .72 .41 S100

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego 605 .455 .32 563

Sources: Nassau end Fresno: Monthly Progress Reports, July 1983 - February 1984; other sites:

Nonthly Progress Reports, July 1983 - May 1984, Client Participation Histories,

Notes:

1
Includes in-kind contributions.

2Referred to assessment.

3Non-Public Assistance clients only.

473Z assigned to job search.

-- 523% referred to workfare.
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of treatment group members were assigned to the job club and only 12 percent

attended (although 73 percent were assigned to the less expensive job search

activity). The percentage assigned to job search activities was high in Nassau

and Kentucky, where cost per participant was also high for the respective

models.

Table 6.6 decomposes the average costs in the demonstration into several

components: non-labor costs, salary and fringe benefits, and average labor

time per participant. As noted above, the proportion of total monthly cost

attributable to labor and fringe benefits ranged from around 63 percent in

Kentucky and Maine to almost 97 percent in Fresno. Not surprisingly, non-labor

costs per participant also varied widely, with Kentucky and Maine having

the highest at around $38 and Fresno the lowest at $1. The sites with the

highest cost had job clubs, while the Applicant Job Search Model sites had

the lowestnon-laborcostper participant.

The separation of the average labor cost per participant into the

components of hourly labor cost and hours of labor per participant provides

insight into differences between sites. The average labor time per participant

was derived by dividing the average hourly salary and fringe rate into the

average labor cost per participant. As such, the average labor time measure

includes active service time, unproductive service staff time, and time for

management functions. The results in Table 6.6 show that hourly labor cost

and average labor time often pushed the average labor cost per participant

in opposite directions. The three sites with the highest hourly labor cost

(Fresno, Nassau, and San Diego) also had the lowest average labor time per

participant; the sites with the lowest hourly labor cost (Pensacola and

Portsmouth) had the highest average labor time. The low wage and fringe rate

in Pensacola played a significant part (though less significant than
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Table 6.6

C_oonents of Average Cost per Participant

Average Average Average Average Average

Total Non-Labor LabOr Hourly Labor

Cost per Cost per Cost Der Salary and Time per

Site Participant 1 Participant Particioant 1 Fringe Rate 2 Participant 1

w All sites S64 $17 $47 $11.05 4.28 hrs

Applicant Job Searc,

Fresno 26 I 25 12.51 2.00

Nassau 52 7 45 14.49 3.T1

Job Club

'_. Pensacola 63 12 51 7.03 7.25

Maine 104 38 66 10.53 6.27

-- Portsmou,h 120 13 107 8.54 12.53

Group Job Search

__ Assistance

Kentucky 99 37 62 10.34 6.OO

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego 60 lg 41 13.92 2.95

Sources: Nonthly Progress Reports, invoices to FNS, Staff Utilization Rosters

Notes:

1Does not include in-kind contributions Of time, approximately .22 hours Der cl;ent in San

Diego and .08 hours elsewhere.

2Overall average for demonstration staff, inclua;ng management, direct serv;ce and
_" clerical staff.
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differences in non-labor costs) in keeping that site's costs well below those

of Maine and Kentucky, since the labor time was actually less in the latter --_

two sites. This breakdown pinpoints the critical factor in Portsmouth's high

average cost: its extremely high average labor time per participant of 12.5

hours, nearly double the amount for the next highest site, Pensacola.

Conversely, the low cost in San Diego came about through the ability of the

Food Stamp Agency to keep down average labor time per participant, even below

an Applicant Job Search site (Nassau).

Several factors may explain differences in the hourly labor cost and

the non-labor cost per participant. While the model may have affected the

skill requirements for the staff and thus the wage they commanded, local

labor market conditions probably were at least as important. The non-labor

cost could have been affected by any of four factors: the requirements for

equipment and materials inherent in the model, the process of budget _

exhaustion, the efficiency of management in controlling non-labor costs,

and variation in the portion of non-labor costs that were contributed by

the sites.

6.7 The Analysis of Utilization and Estimates of Marginal Costs

6.7.1 The Time Allocation to Individual Services

This section examines how demonstration staff allocated their time to

each of the activities involved in administering the job search requirement.

The data come from Staff Utilization Rosters and Job Tickets collected in ---

November 1983 and April I984. The Staff Utilization Rosters recorded estimates

by demonstration staff of the allocation of their time under the demonstration.

Tables 6.7 and 6.8 report these responses for the two study weeks, excluding

management time. The total available time across all sites was about the
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Table 6.7

Total Time Available for Various Services

November 1983 Study Week

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Other

All All Pre- Individual Reschedul~ Indl-

All Group Individual Assessment Job Search Employment lng and Non- vldual

Services Activity Services & Assessment Monitoring Assistance compliance Service

',.le Mins. _ Mins. _ Hins. _ Minso _ Mins. _ Hin5. _ Mln5. _ Mins.

_1 SITES 77,127 I00 19,157 24.8 57,970 I00 27,812 48.0 7,758 13.4 7,297 12.6 14,383 24.8 720

_plJlicant Job
',_d¢ch

fresno 6,480 I00 0 0 6,480 100 2,688 41.5 1,128 17.4 0 0 2,064 31.9 600

t_,_sau 9,369 I00 0 0 9.369 I00 3,800 40.4 3,038 32.3 1,215 12.9 1,316 14.0 0 It_

J,bClub OLOnI

Pensacola 16,104 I00 3,720 23.1 12,384 I00 5,460 44.1 3,300 26.6 1,560 12.6 2,065 16.7 0

Mjine 11,808 100 4,656 39.4 7,152 100 4,920 68.8 0 0 0 0 2,232 31.2 0

I'urt_mouth 13,500 I00 4,500 33.3 9,000 I00 3,825 42.5 0 0 4,500 50.0 675 7.5 0

,,,Jup Job Search
,.,istance

_clllucky 10,350 lO0 2,633 25.4 7,717 I00 3,015 39.1 112 1.5 22 0.3 4,568 59.2 0

, .u Club/Norkfare

_..,, Diego 9,516 I00 3,648 38.3 5,868 I00 4,104 69.9 180 3.1 0 0 1,464 24.9 120

, __: Staff Utilization Rosters. November 1983.

IJerccntdge5 in columns 3-7 ,ire b,_',cd on 5_rvice5 provided to or for individuals only.
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Total Time Available loc Various Services

April 1984 Study Week

I 2 3 4 5 6 7

All All Pre- Individual Reschedul-

All Group Individual Assessment Job Search Employment lng and Non-

Services Activity Services & Assessment Monitoring 2 Assistance compliance

*,,re Mlns. % Hins. S Nins. _ Hlns. _ Hlns. _ Hins. _ Nlns.

tt SITES 76,091 1OO 22,380 29.4 53,711 IOO 22,277 41.5 9.660 18.O 9,222 17.2 12,552 23.4

,,plicant Job
'._Jrch

,esno 6,953 1OO N/R N/R 6,953 I00 2,273 32.7 2,220 31.9 576 8,3 1,884 21.1
I

rl_Jssau 9,420 IOO N/R N/R 9,420 IOO 3,324 35.3 4,080 43.3 816 8.7 1,2OO 12.7 O

,UClub I

J'unsacola 14,472 IO0 2,880 19.9 11,592 IOO 5,424 46.8 3,360 29.0 1,080 9.3 1,728 14.9

Mdine j 11,808 1OO 4,656 39.4 7,152 100 4,920 68.8 N/R N/R N/A N/A 2,232 31.2

I'ort_mouth 15,120 1OO 4.800 31.7 IO,320 1OO 4,560 44.2 N/R N/R 4,800 46.5 960 9.3

..:r_up Job Search
,'.,-.i_tance

Fentucky 8,382 IO0 5,484 65.4 2,898 IOO N/R N/R N/R N/R 270 9.3 2,628 90.7

,,,b £1ub/_orktare

_,,,,,Diego 9,936 IO0 4,560 45.9 5,376 I00 1,776 33.0 N/R N/R 1.680 31.3 1,920 35.7

f, = Not available. N/R = Not relevant.

'. .,.:c: Stall Utilization Rosters. April 1984.

h ,: Percentages in columns 3-7 are based on services provided to or loc individuals only.

II.t_,e ddta were missing. The numbers displayed rellect time available in November 1983.

2Counted as part of group activity In ioh ¢1,,i_ slr,,s. , ,
) , i I { .' , J, < ,' _ ( I / , ,) I _ I _
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same in the two weeks. The percentage of time allocated to group and

v individual job finding (including job search monitoring) amounted to about

half of total staff time, rising from about 44 percent in November to 54

percent in April. Most of the remaining time went for preassessment and

. - assessment activities. Rescheduling and noncompliance processes used about

15 to 20 percent of total time.

As expected, none of the staff time at the Applicant Job Search sites

went for group activities. The Job Club sites generally allocated more time

to group activities than sites that combined group sessions with individual

job search. Between November and April, Kentucky substantially increased

-_ its time allocation to group activity, from 25 to 65 percent of staff time;

San Diego raised the amount of time spent on individual employment assistance.

On Job Tickets, demonstration staff recorded the time they spent directly

- on delivering services to individuals or on processing their cases. In

contrast to the Staff Utilization Rosters, which accounted for all of the

time billed to the demonstration, the Job Tickets did not account for

nonservice time, whether necessary (for staff meetings and normal breaks)

or unnecessary (i.e., due to overstaffing or poor allocation of staff).

According to the Job Ticket data summarized in Tables 6.9 and 6.10, the

distribution of time in direct service closely followed the allocation of

total available time and the site's model. Between November 1983 and April

1984, the time spent on job-related services (job search monitoring, employment

_ assistance) jumped from about 23 to nearly 42 percent of the direct time on

individual service or processing activities. The most dramatic change was

-- the increase in individual employment assistance from 61 percent to 86 percent

of individual service time in Portsmouth.



Table 6.9

Total Time Spent on Various Individual Services Durin_ the November 1983

Cost Data Collection Week t as Recorded on Job Tickets

Total Time (In Minutes of Service and Percent of Total Time Spent on Each Service

All Pre- Individual Reschedullng Other

Individual Assessment & Job Search Employment and Non- Individual
I

Services Assessment Monitoring Assistance compliance Service

Site Wins. % Wins. _ Wins. _ wins. _ Wins. % MInso

ALL SITES 17,520 100 7,500 42.8 2,211 12.6 1,803 10.3 5,773 33.O 233 1.3

Applicant Job
Search

Fresno 4,207 IOO 2,160 51.3 953 22.7 0 O 977 23.2 117 2.8 I
O

Nassau 2,878 I00 980 34.1 571 19.8 935 32.5 368 12.8 24 0.8 OOI

Job Club

Pensacola 3.614 I00 2,220 61.4 636 17.6 144 4.0 551 15.2 63 1.7

Maine 2,593 IOO 872 33.6 N/R N/R 0 O 1,721 66.4 0 O

Portsmouth 1,156 100 3OI 26.0 N/R N/R 710 61.4 145 12.5 O 0

Group Job Search
Assistance

Kentucky 2,219 IO0 377 17.O 51 2.3 14 0.6 1,748 78.8 29 I.3

Job Club/19orktare

Sdn Oiego 855 lO0 590 69.2 N/l{ N/R 0 0 263 30.8 J 0 0

Source: Job Tickets c_npleled in November 1983 study week.

