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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. INTRODUCTION

Purposeof Thisisan interimreporton theEvaluationoftheFood Stamp
this Report Employment and Training (E&T) Program. It is descriptive in nature,

and focuses on the way that States have implemented the E&T Pro-
gram and the characteristics of the participants being served. A
report on the impact of the Program on participants' employment,
earnings and receipt of welfare will be submitted by early 1990. This
second report will also provide information on the costs of operating
the E&T Program, and an assessment of the extent to which any
realized benefits exceed these expenditures.

oDe_ On April 1, 1987, all States were required by the Food Security Act of198_ (Public Law 99-198; Section 1317) to implement the E&T Pro-
Program gram to provide employment and training services for certain able-

bodied nonexempt food stamp recipients, and selected volunteers.
Within the general framework of the authorizing legislation, States
were given the flexibility to design and operate the E&T Program in a
manner best suited to their unique situations, subject to the approval
of the Secretary of Agriculture. In particular, States were given
discretion in the following areas: the range of services available to
Program participants including the designation of some components
as mandatory and others as voluntary; the designation of those who
must (or may) participate in the program; and, the level of funding
above a basic Federal grant.

!_Ba_ The E&T Program does not represent the first time that work re-
_xtan cluirements have been imposed on food stamp recipients. Since 1971,

shortly after the Food Stamp Program (FSP) became a national source
of assistance to low-income households, able-bodied recipients have
been required to accept suitable jobs. In subsequent years, FSP work
policy has undergone various modifications designed both to
strengthen the requirements and target those most employable.

These changes have not, however, occurred in a vacuum. First, over
the last 20 years there has accumulated substantial evidence to
indicate that employment and training programs are both feasible to
implement, and able to achieve modest but significant increases in
participants" employment and earnings and decreases in public
assistance. With respect to the FSP, the 3ob Search Demonstrations
conducted in the early 1980sprovided especially positive results in
these areas.

Second, public assistance is intended to provide help for only
relatively brief intervals that end when the recipient is securely
established in a job (except those too old or infirm to work). As
reflected in recent welfare reform legislation, there is increasing
support for the view that public assistance programs should facilitate
and motivate this movement into work, making the period of
assistance as short as possible.
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B. FINDINGS

How does the Although exact operations vary a great deal, at a general level the
E&T Program process used to serve individual participants can be viewed as con-
Work? sisting of five components. [:irst, eligibility workers determine

which, if any, individuals applying for (or being recertified for) food
stamp benefits are required to register for work and accept suitable
employment if it is offered. These work registrants are then referred
to a separate employment and training office to receive services -- in
all but the l0 percent of local Food Stamp Agencies ([:SAs) that serve
applicants, this next step takes place after the individuals are
determined eligible for food stamp benefits.

At the employment and training unit, work registrants are next
screened for possible exemption from E&T requirements (i.e., those
facing difficulties related to child care, transportation or health
conditions). Once determined to be a nonexempt E&T participant (a
subset of the work registrants), individuals are assiRned to a service
component such as job search, job search training, educational
classes, or work experience. [n most local [:SAs, this step is rela-
tively straightforward because only one service is being offered --
often job search. Where alternatives are available, about three-
quarters of local FSAs use some sort of caseworker assessment to
determine the most appropriate service componentl more than half
allow participants an opportunity to choose among a menu of
available options after the assessment is completed.

During the period of participation in the E&T Program, local FSAs
generally monitor the progress being made by the participant. How
this is done varies by the type of service to which the individual is
assigned. 3ob search and job search training services generally
specify some type
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Moreover, E&T services are being provided by many different
sources, including traditional employment service agencies (State
Employment Service Agencies, 3ob Training Partnership Act
programs), local school districts, community colleges, and public and
private community-based organizations (e.g., Goodwill, Young Men's
Christian Association). These linkages with existing service providers
are intended to allow the E&T Program to leverage additional
resources, achieve certain economies of scale through more efficient
operations, and avoid having to "reinvent the wheel" in order to assist
food stamp recipients. The availability of such networking
arrangements has enabled the E&T Program to provide a variety of
services in FY1988.

[t also appears that the Program is evolving over time. Comparing
State E&T Program plans for FYI98g and FYIgg9 reveals that States
are adding and deleting service components. Rather than adopting
rigid approaches to meet Federal requirements, States appear quite
willing to experiment with new service components. Again, this is an
encouraging outcome -- Congress allowed States an opportunity to try
different ways to assist low-income persons obtain gainful
employment, and States appear willing to seek alternative ways to
achieve this goal.

What other State and local FSAs have recognized the needs of individual partici-
Services are pants, and have taken steps to help them complete their education
being Provided?. and training assignments. Where financial burdens can be a barrier

(e.g., the cost of travel to attend classes or to a worksite), States
have made an effort to be flexible in deciding how to reimburse
participants for their out-of-pocket expenses. Many States, espe-
cially those offering more intensive services, have opted to pay
actual expenses rather than provide a fixed reimbursement amount.
In addition to cash subsidies, many local FSAs have also provided
various types of in-kind services such as child care arrangements,
transportation assistance and counseling services.
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Did E&T Expand In light of the limited time allowed to plan and implement the
Existing E&T Program, States might have been expected to avoid creating new
3ob Search services for food stamp recipients. Many States had existing job
Programs? search programs in place, and because this is an allowable component

under E&T, the simple response would have been to continue the
previous services. But, as noted above, States have, in fact,
implemented a variety of different types of training services. About
three-quarters of all local FSAs were operating programs in FY I98g
that were either entirely new or differed markedly from previous job
search programs.

Percentof LocaJFSAs

E&T Program il sinmlatto

(28% Cdlocal FS,NI)

E&T Program is different from
Search Program

(12_ Of local FSAs)

Is the E&T Although all States implemented an E&T Program in FY 19gg, only IS

--[e States had planned statewide implementation_ an additional 12 Statesplanned to make the Program available in more than 50 percent of
Nationwide? their counties. Such geographic exemptions are permitted by the

19g_ Act if it would be impractical to operate the Program in certain
localities because of remoteness or poor labor market conditions.

This level of coverage, however, represents a significant expansion
from previous FSP work programs. In _2 States, E&T Program
coverage in FY I98g represented an increase over that available under
the previous job search program.



How man x In addition to geographic exemptions, States can exempt certain
Food Stamp individuals for a variety of impediments such as a lack of child care
Recipients or transportation and temporary health problems. States have made
did States considerable use of these exemptions, particularly, as noted above,
Plan to Serve geographic area exclusions. Their plans called for E&T participation
in E&T? of about i.6 million individuals in FY1988 -- about half of the total

3.3 million eligible work registrants. In addition, States planned to
include about 90,000 volunteers (about 6% of all E&T participants
were expected to be volunteers). As planned, the E&T Program is
more than twice the combined size of all of the AFDC work programs
(in 1985 AFDC programs served about 700,000 individuals).

ALL FOODSTAMP RECIPIENTS /

(31.78 MILLION') /

FAT .PARTICIPANTS//

· Estimated totalnurrdo(krol food stamp recipients '13ml_'ipaek_in · year This is comlouted
by multil_/mg the average monlhly pautk_patk_o_166a malkmby the average rate ot
caseload tumov_ el 17, t.e.,total annualpaniCil_tee equals17 times the average
monmlycaseload.

What Was the There are three types of Federal financial support provided to
Planned Cost of States for the operation of the E&T Program.' a 100 percent grant
a_ based on the relative size of each State's FSP caseload; a 50

percent match of additional Program costs; and, a 50 percent match
of participant reimbursements up to a maximum of $25 per person per
month. Although full information on operating costs will not be
available until the completion of the evaluation study, data are
available on total Federal and State budgeted expenses. In FY 1988,
the planned cost of the E&T Program was about $22z} million -- $60
million for the tO0 percent grants, $100 million for additional service
expenses, and $6a million for participant reimbursements.
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How do Costs For the purposes of this evaluation, States were categorized into

one of three Program models: :]ob Search States which primarilyoffer job search services to E&T participants; Job Search Training
States offering additional job search assistance such as job finding
clubs and training in employment techniques; and intensive Service
States that provide more in-depth remediation such as basic
education, skills training and work experience. This grouping is a
convenient analytical tool, but it is not perfect. Although States
have been classified on the basis of their most prevalent type of
service component, there is a great deal of variety in E&T Program
services. Even within programs classified as a Job Search model,
other types of services may be offered.

Notwithstandingthese limitations,an examination of State funding
plansindicates,as expected,that the costper participantisrelated
to the intensityof servicesoffered. That is,plannedcostsper
participantare highestforIntensiveServiceStatesat S2 L0 per
participant,and thosecategorizedas 3ob Search Statesare the
lowestat $sg per participant.

_1: Modml_- MoOml3:
J_b94.m_ Job9Nmq_Trm_ kn_mm_._ncmm

H

ServicecamPerIN.-'-.,_.,4mt S33 S00 $ISS

Av®rlgeplltici_rlimi=urllmlnt S25 S27 SS$

Tot_COStlDm'I{)WlJCJp4I_ S56 SI18 S210
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It is difficult at this time to draw any firm conclusions from these
figures. First, these data represent planned costs and participation_
information on actual expenditures and participation levels are not
now available. Second, within a Program model category, the
average per participant costs exhibit wide variation. [n many
instances, more intense (and presumably more costly) programs
appear to be less expensive than simpler job search programs, and
vtce versa. This can be the result of a number of factors including
differences in the way similarly titled services are actually delivered
and the extent to which States have been able to forge linkages with
other State agencies and programs. The evaluation study currently
underway will address many of these questions, but results will not be
available until early 1990.

How do Planned An examination of actual Federal E&T expenditures for FYI98g
Program Costs (State expenditure information is not reported to FNS), show a
Compare to shortfall of approximately 30 percent below planned costs. Actual
Actual Federal expenditures for FY1988 totalled $98.7 million, compared to
Expenditures? budgeted costs of $138.5 million.

Based on information for the first three quarters of FYI9g8, it is
expected that Program participation will also be less than planned.
Instead of planned participation of about 1.6 million individuals, it
appears that States will probably serve about one million persons -- a
similar shortfall of about 37 percent. While it is again difficult to
draw any firm conclusions from these data, it seems that the lower
than expected Program cost is a result of lower than predicted
participation levels.

The participation shortfall noted above should not be construed

to be a failure of the E&T Program. Rather, States appear to haveinitially overestimated the number of recipients who would be subject
Planned?. to the work registration requirements and not exempted from E&T

participation. Given the short planning period afforded State FSAs
and the lack of information on which to base these estimates, it is not
too surprising that Statest estimates proved to be inaccurate.

For FY 1989, States have planned to serve substantially more partici-
pants than in FY1988 -- l.Z_million compared to one million in
FY1988. For example, a majority of States (all but 6) have planned to
expand the availability of the E&T Program to more areas of their re-
spective States in FYI989. In fact, the number of States planning
complete statewide coverage will increase from l 8 in FY 19gg to 26 in
FY 1989.
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W_dltl_ The flexibility afforded States has resulted in the targeting of the
e E&T Program toward certain types of food stamp recipients:

Participating
in the E&T · Most participants are relatively young (the average age is 33
Program years) and equally likely to be male or female.

· For the most part, E&T participants are single and unmarried.
Slightly more than half of all participants have never been
married and live alone.

· About 6 out of every 10 E&T participants are minorities.

· E&T participants are generally poorly educated -- only about half
have completed high school -- but about one-third have obtained
supplementary technical or vocational training.

S or more

Age HOullhold Size

(7%)
(1%)

Marital Statue Ethnicity
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· E&T participants are also not well attached to the labor market
-- only about t4out of [0 were gainfully employed during the past
year. Of those who were employed, about half worked more than
six months, and about one-third worked from 9-I 2 months.
Average employment consisted of about 30 hours per week for an
average of $_._9 per hour, or only about $168 per week.

· E&T participants in local 3ob Search model FSAs are most likely
to be White married males residing in households with earned
income. Because job search is intended to assist those most
employable to find productive jobs, this finding appears to
support a conclusion that the Program is being correctly
targeted. But, until information is available on the actual
services received (recall that FSAs in the other two categories
also provide job search services), this conclusion must remain
tentative.

College Graduate
someColmoe / o%)

(8%) 4,

EDUCATION

LABOR MARKET
EXPERIENCE
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· E&T participants in local 3ob Search Training model FSAs are
most likely to be Black single female General Assistance (GA)
recipients.

· E&T participants in local Intensive Service model FSAs are most
likely to be Black single females or female household-heads --
these individuals are also likely to be receiving GA but are most
likely to be recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC).

In general, the E&T Program is serving food stamp recipients who are
young, unmarried and non-White. These individuals, however, are in
need of remedial services to compete in today's labor market. They
typically lack formal education, and have been unable to maintain
steady employment in the past.

States appear to have focused the E&T Program on those work
registrants who are also GA recipients -- about t_0percent of all E&T
participants receive GA benefits. Moreover, this representation is
higher than the proportion of all work registrants who receive such
assistance. This finding may be the result of two factors. First,
unlike AFDC recipients GA recipients involved in another work
program are not categoricaly exempted from E&T participation.
Second, there is a clear incentive for States to provide job services to
their GA population through the E&T Program. If the Program is
successful in helping participants find employment, States can realize
significant savings in welfare expenditures as these individuals
become self-sufficient.

It is also notable that relatively few AFDC recipients are participat-
ing in the E&T Program. Only about 6 percent of the E&T partici-
pants receive AFDC benefits; and those who do are primarily in local
Intensive Service model FSAs. The relatively low representation is
due to the fact that AFDC recipients involved in Title IV work
programs (i.e, WIN) are exempt from the E&T requirements. Those
AFDC recipients who have been assigned to E&T may be individuals
not covered under an existing WIN program. For example, the State
may only provide services to AFDC households with both parents
present. In such instances, the E&T Program may provide an opport-
unity for States to extend employment and training services to a
portion of their AFDC caseload who have otherwise been excluded
from such assistance. This also may account for the concentration of
these participants in Intensive Service model FSAs (i.e., E&T may
have been integrated with a pre-existing work program).

The Forth- This interim report provides substantial information about the imple-
cominl_ Evalua- mention of the E&T Program. First, a large number of food stamp
tion Report recipients will have participated in the Program in FYI98g (about one

million) -- the Program's first full year of operation. Second,
although job search is the most commonly available service, these
participants appear to have at least the opportunity to receive
additional forms of assistance such as job skills training, educational
services and work experience. Third, the services being provided
typically represent new initiatives and are generally being delivered
using linkages to various types of external agencies and/or programs.
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What is not known, however, is the degree to which the Program is
cost effective, i.e., do the services increase employment and
decrease welfare dependency and at what cost. The evaluation study
currently underway will address these and other relevant questions.
Results will be available to Congress in early 1990.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Congress, as part of the Food Security Act of 198_ (P.L. 99-198),
required that all States implement an Employment and Training (E&T)
Program for certain food stamp recipients by April l, 1987. This
requirement, which replaced food stamp job search as the major
work-related activity of the Food Stamp Program (FSP), was intended
to help able-bodied recipients obtain paid employment and decrease
their dependence on public assistance programs. A major emphasis of
this legislation was that States be given maximum flexibility in
designing programs that best fit their individual needs. The role of
the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), which administers the FSP, is to approve State plans for the
E&T Program and to monitor performance to ensure that each State
provides a meaningful opportunity for its food stamp recipients to
increase their employment prospects.

In addition to authorizing the E&T Program, Congress also mandated
an evaluation of the Program. Abt Associates Inc., and its subcon-
tractor, Wes,at, were selected by FNS to conduct this comprehensive
evaluation to determine the effect of the E&T Program on the em-
ployment, earnings, and welfare income of participating food stamp
recipients and applicants. This is an interim report from the evalua-
tion study. [t is descriptive in nature and focuses on the way in which
States have implemented the E&T Program and the characteristics of
the participants. The results of the complete impact evaluation will
be available to Congress by early 1990.

A. HISTORY OF WORK REQUIREMENTS IN THE FOOD STAMP
PROGRAM

The E&T Program does not represent the first time that work re-
quirements have been imposed on food stamp recipients. In fact, as
shown in Exhibit l.l, the requirement that able-bodied recipients
accept suitable jobs _ as a condition for receiving benefits has been a
standard requirement of the FSP since 1971, shortly after it became a
national Program. This initial requirement covered all able-bodied
adults, ages lg to 6_, except household members caring for dependent
children under lg or incapacitated 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.

*Employment was defined as unsuitable if wages were below 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).



Exhibit 1.1

CHRONOLOGY OF FOOD STAMP WORK REQUIREMENT

YEAR

1971 First Work IReqistratiorl J:!eauirement IP.L. 91 - 671L Able-bodied food
stamp recipients belween ages 18 and 65 must register for work and actively
seek employment (report for job interviews and accept suitable work) as a
condition of receipt of food stamp benefits. Exceptions to this requirement
include: (1) those caring tot dependent children under age 18 or
incapacitated adults, (2) sludents, or (3) those working at least 30 hours per
week.

1977 Exem0tions Chanoed and Sanctions Soecified (P.L. 95-113L Recipients
from age 18 to 59 are required lo work register. Dependent care exemption
changed to child under age 12. Changed definition of suitable work to
include jobs outside of major field of experience. States authorized to
sanction entire households when individual work registrants are found to be
noncompliant, and to extend the disqualification for two months.

1981 Reouir0ments Strenqfflene_ IP.L. 97-98L Disqualifies work registrant who
voluntarily quits a job. Annualizes work registration requirement.