1
Job search monitoring not measured lot job club sites in November 1983 job ticket.

N/l{ = Not rt_!ev;Int

I I I ' I ' "



Table 6.10

Total Time Spent on Various Individual Services Durln_ the Sprln_ 1984 Cost Data Collection Neek_ as Recorded on Job Tickets

Total Time (In Minutes of Service and Percent o! Total Time Spent on Each Service

All Pre- Individual Reschedul-

Individual Assessment & Job Search Employment lng & Non-
I

Services Assessment Monitoring Assistance compliance Other

Site Mins. _ Mlns. _ Nins. _ Nins. _ Mlns. _ Nlns.

ALL SITES 15,O53 IOO 4,614 30.6 2,731 18.1 3,564 23.7 4,099 27.2 45 O.3

Applicant Job
Search

Fresno 3,327 IO0 1,035 31.0 1,288 38.1 5 0.2 999 30.0 N/R N/R I
cD
_D

Nassau 2,220 IO0 504 22.7 902 40.6 358 16.1 456 20.5 N/R N/R I

Job Club

Pensacola 2,173 IOO 1,195 54.9 541 24.9 29 1.3 408 18.8 N/R N/R

Maine 2,250 IOO 1,261 56.O N/R N/R 3 O.I 941 41.8 45 2.O

Portsmouth 3,451 IO0 157 4.5 N/R N/R 2,960 85.8 334 9.7 N/R N/R

Group Job Search
Assistance

Kentucky 510 IOO N/R N/R N/R N/R 3 0.6 507 99.4 N/R N/R

Job Club/Norkt_re

San Diego 1,122 IOO 462 41.2 N/R N/R 206 18.4 454 40.5 N/R N/R

Source: Job Tickets completed in April 1984 study week.

I
Job rickets did not record monitoring time Ior group job club sites.

N/R = Not relc:vnnL'
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One measure of productive efficiency of demonstration sites is the ratio

of the time actually spent serving individuals to the total time available

for individual services. This ratio was most relevant to the sites where

individual services accounted for most or all of the available time (Pensacola,

Fresno, Nassau, Portsmouth, and to a lesser degree, Maine). Table 6.11 reveals -

that direct time dealing with individual cases as a proportion of total time

available generally ranged from 20 to 40 percent across all sites and most

activities. Between November and April, the ratio declined in pre-assessment/

assessment andrescheduling/noncompliance activities, but increased in

individual employment assistance and remained constant in job search

monitoring. Across sites, the extreme values shifted toward the average;

this was most notable in Fresno, where the overall direct time proportion

declined from 65 percent to 48 percent. The least efficient sites in November,

San Diego and Portsmouth, improved considerably, while Kentucky declined

from near average to least efficient. (Kentucky appears to have been in a

phase-down mode during the study week in April.)

One natural question to ask is whether high costs per participant came

about because of high levels of unproductive individual service time. There

was at most a moderate connection between the high costs and Iow direct service

time. The two expensive sites (other than Maine), Portsmouth and Kentucky,

experienced the lowest proportion of direct service time in November and

April respectively. However, Pensacola, the least expensive of the Job Club

sites, was below average in direct service time in both weeks.

6.7.2 Utilization of Capacit 7 in Group Activities

To examine the utilization of staff in group activities required the

collection of Treatment Participation Rosters for the job clubs and group
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Table 6oli

- ProductFve Efficiency: Total Direct Service Time Measured from

_'_ Job Tickets as a Percentage of Total Time AvailaDte
(measured from Staff Utilization Rosters)

Percent of Time Available That Was Utilized in Direct Service:

_ November/ADril Comparison

All Pre-Assess- Individual Reschedul-

Individual ment& Job Search Employment ing& Non-

Services Assessment Monitoring Assistance comoliance

I Nov. Apr. NOv. Apr. Nov. Apr. t Nov. Apr. I .orApr

ALL SITES 30.2 28.0 27.0 20.7 28.5 28.3 24,7 47.3 40.1 32.7

,,,, Aoolicant Job
Search

- Fresno 64.g 47.8 80.4 45.5 84.5 58.0 0 O.g 47.3 53.0

Nassau 30.7 23.6 25.8 15.2 18.8 22.1 77.0 44.1 28.0 38.0

-- Job CIub

Pensacola 29.2 18.7 40.7 22.0 19.3 16.1 9.2 2.7 26.7 23.5

_' Maine 36.3 31.6 17.7 25.6 0 0 0 0 77.1 42.2

Portsmouth 12.8 33.4 7.9 3.4 0 0 15.8 61.7 21.5 34.8

;rouo Job Search

_ssistance

Kentucky 28.8 17.6 12.5 0 45.6 _ 63.6 1.1 ]8.3 19.3

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego 14.5 20.9 I0.I 26.0 0 0 0 12.5 18.0 ! 23.6

1Estimated. Actual minutes Der activity data were missing.

Note: Percentages are based on services orovided to or for individuals only.
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job search assistance, since the Job Tickets only provided data on time spent

serving or processing individual cases. The Rosters, which covered two

representative four-week periods in the last quarter of 1983 and the first

quarter of 1984, indicated the clients who were scheduled, each client's

attendance status for each session, and the staffing of the job club.

Comparing the actual attendance patterns to the desired attendance levels

yieldedmeasuresof capacityutilization.

According to one measure presented in Table 6.12, the percentage of

target attendance attained, the job clubs reached high overall utilization

rates (actual attendance was 80 percent of the target level), with wide

variations across sites. The percentage of target attendance attained varied

from 31 percent in Kentucky to 152 percent in Maine. San Diego and Pensacola

were below average and Portsmouth was above.

The "show rate" measured the percentage of those scheduled for job club

who actually attended. Overall, the show rate was 49 percent; in other words,

sites scheduled 2 clients for every 1 that reported to a job club or a group

assistance session. Low show rates helped explain why attendance fell short

°.

of the planned job club operating levels (or target attendance). The sites

that had were below average in percent of target attending (Kentucky, San

Diego, and Pensacola) had below average show rates. Thus, the difficulty

in filling job clubs or group assistance sessions resulted largely from the

absences of assigned work registrants rather than from an inability to assign

the appropriate number of registrants. In Kentucky and San Diego, show rates

and target attendance rate were low, indicating that staff did not compensate

for low show rates by scheduling more clients. It was not clear whether this

was a result of inadequate attention to attendance levels or too small a

pool of potential job club participants.
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Table 6.12

-- Show Rates_ Percent of Attendance Target Met, and
Client/Staff Ratios for Job Clubs

Target Actual

Percent Client/ 3 Client/
Show Rate 1 of Target 2 Staff Ratio
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Maintaining an adequate pool from which to fill job clubs may have become

a problem in the latter part of the demonstration. The percent of target

attendance attained fell between November 1983 and April 1984 at three of

the four sites for which data were available; at the fourth site, Kentucky,

the level rose slightly but remained the lowest of all sites. At Pensacola

and Portsmouth, the show rate also declined from November to April, further

suggesting client flow shortfalls. The show rate actually rose while the -

percent of target fell in Maine. Given that the latter figure was so high

in the fall (170 percent), it may be that the staff sought to reduce the

size of the groups and in the process screened out those less likely to attend.

The percentage of target attendance attained was not closely related

to cost per participant, even though one might expect utilization rates in

group activities would influence overall cost. The sites with the highest

percentage of target attending, Maine and Portsmouth, were among the most

expensive sites in cost per participant. San Diego, a relatively inexpensive

site, had a low percentage of target attending. Only in Kentucky, the most

extreme case, did low group attendance appear to result in high costs per

participant.

The client/staff ratio in job club operations was one reason why the

relative cost of a site seemed unaffected by the percent of target attendance

attained. Even if a site filled its groups well, it would be expensive if

there were a Iow number of clients served by each staff member. Conversely,

a site that failed to reach attendance goals might still be inexpensive if

the staff served large numbers of clients. The client/staff ratios in Table

6.12 show an average ratio of 9.1 clients per staff member, ranging from a

low of 6.1 per client in Kentucky to 14.7 in Pensacola.
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The client/staff ratio helped explain participant costs in Kentucky

and Pensacola, but not elsewhere. In Kentucky, the low client/staff ratio

was consistent with the low attendance rates and gave added weight to the

view that the site's high participant costs were due in part to inadequate

client flow in group activities. In Pensacola, the high client/staff ratio

,, compensated for the below average percent of target attending, and thus helped

to hold per-participant costs down. The client/staff ratios for the other

" sites were so similar that they did not provide much insight into the

differences in cost.

The target client/staff ratio measured how staff-intensive the group

activities were intended to be. This target client/staff ratio ranged from

6 clients per staff member in Maine to approximately 20 in Pensacola and

_. Kentucky. Apparently, the Maine and Portsmouth sites d_signed expensive

group components, while the job clubs in San Diego and Pensacola and the

-- group search assistance in Kentucky were designed to be far less expensive.

The target ratio was especially helpful in understanding the high costs in

Portsmouth in spite of reasonably adequate attendance.

The job club client/staff ratio declined significantly in most sites

from November 1983 to April 1984. Maine and Portsmouth fell from over 10

clients per staff member to around 6, the level in Kentucky. The ratio also

declined at Pensacola from 18 to 10. The common factor at these sites

appeared to be an inflexibility of staffing in the face of declining

attendance--a pattern consistent with the budget exhaustion syndrome.
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6.7.3 Estimates of Costs Per ReBistrant of Job Search Requirements

Basedon theMarginalCostsof Activities

Constructing estimates of unit costs based on the marginal costs of

individual components of the job search requirement is one way of avoiding

the biases that can develop from the budget exhaustion syndrome. Consider

the marginal cost of an activity as the actual cost of providing a particular

service, such as job search monitoring, to one additional work registrant.

In this evaluation, estimates of such marginal costs came from multiplying

(a) the minutes required in direct staff time for providing the added unit

of service times (b) the average cost per minute. According to this approach,

only direct labor costs were variable. Table 6.13 presents the salary and

fringe benefit data from which the average salary costs per minute are drawn.

Overall, the marginal cost of services to individuals was quite low, indicating

that most functions were relatively uncomplicated. Table 6.14 shows marginal

costs of particular services by site. The overall average across all sites

and all types of services was $1.76. The most expensive functions in terms

of marginal cost, at $2.18 per unit, were preassessment/assessment and

individual employment assistance. Each added unit of job search monitoring

cost only $1.82; rescheduling/noncompliance was least expensive at $1.02.