1982 Initiation of Job Search Contracls. FNS contracts with Stale Food Stamp
Agencies for job search services.

1983 Exemntions Char_ed and Ootional Ar_olicantJob Search Added (P.L 98-
204!. Changed exemption for dependent child care to children under age
6. Provides States with option of requiring job search at application.
Disqualifies those who voluntarily quit a job without good cause from 60 to
90 days. USDA no longer required to issue work registration rules jointly
with the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL). FSP work rules no longer
required to conform with those issued under the Work Incentive Program
(WIN) for recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).

1985 Conoress Initiates E&T Pro_'anm/P.L. 99-198L States must establish Food
Stamp Employment and Training Programs.

1987 Imolementatk_nof E&T. States commence operation of E&T Program.

2



Subsequent legislative and regulatory changes modified this initial
work requirement in two general ways. First, exemptions were
expanded to target those most able to find employment -- individuals
over age _9 were exempted and provision was made to exempt others
for various types of health or language problems or those residing in
remote areas. Second, the work requirements were strengthened in a
number of important ways:

· dependent care exemptions were limited to individuals caring for
children under age six;

· mandatory work registrants were required to contact up to 24
prospective employers during an eight week period;

· work registrants failing to comply with these requirements
caused their entire household to lose food stamp benefits for a
period of two months; and

· the definition of suitable employment was changed to cover a
wider range of jobs -- individuals had to accept jobs outside their
major field of experience.

The context within which these legislative and regulatory actions
were taking place was full of contradictions. On one hand, there was
research evidence suggesting that some types of interventions, such
as job-finding clubs, might actually increase the employment of
recipients (this is discussed in the following section). On the other
hand, several studies, including one conducted in 1978 by the General
Accounting Office (GAO)*, had indicated that FSP work require-
ments, and those in other welfare programs, had been ineffective. As
a consequence, from 1979 to 1983 two demonstration studies were
conducted to test alternative work strategies.

The first, mandated by Congress in the 1979 Food Stamp Act, evalu-
ated the use of "workfare m in which food stamp recipients were
required to perform work in exchange for their benefits. These pilot
projects, initiated in 1_ sites in [979, consisted of three elements: an
initial period of job search for 30 days; a period of public service
work in exchange for benefitsi and the continued search for unsubsi-
dized jobs. Because of certain methodological problems, however,
these demonstration projects did not produce conclusive evidence.

The second initiative was the Food Stamp Work Registration and 3ob
Search Demonstration begun in 1979 at the request of the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). Involving approximately q%000 food
stamp applicants and recipients at IS different sites, the demon-
stration took place in two stages. The initial stage, from October
198[ to March 1983, involved 11 sites and four alternative job search

*U.S. General Accounting Office. Food Stamp Work Requirements --
Ineffective Paperwork or Effective Tool? Report to the Congress by
the Comptroller General, April 1978.
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models -- in-person registration for work at the State Employment
Security Agency (SESA), a "job club" to help individuals find employ-
ment, a combination of in-person work registration and a job club,
and job search run by the local Food Stamp Agency (FSA).

Initially, this demonstration project was operated jointly by the
Departments of Agriculture and Labor (DOL). During the early
stages, however, DOL withdrew from its administrative role (i.e.,
operating the SESA programs) leaving USDA to contract directly with
State FSAs for job services (State FSAs then subcontracted with the
SESAs). As a result, USDA decided to further test the capacity of
local FSAs to administer the work requirements themselves. The
demonstration was expanded to test four additional approaches, all
administered by FSAs, in seven additional sites -- requiring applicants
to make a specified number of job contacts prior to certification, job
skills training combined with eight weeks of job search, job clubs, and
job clubs combined with workfare.

An evaluation of the various demonstration projects*, reported a
number of key findings'-

· FSAs were able to successfully implement the various employ-
ment and training models with only few deviations. It was
determined, however, that implementation would be improved if
States were given the flexibility to tailor their work registration
and job search requirements and procedures to their individual
labor markets, caseloads, and client characteristics.

· All the models increased the employment and earnings of parti-
cipants and reduced food stamp payments; for all but one model,
benefits exceeded operating costs.

· By placing greater emphasis on the speed and rigor with which
work registrants were identified, entered into job search, and
sanctioned for noncompliance, FSAs could achieve significant
participant effects and cost savings.

By 1986, 38 States, Guam, and the U.S. Virgin Islands operated FSP
job search programs, although these services were available statewide
in only 9 States. In addition to job search training, some States
offered other services, including on-the-job-training, classroom-based
vocational education, and workfare programs.

*Brandeis University, The Center for Human Resources, and Abt
Associates Inc., Food Stamp Work Registration and 3ob Search
Demonstration. Final Report prepared for U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service. Waltham, MA: Brandeis
University, 1986.



B. EVIDENCE FROM PAST RESEARCH

Over the past twenty years, a number of changes in the structure of
income maintenance programs, and in the work and training opportun-
ities and requirements facing welfare recipients, have been proposed
and tested. With the exception of the Negative Income Tax Experi-
ments of the late [960s and [970s, most of these demonstration
projects have not examined radically new income support programs.
Instead, these project have experimented with ways of promoting
financial independence through employment and training services, and
the obligation to search for and accept employment where available.

The assumption underlying these various initiatives is that public
assistance should provide support for a relatively brief interval that
ends when the recipient is securely established in employment (except
for people too old or infirm to be expected to work). Moreover, it is
assumed that public assistance should facilitate and motivate this
outcome, making the assistance interval as brief as possible.

A review of the evidence from these past research efforts suggests
eight major conclusions:

· Effects are Likely to be Small. Previous research suggests that,
while it is possible to design and operate employment and train-
[nB programs that have positive impacts on participants' em-
ployment, earnings and welfare benefits, the size of the effect is
likely to be relatively small.

· Effects Vary Over Time. Prior research also suggests that the
impact expected from employment and training programs display
trends over time. Usually, the impacts are found to take some
time to appear, depending on the timing of the intervention, and
often decrease over time.

· There is a Relationship AmonR Impacts. These appears to be a
complex relationship between program impacts on employment
and earnings and program impacts on the incidence and amount
of public benefits received. Because of both administrative rules
and individual behavior, increases in earnings do not always lead
to comparable decreases in the receipt of public assistance.

· Participation Rates are Generally Low. An important indication
of the effectiveness of an employment and training program is
the degree to which targeted individuals participate. Prior
research has shown that even in instances where participation
was mandatory, and program resources were generous, participa-
tion rates rarely exceed 50 percent of the target population.

A detailed summary of the literature related to employment and
training programs for welfare recipients can be found in Appendix A.



· Attracting Volunteers is Difficult. Prior research has also shown
that the penetration rate of a voluntary employment and training
program is often low. Although the use of outreach, marketing
and enhanced services can significantly increase the number of
volunteers joing the program, overall participation rates are
generally low.

· Enforcement of the Obligation to Participate is Often Unsuc-
cessful, Because mandatory participants in employment and
training programs are subject to sanctions for failure to comply
with program rules, one would expect that if participation rates
are low, sanctioning rates would be relatively high. Most prior
research on the enforcement of such requirements, however,
suggests that this is rarely the case. For a variety of reasons,
mandatory participants appear to be able to escape both partici-
pation and sanctioning.

· To Be Successful_ Programs Must Provide for the Efficient
Goordination of Services and Information. Prior research has

generally found that the implementation of a new employment
and training program can be fraught with pitfalls that threaten
to undermine the success of the program and its intended policy
ends. Such arrangements can be difficult to develop and main-
tain. First, coordination of services, and the management of
program information are difficult and complicated tasks for a
welfare department to perform. In many instances, the delivery
of employment and training services is new to income mainten-
ance agency personnel. Second, the implementation of an
employment and training program often requires interaction with
other public agencies and institutions. A program may therefore
fail to have its intended social impact, therefore, not because it
is faulty in design, but because it is not delivering the necessary
services.

· Participant Costs Vary Substantially. Prior demonstration pro-
jects have reported widely varying per participant costs. In large
part, this variation is tied to the intensity and duration of the
services provided. For example, the cost of job search and job
club programs have been relatively modest, usually no more than
$100 per participant. On the other hand, subsidized emploly-
ment, even when partly funded by grant diversion, has been
relatively costly ranging from $600 to $1200 per participant.

The important lesson from the work-welfare research is that em-
ployment and training programs can be implemented and that they
are likely to produce positive but small effects. Moreover, although
the effects are generally small, their magnitude is often found to
exceed the cost of providing services to recipients of public assist-
ance.



C. THE NEW FOOD STAMP EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
PROGRAM

The creation of the new Food Stamp E&T Program was influenced by
two related factors. On the one hand, as noted above considerable
evidence had accumulated showing that work programs for recipients
of public assistance were both practical to implement and generally
cost effective. In particular, Congress was encouraged by the success
of the Food Stamp Work Registration and 3ob Search Demonstration
projects. On the other hand, there was growing concern about the
effectiveness of current income maintenance programs, particularly,
as some critics have claimed, their tendency to produce long-term
dependency. The E&T Program is part of a broad national movement
to improve the welfare system, most notably seen in recent welfare
reforms and the proliferation of State-initiated demonstration pro-
jects.

Operational The Food Security Act of 1985, which created the E&T Program,
Characteristics replaced the former optional job search provisions with the new

requirement that all States conduct employment and training pro-
grams. Individuals not specifically exempted by law, however, were
still required to register for work.

Under the 198_ Act, States were given the flexibility to design and
operate the E&T Program in a manner best suited to their unique
situations, subject to the approval of the Secretary of Agriculture. In
particular, States were given discretion in the following areas: the
range of services available to Program participants, including the
designation of some components as mandatory and others as volun-
tary; the designation of those who must (or may) participate in the
Program; and the funding level above a basic Federal grant. Each of
these areas of State discretion is reviewed below.

Service Components. The principal intent of Congress in creating the
E&T Program was to assist food stamp recipients to gain the skills,
training_ or work experience needed to increase their ability to obtain
regular employment. To meet this goal, current regulations allow
States to offer one or more of the following components:

· Job Search, which requires participants to make a specified
number of job contacts in a given time period (e.g., 2# job con-
tacts in eight weeks) and to report those job contacts to the local
FSA (most frequently at a job search monitoring visit). The
participant may be required to pursue employment independently
or to meet with a job counselor on a regular basis to report job
search activity and develop new leads for potential job open-
ings. Whatever the structure of the job search component,
mandatory participants are subject to sanction (e.g., suspension
of food stamp benefits for a specified time period) if they do not
comply with the requirements.

· Job Search Training, in which participants are required to engage
in structured learning activities regarding useful techniques for
successful job-hunting. Such a program may consist of job skills



assessments, job finding clubs, training in techniques for improv-
ing empioyability, job placement services, or other direct train-
ing or support activities, including educational programs deter-
mined by the State agency to expand the job search abilities or
employability of those subject to the Program. (Education
components are allowed if they directly enhance the employ-
ability of the participants.)

3ob search activity may also be required as part of the participa-
tion in training, and may occur either prior to training or immed-
iately after its completion. Some States choose to use job search
training only for those participants who appear to lack job search
skills, or who have gone through a period of unsuccessful job
search.

* Workfare, in which a participant works off the food stamp bene-
fit amount at a predetermined wage rate at a public sector
worksite.

* Work Experience, in which a participant is typically placed at a
public sector worksite for a certain time in order to acquire both
generic and specific work skills.

To the extent practical, States are also allowed under the 1985 Act to
design and operate programs that are compatible with similar pro-
grams already operated within the State (such as work and training
programs for recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children
-- AFDC). The Act also permits State FSAs to contract with other
State and local employment and training agencies administering
programs under the ;]ob Training Partnership Act (3TPA).

Program Participants. In addition to allowing States a choice of
service components for the E&T Program, the 1985 Act also provides
for some flexibility in defining the food stamp recipients that must
participate. That is, although the rules for work registration that
were in effect before the 1985 Act are still in force, States have
some discretion in defining who from the pool of work resistrants will
be mandatory E&T participants.

States may, with the approval of the Secretary of Agriculture,
exempt from participation entire categories of work registrants, as
well as individual work registrants. For example, the 1985 Act allows
States to exempt categories of food stamp work registrants on the
basis of such criteria as poor local labor market conditions, or
because certain groups of nonexempt registrants may require inten-
sive services too costly to be cost-effective. The Act also provides
that States may exempt from participation registrants during their
first 30 days of receipt of food stamp benefits. Finally, States may
exempt individual registrants for whom participation would be im-
practical because of personal circumstances such as the remote
location of work opportunities, or the unavailability of child care.



In addition to having flexibility in the determination of mandatory
participants in the E&T Program, States may also allow exempted
individuals (e.g., those caring for young children) to voluntarily parti-
cipate in the Program. Indeed, the law requires States to permit
exempt individuals to participate on a voluntary basis nto the
extent...practicable. _

As shown in Exhibit 1.2, the result of these various categorical and
individual exemptions is a relatively small pool of food stamp recipi-
ents subjected to the E&T requirements (i.e., compared to the entire
FSP population). By providing States with flexibility to design their
own programs, Congress and USDA have attempted to target the E&T
Program to those most likely to benefit from the opportunity to
receive services.

Fund_nR Levels. In order to support the E&T Program, the 1987 Act
requires USDA to allocate to the States $70 million for FYI98?, $60
million for FY1988, and $77 million in FY1989 and FYI990. Each
State's share of these funds is proportional to its respective FSP
caseload and is not subject to a State matching requirement (i.e.,
other FSP administrative expenses are usually matched on ._0/70
basis). Federal grants must be used solely for the E&T Program, and
may not be diverted to other activities.

In an effort to encourage additional Program activity, the Act also
provides that any State funds spent on the E&T Program in excess of
the basic grant is to be matched dollar-for-dollar by USDA. There is
no statutory limitation on the amount of Federal matching funds
States may receive for this purpose. However, States must submit
detailed budgets to FNS for approval before incurring these added
expenses.

Finally, the Act requires that States must reimburse E&T Program
participants for transportation and other program-related expenses up
to $2._ per participant per month. USDA pays half the cost of these
reimbursements with funds separate from the grants allocated for
Program operation.

States are permitted to reimburse participants for expenses exceed-
ing $2_ a month, but USDA cannot match these additional funds.

mO_manR area_ments. Although the Act allows flexibility
design, there are some operational con-

straints. In addition to the overall requirement that State plans for
the E&T Program be reviewed and approved by the Secretary, USDA
has in response to the legislative mandate, issued specific regulations
defining requirements for Program service components and for levels
of Program participation. For the first quarter of FYI9gg, 32 per-
cent of mandatory participants must be placed in a service compon-
ent_ this requirement rises to J0 percent for the remainder FY[989
and thereafter. These standards have been set in consideration of a
number of concerns;



Exhibit 1.2

E&T Program Participants

ALL FOOD STAMP PROGRAM RECIPIENTS

ALL THOSE REQUIRED TO WORK REGISTER
(EXCLUDES INDIVIDUALS: OVER AGE 59; UNDER
AGE 18; CARINGFORYOUNG CHILDREN;
CURRENTLY ENROLLEDIN A TITLE IV JOB
TRAINING PROGRAM;WORKING MORETHAN
30 HOURS PER WEEK)

WORK REGISTRANTSRESIDINGINA
COVERED WORK AREA (EXCLUDES
GEOGRAPHICAREAS EXEMPTED AT
STATE DISCRETION)

(EXCLUDESTHOSE FORWHOM
PARTICIPATION IS IMPRACTICAL) ........ VOLUNTEERS ......

tO



· The goals should be reasonably attainable by States.

· The standards should not be set too high and, as a consequence,
deter States from incorporating more intensive (and costly)
services for those who need them.

· Yet, the standards should ensure that States provide an opportu-
nity for a broad spectrum of food stamp recipients to benefit
from the E&T Program.

The regulations also provide that [=NS may adjust an individual State's
performance requirements for Program components or client partici-
pation if the State can demonstrate that the service components it
plans to offer, or the type and proportion of participants it plans to
serve, will require a significantly higher level of effort than the
minimum effort required by the [:NS regulations.

Technical Implementing the E&T Program was a complex undertaking involving
Assistance the Federal government and State and local [:SAs. To help with this

process, [:NS provided several mechanisms for technical assistance.
First, three publications were distributed offering guidance on how to
design and operate employment and training programs for food stamp
recipients. Second, [:NS staff provided assistance to State [:SAs
during their initial planning stages. This included help with the
preparation of State plans, and regional training meetings to which
State staff were invited to discusses the new regulations.

D. THE EVALUATION STUDY

Overview The evaluation of the E&T Program will provide comprehensive
information both on the implementation of the Program and on its
effects. The specific objectives of the study, summarized in Exhibit
1.3, are to'

· describe the employment and training services operated by the
Statesl

· assess the Programts implementation and its effectiveness in
providing employment assistance to participantsl

· measure changes in food stamp recipients' employment and
earnings which result from the Program; and,

· assess the costs and estimate the cost-effectiveness of the E&T
Program.

The evaluation, which is national in scope, is designed primarily to
meet the important informational needs of Congress and USD^. The
study, however, will also help States and localities in planning future
modifications of their programs, including improving services, lower-
ing costs, and increasing the effectiveness of service components.