These results were not surprising, since the high cost services were the

ones that inherently required more effort on the part of staff.

There was considerable variation across sites. The marginal cost of

the average service to individuals ranged from $0.69 in Kentucky to $2.96

in Fresno, with much variation in between. Fresno had the highest marginal

cost for all three individual services it provided: preassessment/assessment

($4.24), job search monitoring ($3.23), and rescheduling/noncompliance ($1.98).

Kentucky had the lowest marginal cost for job search monitoring ($0.82),

individual employment assistance ($0.72), and close to the lowest for



Table 6.13

ttourly Salaries of Demonstration Staff - Averaqe of November 1983 and April 1984

Staff with Primarily Direct Service

All Demonstration Staff Management Functions and Clerical Stafff

Hour I y Hour I y 14our I y

Average Sa I ary Average Sa I ary Average Sa I ary

# of ftourly Plus # of tlourly Plus # of Hourly Plus

Site Stat f Sa I ary F r i nge Staff f Sa I ary Fr i nge Staf f Sa I ary Fr I nge

All sites 54 $8.87 $11.O5 12 $14.10 $17.59 42 $ 7.31 $9.09

Applicant Job Search

Fresno 6 IO.01 12.51 2 13.43 16.79 4 8.31 IO.38
I

Nassau 7.5 10.98 14.49 2.5 17.78 23.47 5 7.53 9.94 .._
i

Job Club

Pensaco I a 8 5.78 7.03 O N/R N/R 8 5.78 7 .O3

Maine 7 8.73 10.53 2 13.18 15.89 5 6.95 8.38

Portsmouth 7.5 7.06 8.54 I I I .75 14.22 6,5 5.99 7.24

Group Job Search
Assistance

Kentucky 8 8,84 IO.34 2 13.64 15.95 6 7.21 8.44

Job CI ub/_/ork f are

San Diego IO IO.71 13.92 2.5 14.80 19.23 7.5 9.41 12.23

Source: Staff Utilization Roslerso

N/g = Not relevant



Table 6.14

Average and Marginal Labor Costs of Services to Individuals by Activity

Average and Marginal labor Costs of Services to Individuals, In Dollars

Average Across Individual

All Individual Pre-Assessment Job Search Employment Reschedullng &

Services & Assessment Monitoring Assistance Noncompliance

Aver- Mar- Aver- Mar- Aver- Mar- Aver- Mar- Aver- Mar-

age glnal age glnal age glnal age glnal age glnal

Site Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost

All sites 5,27 1.76 8,76 2.18 6.30 1,82 6.38 2.18 2.76 I.O2

Applicant Job Search I
r_

Fresno 5.34 2.96 7.48 4.24 4.82 3.23 N/R N/R 3.97 1.98 _o
I

Nassau 3.73 I.OO 5.72 I.IO 6.73 1,38 1.92 1.13 1.67 0.54

Job Club

Pensacola 7.18 1.66 11.14 3.16 7.40 1.30 71.60 1.10 2.74 0.79

Heine 5.04 1.69 7.90 1.73 N/R N/R N/R N/R 3.14 1.68

Portsmouth 9.22 2.O6 21.32 1.66 N/R N/R 7.94 2.46 3.83 i.O2

Group Job Search Assistance

Kentucky 3.O6 0.69 N/R N/R 1.78 O.82 20.54 0.72 2.54 O.68

Job Club/Workldru

San Diego 6.81 1.36 7.74 2;42 N/R N/R 22.72 1.39 4.12 !.10

N/R = Not relevant.

Source: Job Ticket5 and Sldfl Ulillzallon Rosters. Averoge al results from November 1983 and April 1984.

Note: Fringe costs are Included. IMU stall time Is not Included.

Average and marginal costs are based on actual costs per unit of staff time and units of staff time

per service.

r t 1 , I 1 " I ' f , f I ,' _
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rescheduling/noncompliance (the lowest was $0.54 at Nassau). Nassau was

.. consistently below the average marginal cost across the categories of service,

but the other sites were less consistent, sometimes above the average,

sometimes below. The dominant factor influencing the variation in marginal

costs was apparently the duration of the average unit of service. Note that

some of the high-wage sites (Nassau, San Diego) had lower marginal costs

than some of the low-wage sites (Portsmouth, Pensacola).

The average cost of a service was defined as the cost of the total staff

time allotted to the service during the study weeks divided by the number
_'

of times the service was provided during those weeks. Because of the

_ relatively low levels of staff utilization in direct service activities,

the average costs of services to individuals were substantially higher than

the marginal costs. Across all sites and all services, the average cost of

a service to an individual was $5.27, roughly three times the marginal cost.

Preassessment/assessment was the most expensive service, with an average

cost of $8.76; the least expensive was rescheduling/noncompliance at $2.76.

Average costs for all services ranged from $3.06 in Kentucky to $9.22 in

-' Portsmouth. Enormous site variations appeared in average costs for specific

services. But, such variations may have resulted from the differencesin

the way fixed costs (such as a manager's time) were allocated to particular

services.

Table 6.15 shows the average number of activities per participant, as

derived from the Client Participation Histories. Multiplying these numbers

times the marginal cost of instances of services yielded estimates of the

-- marginal cost of individual services per treatment sroup registrant. This

- cost differs from the cost per instance of a service because it takes account
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Table 6.15

Average Number of Activities per Participant

Other In-

Number of Job Search person Visit; Admtnistra-

Participants Monitor- Employment . tire

Sampled Assessment in_ V/sit Referral Activity -

All Sites 2,946 0.82 O.57 0.142 1.35

Applicant Job Search

Fresno 487 0.76 0.55 0.02 0.87

Nassau 492 0.96 1.17 0.03 1_34

Job Club

Pensacola 433 0.81 0.87 0.22 1.75

Maine 449 0.76 N/R 0.142 1.47

Portsmouth 293 0.78 N/R 1.25 0.83

Group Job Search

Assistance

Kentucky 3]9 T.002 1.34 0.01 1.56

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego 453 0.58 N/R 0.03 1.57

N/R = Not relevant.

Source: Client Participation Histories from a representative sample of participants during

,,steady-state- (Phase III) operafions.

IAdministrative Activity includes sending Notices of Noncompliance, updating records when

clients enter employment or leave the demonstration, and rescheduling clients as needed.

2These data items were omitted from the calculation of marginal cost of individual

services per participant _ecause of lack of data on the marginal cost of the service. In

Kentucky, where formal assessment was not conducted, no cost was recorded for this

activity. In Maine, while Client Participation Histories indicated some incidence of other

in-person visits, no data were available which indicated the staff involved in these visFts

and their wages. Thus, no marginal cost estimates could Oe computed.
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of the fact that a particular registrant may have experienced zero, one, or

several instances of a service.

The marginal cost of individual services per participant was quite small

at all sites (see Table 6.16). Marginal costs per participant of all

individual services was only $4.50, less than one-tenth of the average

demonstration cost of $65 per participant (reported in Section 6.5.2). THUS,

only a small portion of the overall cost of the demonstration was attributable

_ to staff time actually spent delivering services to individuals. The lowest

marginal cost of individual services per participant was $2.17 in _entucky;

_" the highest was $6.72 in Fresno. Ail other sites clustered between £3.46

- and $5.30.

The differences in marginal costs per participant for individual services

reflected both different amounts of service and different marginal costs

per service. Kentucky's overall marginal cost was low because of its low

marginal costs per instance of service ($2.G6 from Table $.lA) a_d not because

registrants averaged a low number of services (see Table 6.I5). 7ke high

marginal cost per participant in Fresno was the result of high mar_inai cost_

for each unit of service; these outweighed the effect of the below-average

number of units. Massau's low marginal cost per participant was due to low

marginal costs per unit. A lean mix of individual services held fc?n mzrginal

cost per participant in Maine.

,, The marginal cost per participant of all individual servic_ ?rcvided

a good indicator of the intensity of individual services at a site. ?he thr_e

sites with per participant costs of $5 or more (?ensacola, ?resnc, an_

Portsmouth) put substantial effort into determining the employability ef

participants and seeing that the participants carried out job search

requirements. The low cost of individual services was consistent with the
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Table 6,16

Combined Marginal Cost Der ParticiDant_ Management Cost Der Participant,
and Total Labor Cost per Participant

r_

Marginal Marginal

Cost of Cost Total

Individual of Group Marginal Management Total Labor

Services per Activity per Cost per COst per Cost per

SFte Participant Participant Participant Participant Participant 1

All sites $4.50 $4.92 $9.42 $17.02 S47

Applicant Job Search

Fresno 6.72 N/R 6.72 15.11 25

Nassau 3.43 N/R 3.43 28.40 45

Job Club

Pensacola 5.32 1.81 7.12 9.84 51

Maine 3.78 9.28 13.06 6.36 66

Portsmouth 5.22 5.46 10.67 32.42 107

Group Job Search

Assistance

Kentucky 2.17 2.192 4.362 13.40 62

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego 3 3.41 5.86 9.28 18.653 41

Sources: Staff Utilization Rosters. JoO Tickets, Job Club Tallies, Client o__rtlc(oat;on

)Histories, evaluation reports, Monthly Progress Re0orts, nvoices rO =NS.

Notes:

1For a derivation of lal:_r cost per participant, see Taole 6.8.

2KentucKy marginal cost estimates include only Employability Sk Is Training workshop (see

text ).

3Sen Diego management cost adjusted to account for supervisor in-travel time between

off ices.

N/R = Not relevant
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emphasis on group activity at Kentucky, Maine, and San Diego. The Iow marginal

cost at Nassau, despite the importance of individual services in the model

and the large number of participants assessed as job-ready, was chiefly the

result of the low average duration of services there.

The costs of serving an additional participant in a job club is near

zero if the club is below capacity and is substantial if the addition of

-- another participant requires the formation of a new job club. Instead of

calculating these two cost figures, the analysis derived cost figures that

were conceptually similar to the marginal cost estimates for individual

services. Estimates of the costs per participant for group activity were

derived from data on group activity attendance and staffing, together with

the Client Participation Histories and the design characteristics of the

group activities (length per day, number of days in session).

--' The first step was to estimate the total daily cost of group activity

for each site: this was the product of the average number of staff per group,

the average hourly salary and fringes of direct service staff, and the length

of a day's activity as specified in the site's design. Obtaining the average

costs per participant day required dividing the total daily cost by the

specified capacity of the club. Multiplying this figure times the average

number of days of attendance per participant yielded the average marginal cost

-- per participant. The results appear in Table 6.17.

The marginal costs per participant of group activities were quite low

($4.92), or slightly higher than the $4.50 marginal cost per participant of

all individual services. The range of the group marginal cost per participant

was from $1.81 in Pensacola and Kentucky to $9.28 in Maine.

The marginal cost estimates for group activity illuminate some factors

affecting the differences between sites in average total cost per participant.
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TaDle 6,17

Marginal Cost per Participant of Group Services

Average

Average Percent Marginal

Daily Days of of Treat- Cost per .--
Total Cost Capacity Attendance ment Group Participant

Site of Group of Group per Assignee Assigned of Group

l
All sites $52.40 15.6 3.68 0.43 $4.92

Job Club

Pensacola 4g.21 20.0 2.95 0.25 1.81

Maine 89.40 10.0 3,56 0.29 9.28

Portsmouth 29.87 12.0 5olo 0.43 5.46

Group Job Search

Assistance

Kentucky 2 56.97 20.0 1.07 0.72 2.19

Job Club/Workfare

San Diego 36.69 16.0 5.73 0.45 5.86

Sources: Staff Uti ization Rosters, Job Club Tallies, evaluation reports, Client

Participation Histories.

10aily total cost and capacity computed as simple averages across sites. Average days of

attendance and percent assigned to group computed from pop lea Client Participation

Histories. Marginal cost computed using same procedure as for individual sires.

2Kentucky data pertain rD Employability Skills Training workshops only (see 'exr).

]San 0iego data pertain only to job club activity and not to the worZfare comoonent.
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In Maine, the high unit costs were associated with a high cost per day,

indicating that the site's costs resulted partly from its staff-intensive

program centered on group services. The difference in marginal costs of group

activity between Pensacola ($1.81) and Portsmouth ($5.46) was due primarily

to differences in attrition at two levels: participants in Pensacola were

half as likely as partidipants in Portsmouth to be assigned to a job club,

and the average number of days attending the job club in Pensacola was only

about half the average for Portsmouth. The low cost per participant in

._ Kentucky resulted from the brief average period of group participation (1.07

days per person assigned). However, this period did not include the additional

-- sessions at which participants verified job contacts; as a result, the unit

cost was underestimated for Kentucky. 3

In addition to the direct staff time allocated to group activities and

to individual services, a third function--management--contributed to the

total labor time per participant. The Staff Utilization Rosters provided

-- information on the time allocated to management tasks, such as hiring and

supervising staff, writing reports, and evaluating outcomes. However, no

-- Job Tickets were collected on these tasks, since they could not be attributed

to serving particular individuals. Therefore, the analysis estimated only

the management time allotted per participant, by dividing the monthly

management time by the monthly client flow. The results are reported in Table

6.18.

_ The management time per participant was closely related to the client

flow and to the relation of planned to actual client flow. Both of the sites

-- with the highest client flow (San Diego and Fresno) had below average levels

-- 3The added cost for the group job search monitoring sessions could not
have been very great, since the staff time used was worth less than $2 per
session and each session could include 10 or more participants.
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Table 6.18

Comoosition of Labor Time per Participant and Overall Efficiency Ratlncl

Direct Service Harginal
I

Total Labor Henagement Time Avail- Service Overall

Time per Time per able per Time Der Efficiency

Site Participant Participant Participant Participant Ratln_

All sites _ 4.28 hrs. 1.03 hrs. 3.72 hrs. 1.04 hrs. 0.23

Applicant Job Search

Fresno 2.00 0.90 1.45 0.65 0.45

Nassau 3.11 1.21 2.84 0.35 O.12 --

Job Club

Pensacola 7.25 1.40 5.84 1.01 0.17

Heine 6.27 0.40 5.98 1.56 0.26

Portsmouth 12.53 2.28 10.34 1.47 0.14

Group Job Search
Assistance

Kentucky 5 6.OO 0.84 5.24 0.522 O.IO

Job Club/_orkfare

4
San Diego 3.17 0.97 2.20 0.76 0.35

Sources: Staff Utilization Rosters, Job Tickets, Job Club Tallies, Client Participation

Histories, evaluation reports, Monthly Progress Reports, invoices to FNS.

Notes:

IRatio of marginal service time Der participant to available direct service time per

participant. Estimate for all sites is simole average of individual site ratings, considered

more appropriate than ratio of average marginal time across sites to average available time.

2Total labor time, management time, direct service time, and marginal service time are

composite estimates from Dob led data.

3Kentucky marginal time may be underestimated because data only include Employability

Skills Training (see text).

4San Diego total labor t;me adjusted to include in-kind time, which is included in

marginal time. Hanagement time and direct service time adjusted to compensate for incomplete
data.



-227-

of management time. Low client flow, both in absolute terms and in relation

'_ to planned levels, seems to have led to high amounts of management time in

Portsmouth. The client shortfall in Nassau may have contributed to the high

-- level of management time there. On the other hand, management time per

participant was low in Kentucky despite low client flow and a shortfall of

clients.

The marginal costs per participant of all services appear in Table 6.16.

These figures are the sum of the marginal cost per participant of individual

services plus the unit cost per participant of group services. These estimates

do not include management time or time spent preparing for group services.

'_ The marginal cost per participant across all the sites was $9.42. This

amounted to less than one-fifth of the average labor costs per participant,

based on actual demonstration outlays. The lowest marginal cost was $3.43,

in Nassau; the highest was $13.06 in Maine. Both Applicant Job Search sites

had relatively low marginal costs, but so did other sites. The $6.72 figure

-- for Fresno was only slightly below the $7.12 marginal cost in Pensacola,

and Kentucky came close to Nassau at $4.36 per participant.

In the case of Workfare, the standard methods for generating costs did

not apply. Because the demonstration budget did not fund Workfare and because

the Workfare component was part of a broader program serving recipients of

AFDC and other cash transfers, it would have been difficult to isolate those

costs specifically related to the treatment imposed on work registrants in

-- the Food Stamp Program. On the other hand, ignoring the administrative costs

of Workfare would be inappropriate, since the Workfare component may have

played a major role in generating the large benefits observed for San Diego.

The estimation of Workfare costs per registrant involved two steps. First,

dividing total Workfare administrative outlays by the number of individuals
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going.through Workfare yielded an estimate of $55.75 for the costs per

participant in Workfare.4 Second, multiplying the costs per Workfare

participant times the proportion of registrants ever engaged in Workfare

produced a cost per registrant of $13.94. This cost is included in estimates

of the projected costs of operating Job Search and Workfare requirements on

a national basis. (See Total Costs Per Registrant in Table 6.19).

6.8 Variation Across Sites in Cost per Participant

The estimates in this chapter revealed striking differences in program

cost per participant across models and across demonstration sites during

the implementation period. The analysis examined the influence of several

factors, including: the mix of project services or activities, the cost per

instance of a service, the number of services per registrant, budget

exhaustion, and the screening out of clients.

Of these factors, the combination of level and mix of project services

and budget exhaustion provides the best explanation of differences in cost

per participant across sites. As predicted, there were obvious differences

in cost between the Applicant Job Search, Job Club, Group Job Search

Assistance, and Job Club/Workfare Models. Within each of these broad

categories, differences between sites in per participant cost were closely

related to differences in the specifics of program design and in the extent

of underutilization because actual client flow fell short of projected

enrollment. Of the Applicant Job Search sites, the higher utilization rate

in Fresno appears to have caused its costs to fall below costs in Nassau

County. Fresno had more clients and a much higher ratio of actual to planned

4The data for these calculations were obtained from the county Welfare

Department.



-229-

Table 6.19: Costs Per Registrant Based on Marginal Costs and Adjustment
Factors and Based on Averase Demonstration Costs

MODEL

Group

-- Applicant JobSearchJobClub/
Job Job Assistance Workfare

Cost Component Search Club Kentucky San Dieso

Direct (marginal) $ 5.08 $10.29 $4.36 $9.28

cost per participant

-- Indirectservice 2.25 2.25 2.25 2.25

cost factor

._ Indirectservice 11.44 23.15 9.81 20.88
cost

TOTAL DIRECT LABOR $16.52 33.45 14.17 30.16
_- COST

ManagementCost 1.00 .31 0.36 0.63
-- Factor

ManagementCost $16.52 10.37 5.10 19.00

Total Labor Cost 33.04 43.82 19.27 49.16

Non-LaborCost .09 .34 .31 .36
-- Factor

Non-LaborCost 2.97 15.64 5.97 17.70

Workfare Costs

PerRegistrant 13.95

TOTALCOST PER $36.01 $59.64 $25.25 $80.81
REGISTRANT

DEMONSTRATIONCOST $39.50 $96.33 $100.00 $76.95
PER REGISTRANT

-- Note: The site breakdown by Model is: Applicant Job Search Model--Nassau and

Fresno; Job Club Model_Maine, Pensacola, and Portsmouth; Group Job Search
Assistance--Kentucky; and Job Club/Workfare--San Diego. The figures for

_. demonstration cost per registrant come from Table 6.3. For San Diego, the
demonstration costs were adjusted upward to take account of Workfare costs per
registrant.

-- Source: Tabulations by authors described in section 6.8 and Table 6.3.
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client flow than Nassau. These factors counteracted the higher time per

service in Fresno and probably held down management cost and non-labor cost

per participant as well. Marginal costs per registrant were actually lower

in Nassau because the gap between Nassau and Fresno in the proportion of

clients actually carrying out job search requirements was offset by the higher

time per service in Fresno.

The budget exhaustion theorem alone provides the simplest consistent

explanation of variation in per participant cost between Kentucky's Group

Job Search Assistance Model and Pensacola's Job Club Model. Kentucky was

less expensive than Pensacola, because its group activity (EST) was shorter

and it offered fewer individual services than Pensacola's job club. These

factors more than made up for the higher rate of assignment to job club in

Kentucky. However, because of Kentucky's extremely low utilization rate,

demonstration costs per registrant were higher in Kentucky than in Pensacola.

The low utilization rate in Kentucky was probably due to the substantial

client shortfall there, although the implementation problems discussed

previously (see Chapter 4) may have been another factor.

Design and budget exhaustion factors both exerted an influence on costs

at the other Job Club sites. The high level of job club staffing, small group

capacity, and full-day operation in Maine led to the high marginal cost there.

With only an average level of utilization, this site had the second highest

total labor cost per participant. The high non-labor costs in Maine may

also have been due in part to its expensive model. Although the Job Club

model, with the added feature of individual employment assistance, contributed

a little to the high total labor cost in Portsmouth, underutilization of

staff for direct services and high management time per participant were the

main factors behind the $107 per participant labor cost. High utilization
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of direct service staff and management appears to be the reason for San Diego's

-- low labor cost per participant. Apparently, San Diego's large scale permitted

high utilization rates of staff time despite an unexpected shortfall in

enrollment. Screening did not seem to have affected cost differences between

San Diego and the other sites. Portsmouth had the same proportion attending

job clubs as San Diego while Maine had a lower proportion.

While screening did not have a major influence on cost differentials

between sites, it was a widespread feature of the demonstration programs.

-- Only a low proportion of clients received the full range of services available

at most sites.