Il



Exhibit 1.3

MAJOR RESEARCH OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION OF THE E&T PROGRAM

STUDY OBJECITVES

Describe the E&T'prOSrampianned Assess Implementation Measure Program Assess Costs and Cost-
and Operatedinthe Stat es. of the E&T Program Impacts Effectiveness of the E&T Program

P-&TProgram models planned m How and why actual _ Measurement of the _ Administrative cost

m Services provided within programs differ from plans impact of the E&T of the E&T Program
Program ore

each model : .'.-.::'.::': '. · _ How and why paTtieipation --employment _ Differences between
m New servicesprovtddKiby levels differ from plans _ job stability _-_oonted co6tsand

the E&TProgram -- earninlp resourcecos_

. . eP.articipation levels · Effectiveness of sanctionin 8 -- hourly wa_.s:pmcechl_ -- type of j0b _ Cost-effectiveneu of
m Prosmn oukx_mes: --.project_ future the E&T Program from

--numt_findinsjobs _ AchKlua_ of tt_ F._T_ empioym_tand the perspective of:
,=- Bnumber sanctiormd tn meetip 8 the needs of Ii:SAs emdt_s -- the participant
to and their clients -- receipt and amount -- the taxpayer

Exemption criteria and of food stamps -- society as a whole
exemption patterns -- receipt and amount of

Characteristics of: ,aH)C, GA, SSI, UI and

-- targeted groups other public benefits
-- actual participants _ projected future receipt

of public benefits

Aspects of services, including:
-- linkages with other

employment programs
-- linkages with other agencies

m Barriers to participation

Imple_nentation problems
and solutions

j F_.&TProsram funding levelsand
sources

Attitudes of LFSA management
and staff



To meet these diverse needs, the evaluation is designed to be na-
tionally representative in terms of the types of food stamp recipients
that participate in the Program, the different areas of the Nation in
which the Program operates, and the types of services that are pro-
vided. For analytical convenience, operating programs have been
grouped into the following typology consisting of three general
program types or models:

· 3ob Search -- programs offering only a job search component.

· 3ob Search Training -- programs offering job search training
(e.g., job finding clubs, training in techniques for employability),
either alone or in combination with job search.

· intensive Services -- programs that provide more in-depth forms
of remediation to a substantial portion of participants including,
educational services (e.g., remedial education, English as a
second language, or high school equivalency classes), skills train-
ing (classroom-based or on-the-job), work experience, or work-
fare.

As will be discussed in the next chapter, there is great diversity in
the types of services being offered in the E&T Program, and the
extent to which participants are involved in these services. This
typology was developed to ensure that the many program variants
were represented in the evaluation.

[n addition to including all major Program models, the sampling plan
used to select participating local FSAs was designed to derive na-
tional estimates of overall costs and benefits, as well as separate
estimates for each of the three analytical models. The final study
sample consists of _ local FSAs in 23 States, involving almost 13,000
eligible E&T participants.

[n order to fulfill the many objectives of this study, the researchers
have developed an evaluation strategy with four basic parts.

So_mpone 1. Implementation Stu_. This portion of the study is intendednts to document the operations of the E&T Program. It is based on five
major sources of information:

· plans submitted by the States for FYIggg and FYIgg9 which
allow the description of the E&T programs planned by States
and the measurement of the prevalence of various types of
E&T servicesl

· State quarterly reports on E&T Program expenditures and
participation_

· an inventory of Program Operations for the _ local FSAs
included in the study sample -- this provides detailed descrip-
tive data about the types of services actually offered, as well
as administrative features such as the use of participant
support services_
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· data on selected demographic, education, and employment
background characteristics of E&T Program participants_ and,

· interviews with State and local Program staff regarding a
variety of other implementation issues and concerns.

2. The Impact Study. This aspect of the evaluation is intended to
assess the effectiveness of the E&T Program in increasing partici-
pants' employment and earnings, and in decreasing their dependence
on food stamps and other public assistance benefits. Because individ-
uals are subject to many influences that may have some effect on
their economic well-being, the challenge of the impact analysis is to
isolate and accurately measure the changes in a person's life that are
due only to the service or Program being evaluated. The most out-
standing feature of the research approach to this task is the random
assignment of potential E&T Program participants to two groups, one
subject to the requirements of the E&T Program and a group not
subject to those requirements. This arrangement insures that the
groups differ initially only in that the treatment group is accepted
into the Program, and the control group is denied services. Thus,
subsequent differences in outcomes between the two groups can
confidently be attributed to the Program.

In addition to measuring the effects of the E&T Program, the impact
analysis will also measure the actual services received by the partici-
pants. Previous evaluations of employment and training programs
have found that many individuals assigned to work-related services
have actually received only partial services, or no services at all. For
example, it should be expected that many food stamp work regi-
strants assigned to a Program which offers job search followed by job
search training will never make it to the second service component of
the Program -- some will find employment or cease receiving food
stamps_ some will fail to cooperate; and a few may simply fail to
receive notice of the next requirement. Waiting lists for services can
be another cause of participants receiving only a portion of the
planned services. Therefore, in order to attribute effects to Program
services, information is being collected about the actual experiences
of the selected participants including any sanctions levied against
non-compliant individuals.

Follow,up interviews have also been planned with individuals in the
two groups at % 8, and 12 months following random assignment to
collect the following information:

· measures of employment, including whether an individual was
employed at all during the followup period, the number of weeks
employed, the number of hours per week worked and the type of
job or jobs obtainedl

· measures of earnings, including the hourly wage, gross earnings
and earnings net of taxes and work expenses;

· household income, earned and unearned, from all sources; and



· measures of publicbenefitsreceived,including,the durationand
amount of food stamp benefitsand otherpublicbenefits,includ-
ingAFDC, General Assistance(GA), Unemployment Insurance
(UI), etc.

3. The Cost Study. In order to develop accurate estimates of the cost
of the E&T Program, two types of costs must be measured:

· accounted costs which refer to the Federal and State F&T

Program funds allocated to Program functions; and

· resource costs which refer to the actual costs of services

received by E&T Program participants, regardless of the
source of the funds used.

It is necessary to measure both types because accounted costs usually
do not fully reflect the true costs of a program. First, States may
not report their costs accurately; the reimbursement of some costs at
a 100 percent rate might create an incentive to overestimate costs if
actual costs are below the 100 grant amount. Second, States may
obtain services from other programs. These may not represent addi-
tional costs to the E&T Program but do represent costs to the tax-
payer. Third, payments to subcontractors for providing services will
likely represent a major part of many States' expenditures. Because
these subcontracts are often formula-based payments (e.g., a speci-
fied amount per service entrant), some will overstate and some will
understate the actual resources subcontractors use to provide the
services, depending on how good a deal the food stamp agency has
negotiated.

_. The Cost-Effecti_ Study. The purpose of this last study
component is to determine whether the E&T Program is cost-benefi-
cial -- that is, whether there is a positive return on Program expendi-
tures, and if so, the size of that return.

Benefits and costs will be measured as changes from what would have
occurred in the absence of the E&T Program. Thus, costs are defined
as the value of the additional resources devoted to administration and

service provision, plus other participant expenditures such as child
care and travel costs. Similarly, benefits include the value of all
beneficial outcomes and effects that would not have occurred in the

absence of the Program.

As in most public programs, the benefits and costs of the E&T Pro-
gram may accrue to different people. Taxpayers bear the operational
costs of training, for example, while participants receive the benefits
of higher earnings. Therefore, net benefits will be assessed from
three points of view.' participants, taxpayers, and society at large.
Net benefits to participants indicate the extent to which participants
are better or worse off from having experienced the treatment. Net
(monetary) benefits to taxpayers are equivalent to the budgetary
impact on the government. Net benefits to society as a whole are the
sum of net benefits to participants and taxpayers. All three perspec-



fives are relevant to policy. Programs with positive net benefits to
society are generally viewed as worthwhile so long as their redistribu-
tive effects are acceptable. By deriving separate estimates of net
benefits (or net costs) to participants and taxpayers, a measure of the
amount of redistribution implicit within the overall social net benefit
is obtained.

Current As of the date of this report the following study activities have
Status been completed:

· Fifty-five local FSAs in 23 States have agreed to participate in
the evaluation study.

· The random assignment process has been completed in all ))
local FSAs --about 13,000 work registrants have been either
assigned to participate in the E&T Program (the treatment
group), or have been excused from the mandatory requirements
(the control group).

· Four month follow-up interviews are currently being completed
with all study participants.

· Program cost data are currently being collected from the parti-
cipating State and local FSAs.

During the next nine months, the two remaining follow-up interview
surveys will be completed, food stamp benefit data will be collected
for all study participants, E&T service data will be collected for
those assigned to the treatment group, and cost data collection will
be completed. Analyses of these data will then be started culminat-
ing in a report to Congress by early 1990.

Contents of The remainder of this report describes the implementation of
This Report the E&T Program. Chapter [I contains descriptive information about

the various Program models planned by the States and the level of
Federal and State funding for the E&T Program. Chapter III discusses
local operational procedures. Chapter IV presents descriptive infor-
mation about the number and type of participants served by the E&T
Program, nationally and by Program model, and compares these
patterns both to the general food stamp population and to the total
population of work registrants.
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II. E&T PROGRAM DESIGN AND SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEMS

Introdoction The Food Security Act of 198_, and subsequent regulations issued by
FNS, allowed State and local FSAs considerable discretion with
regard to the implementation o[ the E&T Program. The primary
purpose of this chapter is to examine how this discretion has affected
the number of food stamp recipients participating in the Program, the
types of services provided, the administrative and organizational
arrangements used, and the cost of the Program.