6.9 Estimatin s the Cost of Permanent Job Search Requirements

There are several approaches to deriving estimates of the costs of job

search requirements under a permanent program from the findings of the

demonstration. A straightforward estimate of costs per registrant is

-- expenditures on the job search requirements divided by the number of

registrants subject to the requirement. One could compute these estimates

" of average demonstration costs and examine how they vary across models of

job search. Developing these estimates during a steady-state period beginning

several months after the start of the demonstration would avoid the problem

of having the costs be heavily influenced by the program's initial experience.

However, average demonstration costs per participant may still be a weak

_- indicator of the unit costs in a permanent program for several reasons,

including:

1) Some expenditures that would be associated with permanent

requirements were not included in the estimates. The primary
-- omissions were the cost of in-kind contributions of space and

equipment and the cost of state and national oversight of locally
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administered programs. Both of these omissions bias downward the

estimates presented herein.

2) The sample of sites was small and possibly not representative.
Each model (Applicant JOb Search, Job Club, Job ClubP_orkfare,
and Group Job Search Assistance) included only one to three sites

that were drawn from a very small number of Food Stamp Agencies that

volunteered to participate. Thus, they may not be representative
of the nation's agencies in terms of managerial competence, vari-

ability of client flow, and staff operations. Further, staff J
salaries reflected local labor market conditions, and thus might

be higher or lower than the nationwide average.

3) Demonstration effects influenced costs_ primarily throuKh the budget
exhaustion syndrome. As discussed in Section 6.3, administrators
working with fixed budgets had little incentive to contain costs.

At least three of the sites (Kentucky, Portsmouth, Nassau) nearly

exhausted their budgets even though it appeared that the flow of

participants did not justify such expenditures. Such behavior tends
to bias upward the average per-participant cost estimates of offices
operating in the future.

An alternative approach is to estimate marginal costs--the costs of

imposing the requirement on an additional registrant--and then to take account

of the fixed costs of the requirements by adjusting for differences between

average and marginal costs. The procedure begins with the marginal costs

per participant derived in this chapter and presented in Table 6.16. Next,

the analysis adjusts for several additional costs beyond the costs of direct

labor time. The process includes these steps:

1) Calculate an average of the marginal cost estimates across sites

with similar models. This minimizes distortions due to atypical
salary structures and quality differentials.

2) Develop a factor to adjust for indirect servic_ costs. In this

project, the indirect service costs included costs associated with

time spent in reporting, paperwork, case consultation, and staff
development as well as normal break time. These costs did not

include the expenses paying for unproductive time that resulted

because managers had no incentive to curtail expenses out of a

fixed Federal budget. Thus, they tended to spend their entire
budget regardless of the actual labor needs in the offices. Indirect
service cost factors were derived from the utilization estimates

of the ratio of marginal to average service time (see Section 6.6.3

for an explanation of this utilization measure). Utilization data
from sites that were most assuredly affected by the budget exhaustion

syndrome (Nassau, Portsmouth, and Kentucky) were discarded. For
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the remaining sites, averages were taken across November 1983 and

April 1984. On average, for every hour of direct service time,
-- there were 2.25 hours of labor time spent on other necessary

activities (including breaks).

3) Estimate a factor to use to adjust for local management costs.
-- Calculating this factor involved dividing management costs by direct

staff costs from the Staff Utilization Rosters.

__ 4) Estimate a factor to adjust for non-labor costs covered by

demonstration budgets. This involved dividing non-labor costs
derived from site invoices (Table 6.1) by direct staff costs.

This procedure yielded the unit cost estimates of operating the job

_ search requirements as an ongoing national program, assuming that national

or local managers were able to align the capacity to administer the job search

requirement with the flow of registrants. The costs excluded from these

estimates were the outlays required for national management and oversight

and for office space. One would expect the office space adjustment to require

a small increase; spreading the added national management and oversight costs

over all food stamp registrants would result in only a trivial cost per

_ registrant.

The estimates appear in Table 6.19. The cost per-participant of Applicant

-- Job Search ($36) was much lower that the costs of the Job Club model ($60)

and the Job Club/Workfare model ($80). The unit cost of the Group Job Search

Assistance Model (Kentucky) was only $25, the lowest of the four models.

However, Kentucky also showed the highest gap between unit costs estimated

by building on marginal costs and average demonstration costs.

The results show that a variety of job search requirements can be operated

for about $40-80 per registrant. The simple requirement of job search

-- verification was almost $25 less costly than more complex requirements, such

as those mandating attendance at a job club.
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Comparing these figures with average demonstration costs gives an

indication of the sensitivity of the results to the alternative estimation

procedures. To some extent, the differences between unit costs built up from

marginal costs and average costs based on demonstration outlays represent

the potential gains from aligning an office's capacity closely to the actual

flow of clients. Surprisingly, costs per registrant under the Applicant Job

Search and the Job Club/Workfare Models are virtually identical under the

two estimation procedures. On the other hand, the costs of the Job Club and

the Group Job Search Assistance Models appeared much higher using average

demonstration costs than using unit cost estimates based on the marginal

cost approach.

What can one conclude about the costs of job search requirements?

First, the costs of the Applicant Job Search Model is likely to be about

$40 per registrant, an amount substantially lower than the costs of approaches

that utilize job clubs. Second, the costs per registrant of the Job Club

and Group Job Search Assistance may vary widely, from $25 to $i00. One

important determinant of the costs of such models is the ability and the

incentive of an agency to adjust staffing levels to the flow of registrants.

Third, the cost per registrant of models that combine job clubs with a job

contact or a Workfare requirement may be little more and possibly less than

a pure Job Club Model. The reason seems to be that the combined approaches

are able to screen registrants or stimulate many to leave the rolls before

participating in the most expensive components of the job search requirement.
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7.0 THE COSTS AND BEN_FITS OF FOOD STAMP JOB SEARCH REQUIREMENTS

Unlike private market activities, government programs are generally

viewed from a variety of perspectives. This alone makes government policies

especially controversial. Still, there are ways of calculating outcomes of

.-- government programs that are comparable to the private sector's "bottom line."

This chapter develops such calculations for the initial and expanded stages

-- of the demonstration. After discussing some methodological and measurement

issues, the chapter presents detailed estimates of the costs and benefits

of job search requirements implemented during the expanded stage of the

demonstration. Next, it compares the costs and benefits of models operating

during the expanded stage with models operating during the initial stage of

the demonstration.

_' 7.1 Concepts and Measures of Costs and Benefits

7.1.1 The Social_ Taxpayer r and Recipient Perspectives

In developing cost-benefit analyses of many public programs, economists

have traditionally focused on social costs and benefits. As discussed in

Chapter 6, social costs represent the value of scarce resources used up in

_ a program and social benefits are the value of scarce resources produced

under a program. 1 In the context of this demonstration, social costs included

-- the value of labor services, materials, and office space used to administer

1An important assumption that often underlies cost-benefit analyses is

that the economy is operating at full employment. Were labor and other
resources underemployed, one might argue that the opportunity costs of workers

_ and office space is near zero. An alternative approach is to recognize that,
while the economy is operating below full employment, the level of capacity

- utilization is independent of the program. From this perspective, resources

.. used to adminster the program reduce the availability of resources for other
uses.
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the job search requirements as well as the opportunity cost of the time

recipients spent meeting the job search requirements. Social benefits

encompassed the increased production generated as a result of the increase

in labor supplied by the registrants. The conventional measure of such

benefits is the increase in recipient earnings. However, such increases

may not have equalled gains in real output for several reasons. The added

employment of registrants might not have raised production insofar as

registrants displaced other workers. To the extent market production rose

because of increased work by registrants, one may still want to deduct the

lost value of nonmarket time (leisure or unpaid hours working in the home).2

Reductions in taxes and transfers would count only to the small extent that

they lessened such economic distortions as the disincentive to work.

The taxpayer and recipient perspectives take account not only of the

program's impact on the value of production, but alsoof who benefits and

who loses from a specific program. Here, the main outcomes are conceptually

straightforward. The benefits to taxpayers were the reductions in transfer b

outlays and the increases in taxes derived from recipients. Taxpayer costs

equalled the outlays required to administer the job search requirements.

Recipients gained benefits in the form of increased earnings, but bore the

costs of reduced transfer payments, increased taxes, and reduced nonmarket

time (leisure and housework).

2A complete examination of social benefits would also have to consider

a wide range of outcomes not measured in this evaluation. Among them are: the
long-term resource gains resulting from the fact that increased current

employment improves the worker's abilities by providing on-the-job training
and experience; the value of psychological and family stability benefits

derived from increased work by recipients (again, offset by any costs to
reduced work by others); the value to other citizens of seeing reductions

in dependency; and the possible decline in the unemployment rate consistent
with a given level of inflation.
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Chapters 5 and 6 produced estimates for several of the components of

costs and benefits. The next section brings together these estimates to

examine the costs and benefits of the demonstration's job search treatments.

.- Several real costs and benefits lie beyond the scope of the analysis;

including: the stigma and nonmarket time costs imposed on recipients and the

satisfaction of citizens knowing that recipients could not receive benefits

without demonstrating genuine efforts to find jobs.

7.1.2 Some Measurement Issues

In measuring costs and benefits of the job search requirements, one

must choose the appropriate unit and time period for the analysis as well

as the approach for pooling data across sites. The analysis of impacts on

earnings and food stamp benefits, which built on the experimental design

of the demonstration, derived estimates of effects on the average nonexempt

applicant assigned to the treatment group. This unit of analysis permitted

the most unbiased and precise estimates of program impacts. The cost analysis

followed this procedure for defining the unit.

The estimates of costs and benefits covered a period of three quarters

from the date of application. Chapter 5 developed estimates of effects on

-- earnings and on transfer payments during the first quarter and the fifth

and sixth months after application. To obtain an estimate for the entire

second quarter required projecting treatment effects for the fourth month

after application. The analysis used the conservative assumption that fourth

month impacts were only one-half the average effects taking place during

_. the fifth and sixth months. Although the data on recipients provided

information during only two quarters after application, the evidence indicated

-- that the impacts on employment showed little sign of eroding over the second
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quarter after application. Effects on food stamp benefits appeared to be

actually increasing at the sixth month after application. For this reason,

the cost-benefit analysis included projected benefits during the third quarter

after application. The projection was based on the assumption that the impacts

eroded evenly and fully over the third quarter so that the effects in the

third quarter were one-half those observed during the second quarter.

The analysis below pools results across all agencies and across agencies

implementing similar job search procedures. The groupings are: Applicant

Job Search (Fresno and Nassau County), Job Club (Maine, Pensacola, and

Portsmouth), Group Job Search Assistance (Kentucky), and Job Club/Workfare

(San Diego).

7.2 The Estimates of Benefits and Costs

7.2.1 The Benefits

The estimates of impacts on earnings and total transfers provided entries

for the benefit parts of the analysis. According to the results derived in

Chapter 5, treatment status raised earnings during the first and second

quarters after application, but lowered transfer payments only during the

second quarter. The data analysis in Chapter 5 provided estimates of effects

separately for the first quarter and for two of the three months during the

second quarter after application. As noted above, impacts during the first

month of the second quarter were assumed equal to one-half the average impact

in the other two months of the quarter. Earnings effects during the third

quarter were projected at one-half the impacts estimated for the second

quarter. If the erosion of effects on earnings and transfer payments were

more rapid or less rapid than assumed here, the benefit estimates might have

overstated or understated actual benefit effects.
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The social component of demonstration project benefits is the increased

recipient earnings induced by the job search requirements. Recipient benefits

are also equal to their gain in earnings. To taxpayers, the benefits are the

sum of the reductions in total transfers plus the projected increases in taxes

paid by recipients. A conservative estimate of increased taxes is 10 percent

of the gains in recipient earnings.

Table 7.1 summarizes the benefit estimates by quarter and projects the

total impacts as the sum of the first second, and third quarter effects.

Although benefits were substantial in all models, San Diego's Job Club/

Workfare treatment and the Applicant Job Search Model produced by far the

largest effects on earnings and transfer benefits.

7.2.2 The Costs

The cost of administration is the primary social, and taxpayer, cost of

the job search requirements. As discussed in Chapter 6, the demonstration's

administrative outlays per participant were not a good indicator of the unit

costs of operating the requirements because: (1) they depended heavily on the

_- relationship between projected and actual enrollments; and (2) project managers

had little incentive to spend less than the fixed budget alloted by the Food

and Nutrition Service. For purposes of the cost-benefit analysis, the

appropriate measure of administrative costs is what the unit costs of operating

job search requirements would be on an ongoing basis. The estimates drawn

from Chapter 6 attempt to measure this concept of unit cost. However, they

are subject to biases in both directions. The estimates understate costs

_ because they do not account for Federal and State management and oversight

costs nor for the costs of renting office space. An upward bias may result
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Table7.1

Estimates of Benefits for all Sites and Individual Sites

Effectson Effectson

Earnings Total Transfers

First Second Second

Quarter Quarter , Total Quarter Total

AllSites $86 $116 $260 $87 $130
Models

Applicant
Job Search

Fresnoand 126 155 358 148 222

Nassau County

Job Club Only

Pensacola, Maine
andPortsmouth 76 39 135 41 61

Group Job Search
Assistance

Kentucky -23 64 73 80 120

Job Club/
Workfare

SanDiego 136 277 551 156 234

Note: The estimates of total earnings and total transfers equal the sum of
first quarter and second quarter effects plus the third quarter effects, where

the projections of third quarter effects are one-half the second quarter
effects. The derivation of second quarter effects involved multiplying by 1.33
the estimated effects for the fourth and fifth months after application. The

assumption underlying this adjustment is that impacts in the fourth month were
one-half the average impact that took place during the fifth and sixth months

after application.

Source: Tables 5.9, 5.16, and Table 4.8 from the Phase III Report.
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from the fact that local agencies did not have time to restructure their

organization to operate at the appropriate scale.

7.2.3 The Net Benefit Outcomes

The estimates of total costs and benefits indicate that, on average, the

job search requirements led to large gains for taxpayers, recipients, and

society as a whole. Table 7.2 presents estimates for all sites combined and

__ for groups of sites. Because of the small samples at individual sites, the

impact estimates by site were often not statistically significant. The

estimates based on pooled results for the entire demonstration are most

reliable.

The net benefits to taxpayers were substantial, amounting to double the

administrative cost per participant. A sizable amount of taxpayer benefits

($48 of the $156) were projected third quarter reductions in transfer payments

_- and increases in taxes. But, even excluding such projected gains, taxpayer

benefits per participant exceeded taxpayer unit costs ($108 to $47). Net

'* social benefits amounted to $213, a strikingly high figure. Most ($155) of

these benefits came from first and second quarter benefits and not from

projections for the third quarter. Finally, the demonstration estimates

suggest that on average, participants raised their earnings by $260, or much

more than they lost in increased taxes and reduced transfers ($156). In fact,

_ the net benefits to recipients ($104) was nearly as high as the net savings

to nonrecipient taxpayers ($109).

The level of the net benefits varied widely across sites and models.

Although some variation might have resulted from the random errors normally

associated with small samples, the observed patterns probably reflect genuine

differences in sites and models. The Applicant Search Model and San Diego's
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Tab}e7.2

A Summmry of Costs and Benefits Per Participant

Applicant Job Club Group Job Job Club/
Job Search, Pensacola, Search Workfare

All Fresno and Portsmouth Assistance San

Sites Nassau County and Maine KentuckZ Diego

Taxpayer Benefits

Reductions in

Food Stamp and
OtherTransfers $130 $222 $61 $120 $234

TaxIncreases 26 36 14 7 55

Total Taxpayer
Benefits 156 258 75 127 289

Taxpayer Costs

Unit Costs of
Administration 47 36 60 25 80

Net Taxpayer
Benefits 109 222 15 102 209

Recipient Benefits

EarningsGains 260 358 135 73 551

Recipient Costs

Reduced Transfers,
IncreasedTaxes 156 258 75 127 289

Net Recipient
Benefits 104 100 60 -54 262

Social Benefits

EarningsGains 260 358 135 73 551

Social Costs

Unit Costs of

Administration 47 36 60 25 80

Net Social

Benefits 213 322 75 48 471

Sources: Table 7.1 and Table 6.19.
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combined Job Club and Workfare approach yielded by far the highest net benefits

for taxpayers, recipients, and society as a whole. In Kentucky, where the

Food Stamp Agency implemented the Group Job Search Assistance approach, the

demonstration treatment also induced sizable net benefits for taxpayers and

_ society, but net losses for recipients. The Job Club Model raised the earnings

of registrants by a moderate amount while inducing the smallest impacts on

-- total transfers. Yet, even the Job Club Model yielded taxpayer and recipient

benefits in excess of taxpayer and recipient costs.

What are the implications of these results for the most promising job

search approaches? First, requiring applicants to make job contacts prior

to certification can be highly effective, even at sites whose administrative

_ operations appear no better than average. Second, the impact of mandating

attendance at job clubs or at informal group job search sessions will vary

with the way the requirement is implemented.

The reason for the relatively weak performance of some job club sites

resulted more from their substantially lower than average benefits than their

above average administrative costs. Loose administrative practices may have

accounted for the relatively weak effects on earnings and transfer payments

-- in Maine and Portsmouth.

The one site that combined job clubs with a Workfare requirement-- San

Diego--induced net social benefits that were by far the highest in the entire

demonstration. However, the addition of the Workfare component was probably

not the key element in San Diego's success. Instead, the striking outcomes

in San Diego were more likely due to the site's unusually long experience in

operating work requirements and the site's unusually strong commitment to

-- moving recipients into jobs.
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Given the variation in outcomes at sites using job clubs, approaches

emphasizing immediate job search actions by registrants appear more promising

than job club models. Even at Food Stamp Agencies whose administrative

performance did not seem particularly smooth and efficient, requiring

registrants to make job contacts soon after application or registration

generated iacreased earnings for recipients and reductions in transfer benefits

at a low cost to the government. The use of job clubs generally raised budget

costs, but, except in San Diego, did less to increase recipient earnings or

reduce transfer payments. Only if San Diego's enormous impacts were averaged

with the effects at the other job club sites would the job club approach

compare favorably with the Applicant Job Search Model. However, in all

likelihood, San Diego's high net benefits resulted more from its rigorous

administrative approach than from its use of the Job Club/Workfare Model.

7.3 An Overall Assessment of Both Sta_es of the Work Registration

and Job Search Demonstration Project

How do the outcomes observed in this Expanded Work Registration and Job

Search Demonstration Project compare with what took place during the initial

stage of the demonstration? What factors may have influenced the differences

in outcomes? What are the implications for structuring job search requirements

in ongoing programs?

The Initial stage of the demonstration tested three distinctive approaches

to implementing the job search requirements: In-Person Registration, Job Club,

and Food Stamp Agency Models. Under the In-Person Registration Model and the

Job Club Model, responsibility for the job search requirements rested primarily

with State Employment Service Agencies. While the Food Stamp Agencies

maintained responsibility for intake, initial referral, and sanctioning, the

Employment Service offices categorized registrants, provided job search



-245-

assistance or job club services, informed registrants of the job contact

requirements, and determined whether registrants were or were not complying

with the job search requirements. Only in the Food Stamp Agency Model did

the full responsibility for the job search requirements rest with Food Stamp

Agency offices.

The kinds of requirements imposed on registrants varied with the model.

The In-Person Registration Model required applicants to register at the State

-- Employment Service Agency as a condition for certification of benefits. The

agencies implementing this model generally added a requirement that registrants

make job contacts with employers and report the contacts to an employment

counselor. Under the Job Club Model, local State Employment Service Agencies

either referred registrants to a job club or required that they make and report

v direct job contacts with employers. The Food Stamp Agency Model also imposed

the job contact requirement on registrants. In practice, some sites

- supplemented the job contact provision with group meetings at which counselors

tried to improve the ability of registrants to search for jobs.

The primary motivation for conducting the Expanded stage of the

demonstration was to determine the impact of job search requirements when

administered entirely by Food Stamp Agencies. In the Expanded stage, Food

Stamp Agencies controlled the job search requirement as well as the intake

and sanctioning process at all sites. In other respects, the models that

-- operated during the Initial stage of the demonstration had similarities to

those run under the Expanded stage of the demonstration. Applicant Job Search

was designed to operate more strictly than In-Person Registration. But, in

practice, the two were similar in that both approaches emphasized immediate

job-_eking actions by applicants and both placed the initial burdens on
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applicants and not-agency staff.3 During both stages of the demonstration,

several sites required registrants to attend job clubs. In the Initial stage,

the State Employment Service Agencies ran the job clubs. In the Expanded

stage, Food Stamp Agencies operated the job clubs except in Pensacola, where

the local Food Stamp Agency contracted with the local Employment Service to

conduct the job clubs.

Most of the differences in models related to the timing and grouping of

activities under the job search requirement. Pensacola required registrants

to undertake job contacts and, if still not employed, to enter job clubs after

, completing the job contacts. In the Initial stage, sites implementing the

Job Club Model sometimes mandated the job contact requirement as a substitute

for attendance at job clubs. Timing the job contact requirement prior to the

certification for food stamps was the primary new feature of the Applicant

Job Search Model. Kentucky's Group Job Search Assistance approach involved

job-finding sessions that were often informal and not intensive. This model

did not follow the design of models specified under the Initial stage of the

demonstration. Finally, nothing in the initial stage was similar to the

Workfare component added to San Diego's Job Club.