This snapshot of the implementation of the E&T Program in Fiscal
Year (FY) 1988 is based on three sources of data: State plans
submitted to FNS for FYI98g and FY1989 (which were compared in
order to measure changes in the Program over time); required State
quarterly performance reports for FY1988; and, an inventory of
program operations for the nationally representative sample of 5_
local FSAs participating in the evaluation of the E&T Program. For
consistency with the State-level data, the information from the
sample of local FSAs has been statistically weighted to reflect the
characteristics of all agencies operating the E&T Program nationally.

These different sources of data have certain limitations that must be

kept in mind when reviewing the information in this chapter. First,
E&T Program operations planned by States may not reflect actual
service configurations in place in local FSAs. Second, financial
reporting by States, as noted in Chapter I, often underestimates the
true cost of providing E&T services. Finally, only limited information
was collected from the sample of _ local FSAs during the initial
stages of the E&T evaluation, reducing the degree to which
operational differences can be detected, and where found,
explained. The data to be available at the end of the evaluation study
will resolve many of these questions -- detailed data are being
collected on both Program costs and the day-to-day experiences of a
large national sample of E&T participants.

This description of the E&T Program is organized into six sections:

· E&T Services and Program Models t including the types of
services offered, geographic coverage within States, and the
extent to which E&T services represent an expansion of
previously implemented job search programs;

· Participant Support Services, including the types of services
provided, and the varying modes of reimbursements used;

· The Service Delivery System, including linkage and integration
with other service providers and employment and training
programs, and the basic administrative structure used for service
delivery;

· E&T Program TarRet Populations t Exemption Criteria and
Planned Participation Levels, including policy regarding the
group or groups of individuals expected to participate in the E&T
Program, exemptions from participation, and overall
participation goals;
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· E&T Program Funding and Spending) including planned E&T
Program budgets and actual spending for FYlgg8; and

· Planned E&T Program Changes for FYlg89, including changes
planned by States for participation goals and services.

The following chapter focuses on day-to-day operations in local FSAs.

A. E&T PROGRAM SERVICES

State FSAs had considerable latitude in deciding what types of
services to include as part of their E&T Program. The options ranged
from simple job search to more intensive services such as educational
programs and work experience. How individual States responded to
this flexibility was, however, affected by a number of concomitant
factors. First) the planning period afforded States was short -- final
regulations were issued by FNS on December 31) [986 requiring
States to submit their E&T plans by March 2, 1987 and begin opera-
tions by April l, 1987.

Second, the available options required different levels of funding.
Some, such as extended education or work experience, are intended to
serve those individuals in greater need of remediation and, as a
consequence, are significantly more costly per participant than
simple job search. Therefore, a decision to include particular service
components, and the extent of their use (i.e., the number of partici-
pants to be included), has substantial financial implications for
States. But, different types of services may differ in their ability to
affect the employment, earnings and welfare dependency of the
participants. If effective, these services can reduce State welfare
expenditures by getting individuals off public assistance thereby
offsetting some of the added cost.

Finally, the choice of services to offer in the E&T Program did not
take place in a vacuum. State and local FSAs had been previously
providing FSP job search services as well as employment and training
programs for other public assistance recipients (e.g., WIN). As a
result, States had an incentive to coordinate these different efforts
to the extent possible. Moreover, linking the E&T Program to other
State agencies or programs (e.g., 3TPA) would also allow State FSAs
to leverage additional resources, to achieve certain economies of
scale through more efficient operations, and to avoid having to
"reinvent the wheel."

As shown in Exhibit II.t , job search was the E&T service component
most commonly planned by States for FYIgggl 49 out of 73 State

:_rvtces FSAs included this option. 3ob search training was also widely
Planned by planned as a service, being offered by 41 States. This finding
States regarding the prevalence of job search activities is not too surpris-

State by State information can be found in Appendix B, Tables l
and 2.
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Exhibit I1.1
E&T Program Services Planned by the States, FY1988

Service

Job Search 49

Job Search 39
Training

33
Education

Vocational 33
Training

Work Experience 14

Workfare 8

Other* 18

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Number of States

SOURCE: FY1988 State E&T Program plans.

* Includes: on-the-_ training, supported employment, vocational rehabilitation,
and home-based employment.
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ing. These services were often part of the FSP prior to the
implementation of the E&T Program. It also reflects the intent of
the States to serve as many participants as possible with the funds
available in order to meet specified performance standards startin_ in
FYIg89 (job search in generally the least expensive type of servicej.

States also planned a variety of more intensive education and training
services. For example, 32 States planned for some adult educational
services (including, for example, GED or literacy training) for those
E&T Program participants needing such assistance. In addition, 33
States included the provision of vocational education services, and 19
States incorporated work experience or workfare programs.

It appears, then, that States have responded to the new E&T Program
initiative in a way that conforms with the intent of the enabling
legislation and regulations. 3ob search, the least costly service and
the one expected to move many employable participants into jobs, has
been included in the service configurations of almost every State.
Beyond this, States have chosen to add a broad mix of services
involving different levels of intensity. What is not known at this
time, however, is the extent to which the different types of services
are actually used, i.e., how many participants receive the various
services. This information will not be available until the end of the
evaluation study.

Service Although, as noted above, there exists a mix of services available to
C_Rurations participants in the E&T Program, for analytical purposes it is useful

to categorize State and local FSA programs into the three models
mentioned in Chapter I: 3ob Search, 3ob Search Training, and
Intensive Service. While the use of such a typology masks the variety
that exists in the E&T Program, it is a convenient analytical device,
particularly when Program effects (e.g., changes in participant
earnings) will be estimated later in the evaluation study.

Exhibit II.2 groups local FSAs according to the three service models.
As shown, over half o! local FSAs nationally can be categorized as
Intensive Service model FSAs and about one-fourth can be classified
in each o! the other two groups. But, because there are more large
FSAs in the 3ob Search category, the distribution o! E&T participants
provides a somewhat digferent picture. For example, although 3ob
Search model FSAs account for about one-fourth of the total, these
FSAs serve about four out of every ten E&T participants. However,
it is still the case that for the majority of participants (about two-
thirds) the E&T Program provides at least the opportunity to obtain
services beyond job search.

GeoRraphic In FYIgg6, 38 States were operating job search programs for food
CoveraRe stamp work registrants. With the advent of the E&T Program, States

were afforded an opportunity to either continue or expand existing
programs, or initiate services not presently available. To examine
the States' response to this opportunity, Exhibit II.3 shows the extent
to which the E&T Program represented an expansion (or contraction)
of services as measured by the change in geographic coverage, i.e., a
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Exhibit 11.2
Percent of Local FSAs Implementing E&T Program Service Models,

and Percent of Total Participants Covered, FY1988

Percent of Local FSAs

Percent of E&T Participants

SOURCE:InventoryofProgramOperationsinnationalsampleof55localFSAs.
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Exhibit 11.3

Percent of Counties* with E&T Program in FY1988
Compared with Percent of Counties with Job Search Program

in FY1986, by State

- 1986

= 1988
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22
21
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15 15'* 15
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z 8
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5 4

0

0 25% or under 26-50% 51-75% over 75%

Percent of Counties with Program

* Local Food Stamp Agencies are often, but not always, coterminous with counties.

* * States that did not have FS Job Search Program in FY1986.

SOURCE: FQ_I Starno Prooram Ooeratiorm Study; Report on the Census
of State Operations: Job Search AM Asso_ates, 1987. FY1988
State E&T Program Plans.
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comparison of the change in the percent of counties (often
synonymous with a local FSA) with an operating program. (Detailed
State data can be found in Appendix B, Table 3).

Most States(42out of _3)significantlyexpanded the availabilityof
food stamp employment and trainingservicesunder the E&T
Program; onlyseven decreased geographiccoverage. (Insome
instancesthiswas due to reduced Federalfunding).In fact,18 of )3
State FSAs plannedstatewideparticipationforFYI9g8, and an
additional11 StateFSAs planned to operatethe Program in more
than )0 percentof theircounties.The E&T Program, then,not only
increasedthe varietyof servicesavailableto food stamp work
registrants,but alsomade these servicesavailableto a larger
proportionof the eligiblepopulationthan under the previousjob
search programs.

Change From The short planning time available at the outset of the E&T Program
Previous Job Program would be expected to inhibit States from creating new ser-
Search Program vices for food stamp recipients. Many States already had a job search

program in place, and because this is an allowable component under
E&T, the simple response would have been to continue the previous
services.

As shown in Exhibit II.Q, for about three-quarters of the local FSAs in
FY 1988, the E&T services that were implemented represented either
an entirely new program, or one markedly different from the
previously existing job search services. As would be expected, local
FSAs categorized as 3ob Search models were most likely to have
retained their old program) those categorized as Intensive Service
models were most likely to have created a new program for their food
stamp recipients. This is quite encouraging. Congress intended the
E&T Program to be a new initiative and, for the most part, States
have responded to this challenge.

B. PARTICIPANT SUPPORT SERVICES

T_)____ It has long been recognized that individuals involved in employment
merit and training programs often incur additional expenses as a result

Methocl of their participation. Most often these expenses are due to the cost
of transportation for job search or for commuting to a training or
work experience site. In those instances where participants are
caring for dependents, child care may also be needed.

As required by the enabling legislation, States must reimburse E&T
Program participants for their training-related expenses.
Participants can either be reimbursed for their actual expenses or
receive a standard allowance that reasonably reflects their likely
expenses. If States choose this latter option, they must allow
participants the opportunity to request an actual cost reimbursement
if they have exceeded the standard allowance. However, the Federal
government only pays )0 percent of such reimbursements up to a
maximum of $22 per month per participant. States choosing to pay
participant expenses beyond this amount must do so with State funds.
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Exhibit 11.4

Comparison of New E&T Program to Previously Existing
Food Stamp Job Search Program

Percent of LocaJ FSAs

E&TProgramis similarto
previousJobSearchProgram

(28%of localFSAs)

E&T Programis differentfrom
previousJobSearchProgram

(12%of localFSAs)

SOURCE:Inventoryof ProgramOperationsin nationalsampleof 55 localFSAs.
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How States chose to implement this provision has important implica-
tions both for the individual participants, as well as for the resources
needed to operate the E&T Program. Moreover, the effect of States'
reimbursement policies will vary depending upon the type of E&T
services being provided. For example, in 3ob Search model programs,
participant expenses are likely to be more predictable, and to vary
less among participants, than expenses for participants in Intensive
Service model programs. One might, therefore, expect the standard
rate for reimbursing expenses to be used more often by 3ob Search
model States than by Intensive Service model States.

As it turns out, State plans for the method of participant reimburse-
ment follow the expected pattern. That is, about two-thirds of local
FSAs categorized as Intensive Service models reimburse participants
for actual expenses while only about one in six local FSAs categorized
as 3ob Search models use this method. Overall, local FSAs are almost
evenly split, about half reimburse participants according to a
standard rate and half reimburse participants for actual expenses.
But, it still remains the case that States offering more intensive
employment services have generally recognized the higher cost of
these services to the participants by allowing a more flexible
approach to providing financial assistance.

Provision In addition to reimbursing E&T Program participants for their Pro-
of In-kind gram-related expenses, some local FSAs also support participants
Support with in-kind services. Nationally, about four out of ten provide some
Services sort of child care services, transportation assistance (e.g., reduced

public transportation fare systems), or other services including
counseling and referral services. Often, these additional services are
not financed by E&T Program funds, but represent the use of other
available resources. For example, some local FSAs use Title XX
funds to help finance E&T Program participants' child care expenses;
others use local or county-based resources, such as special funds set
aside for use by work and welfare programs, to help pay for partici-
pants' expenses associated with accepting employment (e.g., the cost
of buying uniforms or tools).

This is an important finding. First, State and local FSA administra-
tors have certainly recognized the needs of the E&T participants. As
many local staff have reported, one of the more common reasons for
non-cooperation with work programs like E&T is the inability to
commute to and from the local office (or a work site) and/or to find
someone to care for dependent children. Second, it indicates that
State and local FSAs have been successful in obtaining and using
available resources for the benefit of E&T participants.

C. THE E&T PROGRAM SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEM

L_ The E&T Program was planned and implemented in the context
WFflCOiher of a variety of existing work and welfare programs, and many
Service of the services now provided by local FSAs were already being

oi_Z-'vT-ders delivered by other agencies and institutions. Consequently,
and Programs most State and local FSAs were able to take advantage of these

existing resources in planning and implementing the E&T Program in
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two important ways. First, they did not have to "start from scratch"
to design their programs. As noted above, despite a short planning
period, most local FSAs were able to implement new and expanded
services for food stamp recipients. Without the availability of such
resources, State response to this new initiative would likely have been
different.

Second, and perhaps more important, the availability of existing
services provided an opportunity to achieve additional efficiencies.
For example, some States planned to maximize the use of 3TPA
services for E&T participants. Others elected to serve E&T
participants by expanding the coverage of an existing comprehensive
work and welfare program (typically designed to serve GA or AFDC
recipients). By doing sot States may have been able to both increase
the efficiency with which services are provided (by serving more
individuals, unit costs can generally be decreased), and, if the
Program is successful, decrease welfare expenditures to those
individuals able to find employment. Pooling funds from different
sources (Food Stamp E&T, AFDC-WIN, and State-funded GA) may
have allowed States to expand the services available to food stamp
recipients beyond those which could have otherwise been provided
using only E&T Program resources.

Such interagency linkages may be categorized as either service
"integration n or #coordination". For the purposes of this discussion,
an integrated program is one operated jointly by the local FSA and
some other agency or program, or one in which the local FSA
contracts directly with another agency for the provision of services.
For example, in a State in which a comprehensive work and welfare
program has been implemented (the ET Choices Program in
Massachusettst or the GAIN Program in California), the E&T Program
is more likely to be administered as part of the larger program.

A coordinated programt on the other hand, is one that is operated as a
separate entity by the FSA, but which has sought the cooperation of
other programs in an effort to forego the duplication of services or
other possible conflicts. For example, the local FSA may refer E&T
participants to 3TPA for all or some of its needed services.

Exhibit II._ illustrates the extent to which local FSAs have integrated
or coordinated the E&T Program with other agencies and programs.
The top figure depicts the proportion of local FSAs that are either
integrated or coordinated with other agencies, or are independent
stand-alone programsl the bottom figure illustrates the agencies or
programs with which local FSAs have established linkages.

Overall, almost three-quarters of local FSAs have integrated their
E&T program with other agencies -- less than ten percent have
implemented independently administered programs. There is some
variation, however, in the degree to which local FSAs have attempted
to integrate or coordinate the E&T Program with other providers and
programs (see Appendix B, Table _). Local FSAs categorized as
either a 3ob Search or Intensive Service model, are far more likely to
establish linkages with other agencies than those categorized as a 3ob
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Exhibit 11.5

Local FSA Integration and Coordination of the

E&T Program with Other Agencies and Programs, FY1988

Type of Linking
with Other Agencies

Independent
8%

Type of Agency Used

JTPA 72

Education Agency 66

SESA 61

Community-Based Org. 38

Private Contractor 29

General Assistance 19

WIN/WIN Demonstration 13

Other Agency* 35
I I I I I I I I I !

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percent of Local Food Stamp Agencies

SOURCE: Inventon/of Program Operations in national sample of 55 local FSAs.

* Includes Job Corps, Community Action Agencies, Salvation Army, migrant worker
organizatbns and the military.
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Search Training model. For example, all Intensive Service model
FSAs and over 90 percent of local 3ob Search FSAs have integrated or
coordinated their programs with other agencies, most often local
3TPA, State Employment Security Agencies (SESAs), or educational
agencies. In contrast, only about three-quarters of the local 3ob
Search Training model FSAs have established [inks with other
agencies or programs.

The most commonly used external provider of services for the E&T
Program is the local 3TPA agency, used by about three-quarters of
local FSAs. As 3TPA is required to serve food stamp recipients as
part of its ongoing operations, many local FSAs simply refer
interested E&T participants to 3TPA programs; others contract
formally with the local 3TPA agency for the provision of various
services, including traditional vocational skills training, adult basic
education, vocational assessments and work experience. About two-
third of the local FSAs have used SESAs in a similar way, primarily as
a reference for mainstream services (generally job search).

The nature of the linkage also varies. For example, E&T participants
may either simply be referred to a local education agency as a source
of possible services, or the local FSA may take a more active role and
establish a contractual arrangement to provide specific services to a
stipulated number of E&T participants. Typically, education agencies
(used by two-thirds of local FSAs)provide adult basic education and
GED training services, with some local schools also providing literacy
training and vocational education services. Some local FSAs have
also contracted for similar services with community colleges.

In addition to forging linkages with public agencies and programs,
local FSAs have also developed relationships with private non-profit
and for-profit organizations. For example, almost one-third of local
FSAs have some association with a private contractor, and almost q
out of l0 have a relationship with local community-based organiza-
tions including the local Salvation Army, YMCA, Goodwill, literacy
council, and other private, non-profit voluntary public interest and
social welfare organizations.

Only about one out of six local FSAs have integrated or coordinated
E&T with WIN/WIN Demonstration or GA work and training pro-
grams. This infrequency of association is probably due to Federal
food stamp work registration policy which exempts mandatory WIN
registrants from the E&T Program.

Ass_ In addition to differences in the extent to which external linkages
^ammistrauve are established, local E&T programs can also differ with respect to
Responsibility' the assignment of day-to-day administrative responsibility. E&T

services are provided by any one, or a combination of, the following
administrative entities*

· local FSA eligibility workers;

· a separate employment unit within the local FSAI
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* an Employment and Training agency or division operated within a
State's Social Services Agency; and,

· another organization (either public or private) contracted to
provide the primary E&T service or services.