Perhaps the most important difference between the two stages of the

demonstration was in the state of the nation's economy. The Initial stage

took place between April and December 1982 during a major recession. Over

these months, employment declined by 400,000 and the unemployment rate jumped

from 9.3 to 10.8 percent. In sharp contrast, the nation's economy was

improving during the expanded stage of the demonstration between November 1983

3The design of the In-Person Registration Model did not call for imposing

a job search requirement on registrants. Nevertheless, the sites operating
the IPR Model chose to require work registrants assigned to the treatment group

to make direct job contacts with employers.
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-_ and May 1984. The economy added over 3 million jobs and reduced the

unemployment rate from 9.3 to 7.7 percent. To the extent that the economic

recovery raised the control group's employment as much as the treatment group's

employment, the differences in the state of the economy might not have affected

the results. However, one would suspect that the job search requirement would

-- have a larger impact on employment and earnings when jobs are plentiful than

when jobs are scarce. Raising the intensity of job search and the willingness

of registrants to accept jobs is likely to make little or no difference when

employers are not hiring.

The two stages of the demonstration yielded important findings concerning

_ the ability of Food Stamp Agencies to administer job search requirements, the

effectiveness of alternative models for implementing job search requirements,

and the impacts of job search requirements on earnings, benefit levels, and

administrative costs. In the Initial stage, the Food Stamp Agency Model showed

the weakest impacts on earnings and benefit payments. One plausible

interpretation was that positive impacts were more likely to occur if

registrants interacted with Employment Service offices than if registrants

_. dealt exclusively with the Food Stamp Agency. At the same time, the results

of the implementation analysis did not suggest any clear advantage for one

over another administrative approach. It clearly was feasible for the Food

Stamp Agency to classify registrants into a job-readiness category and to

mandate that they make and report job contacts. Yet, at the same time,

dividing the administrative responsibility between a Food Stamp Agency and

Employment Service Agency did not lead to coordination problems. The required

-_ paperwork flowed smoothly between agencies. Moreover, even the Food Stamp

Agency Model required that the income maintenance and employment units

'_ coordinate their functions.
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The initial stage also indicated that intensive job search assistance

in the form of job clubs had no clear advantage in stimulating earnings and

reducing benefit payments over an approach that stressed immediate contact

with employment counselors and required the registrant take responsibility

for making job contacts. Relative to the In-Person Registration Model, the

Job Club Model showed higher costs per registrant, but no higher gains in

earnings or food stamp benefits. Contributing to the cost and performance

problems of Job Clubs was the difficulty of minimizing slack time and

underenrollment without inducing long waiting periods for registrants.

The findings from the Expanded Demonstration supported only some of these

results. As Table 7.3 indicates, the job search requirement exerted a much

larger positive effect on earnings during the Expanded Demonstration than

during the Initial Demonstration. Earnings per registrant over the six month

post-application period rose about $202 in the Expanded stage, but only $59

in the Initial stage. Even the model that induced the largest impacts on

earnings during the Initial Demonstration did not match the effects on earnings ~

that took place in the average site during the Expanded Demonstration.4 These

results suggest that placing full administrative responsibility in the hands

of Food Stamp Agencies need not weaken the impact of job search requirements

on earnings, terminations, and benefit payments.

Impacts on food stamp benefits were virtually identical during the two

stages. The most likely reason is that effects on terminations for

noncompliance (during the first quarter after application) were nearly as high

in the Initial as in the Expanded Demonstration. Reductions in total transfers

4This comparison uses the estimates of earnings effects shown in Table
7.3, not the estimates presented in the Interim Report. The estimates
appearing in Table 7.3 were derived from tobit equations, while the earnings

effects in the Interim Report came from ordinary least squares equations on
the log of earnings.
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__ Table 7.3: Earnings and Benefit Effects of Treatment Durin_ the
Initial and Expanded StaRes of the Demonstration

Initial Sta_e by Model Expanded $ta_es

Earnings: Food Stamp Job In-Person Applicant Group Job
1st Quarter Agency Club Registration Job Job Job Club/

__ After Application Model Model Model Search Club Search Workfare

Males -$24 $86_'_ -$16 ........
Females 70_ 14 -10 ........

Total Ii 53_ -8 +126 +76 -23 +136

-- Earnings: 2nd Quarter

After Application

Males -19 9 224_-_ +120 +229 +78 +284
-- Females +11 109_ 40 +98 -16 +96 +223

Total 6 59 113_-_ +117 +29 +54 +208

Food Stamp Benefits:
2nd Quarter

After Application

Males -11 -45_ -40_ -24 +5 -34 -70
Females 0 -40* -70_ -18 -28 -33 -60

Total -4 -41eec -53_ -20 -13 -33 -59

Total Transfers

2ndQuarter

After Application

- Males -49 -129_ -23 -185 +30 -42 -222
Females 25 -52 -151_ -96 -56 -61 +12

Total -17 -93 _He -62 _ -111 -31 -60 -117

a. Estimates for the Expanded Demonstration are drawn from tobit equations on
individual sites. The treatment effects by model shown in this table are simple

averages of site effects within models. Thus, the significance tests perform4d
for individual sites were not always applicable to effects by model. The

significance tests by site appear in Tables 5.9, 5.15, and 5.16. Since the

- dependent variables covered only the fifth and sixth months after application,

deriving treatment effects for the entire second quarter involved multiplying
the two month impacts by 1.33. Because of small differences in specification,

._ the estimates of treatment effects on all registrants is not always a weighted
sum of the effects on males and on females.

Source: Tobit equations estimated from three and six month household surveys.
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during the expanded stage averaged twice the level that took place during the

initialstage.

The sites in the Expanded Demonstration achieved these higher benefits

while operating at lower unit costs than did the sites in the Initial

Demonstration. Given the differences in models and slight differences in

methodology, one should be cautious about making direct cost comparisons.

Nonetheless, it is noteworthy that all the approaches were less costly in the

Expanded than in the Initial Demonstration. Table 7.4 presents the cost and

benefit information by model and stage of the demonstration. The Applicant

Job Search cost only $36 per unit. This was $11 less than the $47 cost of

the In-Person Registration Model and $39 less than the $75 cost of the Food

Stamp Agency Model. The average costs of operating Job Club Models in the

initial stage averaged $119, an amount well above the $60 in the pure Job Club

Model and $81 in the Job Club/Workfare Model of the Expanded Demonstration.

Some of these declines in costs appear to have resulted from improvements in

the contractor's ability to estimate the unit costs of group activities.

Which of the models yielded benefits in excess of costs? One striking

result is that all but the Food Stamp Agency Model in the initial demonstration

produced positive net benefits for taxpayers and society. The combined Job

Club-Workfare approach, which was implemented only in San Diego and not at

all in the first part of the demonstration, induced by far the highest net

benefits. Outside of San Diego, the models with the highest net.benefits were

the Applicant Job Search and In-Person Registration Models. Thus, the gains

from job search requirements were most consistent in cases where agencies

required immediate job-seeking actions by registrants and placed the initial

burden on registrants rather than on agency staff. The outcomes for recipients

were positive in only four of the seven models. However, the average recipient
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Table 7.4: Benefits and Costs By Model For the Expanded and Initial

Work Registration and Job Search Demonstration Project

-- InitialStage ExpandedStage

Food Applicant Group Job

Benefits Stamp Job In-Person Job Job Job Club/

and Costs Agency Club Registration Search Club Search Workfare

Taxpayers:

Benefits $27 $153 $109 $258 $75 $127 $289
Costs 75 119 47 36 60 25 80

Net Benefits -48 34 62 222 15 102 209

Recipients:

Benefits 20 142 161 358 135 73 551

Costs 27 153 109 258 75 127 289

Net Benefits -7 -11 52 100 60 -54 262

Social:

Benefits 20 142 161 358 135 73 551

Costs 75 119 47 36 60 25 80

NetBenefits -55 22 114 322 75 48 471

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

benefits observed during the second quarter after application.

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

stage costs come from Table 6.3 in the Interim Report. 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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gains were much higher ($120) than the average recipient losses ($24). The

net loss to recipients did reach $54 under Group Job Search in the expanded

stage, but losses under the other models were only $7 and $11.

Another noteworthy result is that the earnings gains from Job Clubs were

similar during the two stages of the demonstration. Ail of the increased

benefits during the expanded stage came from the effects of the Applicant Job

Search and Job Club/Workfare Models.

Finally, as noted above, estimates of administrative costs were lower

in all Expanded Demonstration Models than the comparable Initial Demonstration

Models. However, even without this cost advantage, the expanded stage models

would have generally performed better than the initial stage models. Suppose

the costs of Applicant Job Search had equalled the costs of In-Person

Registration, that the costs of Job Club and Job Club/Workfare had equalled

the initial stage costs of the Job Club, and that the costs of Group Job Search

Assistance had equalled the costs of the Food Stamp Agency Model. The only

shift in outcomes from those observed would have been to cause the Job Club

in the Expanded Demonstration to yield losses for taxpayers.

Some differences that emerged over the course of the two stages of the

demonstration probably had as much to do with differences in agency charac-

teristics and modes of administration as with differences in the approach used

to implement the job search requirements. Local agency attribuues were

particularly important in the case of San Diego, where the agency's administra-

tive experience and its commitment to the concept of job search requirements

probably contributed much to its striking success. Further, agencies with

the weakest administrative performance or agencies most willing to exempt

registrants from the requirements happened to operate job club approaches.

Because of these and other differences in agency practice and the small number
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of sites operating each model, the demonstration results do not permit a

precise allocation of impacts by model. Nevertheless, one can derive several

salient implications from the results of the Work Registration and Job Search

Demonstration Project. The next chapter draws on these results to present

some broad conclusions and recommendations.
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8.0 CONCLUSIONS

The results from the two stages of the Food Stamp Work Registration

and Job Search Demonstration Project offer the most solid evidence to date

on the ability of agencies to implement job search requirements, on the impacts

of search requirements On food stamp recipients, and on the costs of

administering the requirements. The findings are particularly valuable because

of the demonstration's experimental design. Prior studies of job search

requirements have not provided reliable information on what would have happened

to registrants in the absence of the requirements. Furthermore, the

demonstration involved large numbers of registrants, operated within the

-- existing Food Stamp Program at 18 sites, utilized a variety of implementation

approaches, and took place in two extremely different economic environments.

The two important limitations of the demonstration results are that the local

agencies implementing the model job search requirements were not a

representative sample of agencies and that the job search treatments were

administered as part of a demonstration rather than as part of an ongoing

program. This final chapter draws together the major findings from the

implementation, impact, and cost analyses of the Job Search and Work

Registration Demonstration Project.

8.1 Findings Concerning the Administration of Job Search Requirements

The demonstration tested several key questions about job search require-

ments. The primary questions concerning administrative processes were:

· Will local Food Stamp and Employment Service Agencies implement

job search requirements rigorously according to the specified

treatments? Or, will agency staff subvert the intent of the

procedures or prove incapable of carrying them out?

-- · Will Employment Units be able to set up group activities like job

clubs? Will Employment Units be able to provide other kinds of

job search assistance?
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· Will Food Stamp Agency staff be willing to sanction registrants

reported to have not complied with the job search requirements?

Or, will they accept excuses and delay the sanction until registrants
leave the rolls on their own?

· Will staff who monitor job search requirements coordinate their

activities effectively with those responsible for sanctioning
noncompliant registrants? Or, will paper flows and bureaucratic

inertia lead to delays and poor communication between units?

· Will Food Stamp Agencies be able to take full responsibility for

administeringthe job searchrequirements?

· Will models that place most of job search and reporting burden on
applicants be easier to administer than models in which agency

staff must call in registrants before applying the job search

requirements?

The study's results provided clear answers to most of these questions.

In general, the agencies implemented the job search requirements as specified.

There was no evidence that agency staff tried to subvert the procedures.

Assessing the job-readiness of registrants was to be the first step in the

job search procedures. Although the proportions varied by model and site,

either registrants appeared for an assessment interview or they were found

noncompliant. There was no evidence of systematic agency failure in

establishing initial contact with registrants. The assessment interview

was to determine whether a registrant was job-ready or not subject to the

search requirements. In 17 of the 18 sites, the majority of those assessed

were classified as job-ready.

The next step was imposing the job search requirements on job-ready

registrants. Again, agencies generally followed the rules and required

registrants to make and report job contacts, attend job clubs, and/or work

at a Workfare job. In the Expanded Demonstration, about 90 percent of job-

ready registrants were assigned to a specific treatment. About 60 percent

of treatment group registrants in all classifications reported having been
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assigned to a specific treatment. At those sites implementing the Job Club

Model, agencies did arrange the necessary job club slots for registrants

assigned to job clubs. However, several of the job clubs did not achieve the

-- high levels of intensity and peer support called for under the standard job

club model. In addition, the number of job club slots often did not match

the flow of registrants assigned to job clubs. Some sites managed the

variability of registrants effectively, but at other sites, the mismatch

sometimes led to long waiting times and sometimes resulted in underutilization.

The final part of the procedure was to sanction registrants who did

not comply with the job search requirements by terminating the Food Stamp

-- benefits. Contrary to prior evidence that agencies rarely terminated clients

for noncompliance, Food Stamp Agency staff imposed sanctions on 25 to 30

percent of treatment group registrants. In general, agencies followed up

instances of noncompliance with a termination of benefits.

The feasibility and desirability of Food Stamp Agency administration

was an important issue in the demonstration. Giving the Food Stamp Agencies

full responsibility might have: limited coordination problems that had existed

between Employment Service and Food Stamp offices, caused employment counselors

to attach a high priority to placing recipients in jobs, and/or led to weak

implementation of the job search monitoring and job club components. In

general, the results indicated that Food Stamp Agencies were able to carry

out the job search requirements. Food Stamp Agency administration did not

-- eliminate the need for coordination, since the Food Stamp Agencies established

separate Employment Units which were not part of the Income Maintenance Units.

However, the coordination problems were generally manageable, as they usually

had been between the Food Stamp Agency and State Employment Service Agency

(SESA). Placing the Employment Unit within the Food Stamp Agency instead
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of in the SESA had little impact on the effectiveness of coordination.

Similarly, there was no noticeable difference in the priority attached to

placing food stamp recipients. When SESAs designated a special unit to deal

with food stamp recipients, the job-related services were as good 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, sometimes by subcontracting to local State

Employment Security Agencies.

Administrative differences were most apparent between models. The

In-Person Registration and the Applicant Job Search Models 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. In the case of the 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 these procedures took place after

the registrant's household became certified to receive benefits, there was

less urgency from the registrant's standpoint to complete the requirement.

As a result, the job contact requirement was easier to administer under the

Applicant Job Search Model than under other models.

The models involving group activities had added administrative burdens.

Agencies implementing Job Club, Group Job Search Assistance, and Job Club/

Workfare Models had to arrange sessions, to assign registrants to specific

meetings (or jobs under Workfare), and to monitor attendance. The Food Stamp

Agencies did undertake these administrative tasks. But, the added complexity
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- naturally increased the gaps between the planned and actual operation of

the job search requirements as well as the costs.

Overall, the demonstration showed that a variety of job search procedures

are feasible and that the staff at local Food Stamp and State Employment

Security Agencies are willing and able to carry out their functions, including

-- the termination of registrants who fail to comply with program rules.

But to what end? It was by no means obvious that administrative success

would translate into cost-effective impacts on applicants for food stamps.

-- 8.2 Findings Concerning the Impacts and Costs of Job Search Requirements

Before reviewing the impact and cost results, it is worth considering

a variety of potential outcomes that could sensibly be expected on the basis

of prior studies. Among the possibilities were that:

· the job search requirements would influence job-ready registrants

to look harder for jobs or would have no effect because such
registrants would have looked intensively for work and taken any

job in the absence of the requirements;

· search requirements would have little impact on the job search,

-- employment or food stamp benefits of work registrants; those who

were not interested in finding work on their own would go through

the motions of compliance without changing their behavior;

· noncompliance with Job search requirements would reduce participation

in the Food Stamp Program or would have little impact because those
terminated would have left the program even in the absence of the
requirements;

· the job search requirements would reduce food stamp benefits and

other transfer payments either because of increased earnings of

households or because of the sanctions imposed on registrants who

failed to comply with program rules; the benefit reductions might

_ represent a significant decline in government outlays or might be
quickly offset by an early return to the program; and

· the job search requirements would be costly to implement relative

-- to the savings in government transfer payments and the increase

in recipient earnings or taxpayers would pay less for transfer
programs because reductions in benefit payments would be higher

__ than the administrative costs of job search requirements.
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The demonstration results offer valuable new evidence concerning which

of these possibilities is most likely to occur. In general, the requirements

did increase the intensity with which registrants looked for jobs. Job

contacts per week spent not employed rose by about 20 percent. More

importantly, the job search treatments stimulated significant increases in

employment and earnings. Generally, a U-shaped pattern characterizes the

employment trend among food stamp registrants over time. The proportion

employed falls to a low point around the date of application and rises

gradually over the following months to about the levels experienced in the

months prior to application for Food Stamps. In the demonstration, registrants

subject to the job search treatment became employed more quickly than did

the control group.

The positive effects on earnings were significant and robust, especially

when the economy was healthy. During the Expanded Demonstration, when the

nation's employment was rising rapidly, the job search treatments increased

earnings of the average registrant by $202 through the second quarter after

application. But even when the economy was in a severe recession, job search

requirements induced some gains in employment and earnings. The average

earnings gain across all models in the Initial Demonstration was only about

$40 during the six months after application. The gains resulting from the

application of the In-Person Registration and Applicant Job Search Models

were higher than average, while the Job Club Models induced effects that

were about average. In one case, the Job Club/Workfare Model, an intensive

job search requirement did have an extremely large impact on earnings. But,

this was probably due to conditions and the administrative performance in

San Diego, the single site implementing that model.
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These effects on earnings, combined with large increases in terminations

__ for noncompliance, significantly lowered the proportion of registrants partic-

ipating in the Food Stamp Program. The job search treatments raised the

-- proportion denied certification or terminated for noncompliance by about

12-14 percentage points. Participation rates fell by slightly more, especially

among women registrants. Thus, one can conclude that program impacts reduced

participation among many who would have remained on the food stamp rolls in

the absence of the job search requirement.

Ail 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 Compensation and public

assistance. Of course, these average impacts were the combination of much

larger reductions for some registrants and no reduction at all from others.

Although food stamp benefits and other transfer payments declined in

response to the job search treatments, registrants experienced earnings gains

that were substantially higher than these reductions. The reduction in

government transfer payments resulted from improved earnings as well as from

applying sanctions against registrants who did not comply with search

requirements.

Isolating those aspects of the treatment that influenced earnings and

benefit outcomes was difficult because the registrants who made job contacts

or attended job clubs had different characteristics from the registrants

who did not. In fact, registrants most able to find jobs were least likely
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to make job contacts, attend job clubs, or work at a Workfare site. After

taking account of these differences, it became possible to estimate the impact

of participation in a job search activity. The results indicated that taking

part in an activity--whether it was making job contacts, attending a job

club, or going to a Workfare job--raised employment and earnings and reduced

participation in the Food Stamp Program, especially among women.

The demonstration documented that job search requirements produce benefits

in the form of increased earnings and reduced transfer payments. But, were

these benefits worth the administrative costs of operating the requirements?

To what extent did the costs vary with the intensity of the job search require-

ments? What other factors influenced the costs? What would the expected

costs be per registrant of operating the search requirements on a national

level?

Estimates from the demonstration of the 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 underutilization of offices with

unexpectedly low client flow. The Applicant Job Search and In-Person

Registration Models were clearly the lowest cost approaches, averaging about

$36-47 per registrant. The costs of Job Clubs and Group Job Search Assistance

showed a wide range, partly because of differences in the ability of sites

to align their staffing levels to the flow of registrants. In Kentucky's

Group Job Search Assistance Model, actual demonstration outlays divided by

the number of registrants reached $100. However, were Kentucky able to avoid

its excess capacity, its cost would have been only $25 per registrant.
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Taken together, the cost and benefit estimates suggest that the job

search requirements could save taxpayer dollars and could increase the earnings

of recipients. On the basis of averages over the seven models in the Initial

and Expanded Demonstration, benefits to taxpayers and recipients substantially

outweighed their costs. Administrative costs averaged about $60-70 per

-- registrant, a figure well below taxpayer savings of nearly $150 per registrant

over the nine months after application. Only the Food Stamp Agency Model,

undertaken during the Initial Demonstration, had administrative costs that

exceeded the reduced transfer payments. Under the other models, net taxpayer

benefits averaged over $100 per registrant.

-- Registrants lost transfer benefits and paid higher taxes, but earned

more in wages. While the combined cost of lost benefits and increased taxes

amounted to almost $150 per registrant, registrants experienced gains in

earnings averaging $205. Under the Initial Demonstration's Food Stamp Agency

and Job Club Models, registrants lost slightly more than they gained. The

-- only case in which registrants faced more than an $11 net loss took place

under the Group Job Search Model operating in rural Kentucky counties. On

average, registrants participating in the other four models actually gained

from being assigned to a job search treatment, since their added earnings

was over $100 more than their lost transfers and increased taxes.

_ In conclusion, job search requirements are clearly feasible and often

cost-effective. In a demonstration context, in which Food Stamp Agencies

-- volunteered to operate job search requirements, administrative costs averaged

less than the reduction in transfer payments, which averaged less than the

increase in registrant earnings. Approaches that stressed immediate job search

and that required registrants to meet with counselors as a condition of

certification worked best. These approaches stimulated employment and earnings
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and induced reductions in food stamp and other transfer payments at low

administrative costs. On balance, these models benefitted both taxpayers

and food stamp recipients.
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