As shown in Exhibit II.6, the most common administrative arrange-
ment, used by about one-third of the local FSAs, is a separate
employment unit within the local FSA. If the two methods of admini-
stration that confine the provision of Program services to the local
FSA are combined -- either the food stamp eligibility worker or the
employment unit -- over half of 3ob Search model FSAs, and almost
two-thirds of 3ob Search Training model FSAs, administer the E&T
Program themselves (see Appendix B, Table 6). This is in stark con-
trast to the 16 percent of local Intensive Service model FSAs that
have taken this approach. This distribution is not surprising, given
the relatively narrow range and short-term nature of the services
provided by :]ob Search and 3ob Search Training model FSAs. It is
also not unexpected that Intensive Services model FSAs, with their
wider range of services, are much more likely to be administered by a
comprehensive work and welfare program that combines services for
food stamp, GA and AFDC recipients. Examples of such comprehen-
sive programs are the ET Choices Program in Massachusetts, the
MOST (More Opportunities for Self-Sufficiency and Training) Program
in Michigan, and Project Chance in Illinois.

D. PARTICIPANT EXEMPTIONS AND PROGRAM TARGETING

The selection of food stamp work registrants for participation in the
E&T Program can be viewed as a series of decision steps -- at each
stage in the process only certain individuals are chosen on the basis of
established criteria.

First, legislative exemptions categorically eliminate many food stamp
recipients, i.e., those caring for young children, those under age 17 or
over 29, students, those employed 30 hours or more per week, and
individuals participating in certain other welfare-related work
programs. Beyond this, States may choose to further target E&T
services using one or more of the following permitted options:

· States may exempt work registrants living in areas in which
there is a lack of available services or job opportunities or where
the number of work registrants is very low.

· States may exempt work registrants during their first thirty days
of participation in the FSP.

· Finally, States may promulgate policies that allow for individual
exemptions on the basis of such barriers to participation as lack
of transportation or child care.

The only constraint is that States must meet performance standards
specified by FNS in the E&T regulations -- 35 percent of nonexempt
work registrants must be served during FY I9g9, and 50 percent must
be served in FY 1990 and subsequent years.
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Exhibit 11.6

Administrative Provision of E&T Program Services, FY1988

Separate Employment
Unitof Local FSA 31

Outside ContractOr 28

Comprehensive 18
Program

Local FSA and 11
Outside Contractor

Eligibility Worker
at Local FSA 6

Comprehensive 6
Program and
Outside Contractor I I I I I I I
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Percent of Local Food Stamp Agencies

SOURCE: Inventory of Program Operations in national sample of 55 local FSAs.
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Exhibit [I.7 summarizes the response of States to these various
options (detailed data by State and service model can be found in
Appendix B, Table 7). Only three States have chosen to exempt work
registrants in their first 30 days of food stamp recipiency. This is not
surprising given the regulatory incentive against using this exemption
option (States not using this option can lower the base of mandatory
work registrants used to calculate performance standards by 10
percent).

Most States have, however, incorporated the use of other categorical
exemptions, with geographic exemption due to remoteness, lack of
jobs, or lack of training opportunities being the most common (used in
37 States). This is to be expected because, as noted earlier, only [g
States planned to implement the E&T Program statewide in FYIggg.
in addition to geographic exemptions, some States also allow
categorical exemptions for other reasons, such as being registered for
a GA work and welfare program (2 States), or being in a household
with three or more children. Only 10 States allow no categorical
exemptions.

All but three States also have policies regarding individual exemp-
tions. Over three quarters of the States allow individual exemptions
for problems with child care, transportation problems, or for tempor-
ary health problems. Among the other individual exemptions used by
States are family or personal problems, catastrophic events, home-
lessness accompanied by a social barrier, women in their third trime-
ster of pregnancy, women residing in shelters for abused women, and
certain language barriers.

Exhibit [1.8 depicts the filtering process planned by States for the
selection of E&T participants in FYlggg.* First, exemptions estab-
lished by legislation regarding who is subject to the work registration
requirements were expected to focus work policy on a group repre-
senting about 10 percent of all food stamp recipients. Of this pool of
about 3.3 million individuals, State and local exemption decisions
were expected to screen out about one-fourth, leaving approximately
2.3 million individuals. Finally, other State and local targeting deci-
sions were expected to further reduce this number by about one-third
to 1.6 million -- the expected number of nonexempt E&T participants
States planned to serve in FYI9g8. As a result, the number of indivi-
duals planned for E&T service in FY Iggg represents about two-thirds
of all nonexempt work registrants, and almost half of all food stamp
recipients classified as work registrants.

In addition to the required E&T participants, States also planned for
participation by volunteers as encouraged by the 1985 Act. But, the
expected level of such participation was low -- overall, volunteers
accounted for only about 6 percent of total planned E&T participation

Detailed data for each State is provided in Appendix B, Table 8.
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Exhibit 11.7

State Exemption Policy for Mandatory Work Registrants, FY1988

Categorical Exemption Policy

Geographic 3 7

None 10

30-day option 3

I I I I I I I I
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Number of States

Individual Exemption Policy

Child Care 38

Transportation 37

Temporary Health
Problem 37

Other* 37

None
3

I I I I I I I
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Number of States

· Includesfamily or personal problems, catastrophic events, homelessness accompanied
by a social barrier,pregnant women in their third trimester.

SOURCE: FY1988 State E&T Program Plans.
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Exhibit 11.8

E&T Program Participation Resulting From
Exemption and Targeting Policies, FY1988

ALLFOODSTAMPRECIPIENTS /

(31,78MILLION*) /

E&T PARTICIPANTS

* Estimatedtotalnumberof food stamprecipientsparticipatingin a year. This is computed
bymultiplyingthe averagemonthlypallicipationof 18.68millionby the averagerateof
caseloadturnoverof 1.7,i.e.,totalannualparticipationequals1.7timesthe average
monthlycaseload.

SOURCES:FNS,USDA,FoodStamoStatisticalSummary,JuN1987,June1988
StateE&TProgramplansforFY1988
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(see Appendix B, Table g). What is not clear at this time is whether
this represents an intent by States to serve few volunteers, or an
expectation on their part that few individuals are likely to volunteer
for the services being made available.

E. FY1988 E&T PROGRAM FUNDING AND SPENDING

In addition to the variety of operational and participation choices
made as part of implementing the E&T Program in FY1988, States
also faced decisions regarding funding levels. Federal funding for the
E&T Program consisted of three types of financial support:

· A 100 percent grant allocated to States on the basis of the
relative size of their FSP caseloads. FYIggg, these funds totaled
$60 million.

· A 50 percent match of additional Program service costs. In
FY1988, planned Federal and State budgets for this funding
component totaled about $100 million.

· A 50 percent match of participant reimbursements up to a
maximum of $22 per person per month. In FYI9gg, planned
Federal and State budgets for this funding component totaled
about $6_ million.

For FY i9gg, the planned Federal and State expenditures for the E&T
program totaled $22_ million. This section summarizes the funding
decisions embodied in the FYI988 State plans, and compares planned
and actual spending for this same fiscal year.

Planned Exhibit II.9 summarizes average FY1988 State planned funding levels,
E&T Program by the three analytical service models. These categories are used to
Funding examine whether there is any relationship between the cost per
Levels participant and the intensity of services offered, i.e., if the unit costs

planned for Intensive Service model programs exceed the costs for
the other two models. (Detailed costs by State and type of grant can
be found in Appendix B, Table 9.)

As shown in this exhibit, unit costs follow the expected pattern. That
is, planned costs per participant are highest for States categorized as
an Intensive Service model at $210 per participant, and those
categorized as Job Search model States are the lowest at $58 per
participant. But, it is difficult at this time to draw any firm
conclusions from these figures for several reasons.

First, these figures represent planned costs and participation;
information on actual expenditures and participation levels is not now
available. Second, within a category of States, the average per
participant costs exhibit wide variation, with many instances of more
intense (and presumably more costly) programs appearing to be less
expensive than simpler job search programs, and visa versa. This can
be the result of a number of factors including:
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Exhibit 11.9
State Planned Coat per E&T Participant

by Service Model, FY1988

Medal1: Modet2:. Mode43:
JabSeamh JobSearchTraining IntensiveServices

Servicecost per participant $33 $90 $155

Averageparticipantreimbursement $25 $27 $55

Totalcost per participant $58 $118 $210

SOURCE: FY1988StateE&T ProgramPlans
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· States have been classified on the basis of the most prevalent
type of service component. Even within programs classified as a
3ob Search model, other types of services may be offered. The
extent to which this occurs can alter the overall cost of an
individual State program.

· FSAs also differ in the extent to which they have been able to
forge linkages with other State agencies and programs which, in
all likelihood, affects the apparent cost of the E&T Program.

· The way in which services are actually delivered may differ in
important ways so that similarly titled components may, in fact,
be very different. For example, there is a fundamental
difference between referring E&T participants to a school
district for adult education classes, and actually contracting with
the school district to provide such training.

Some additional insight into this issue can be gained by examining
data on actual Federal expenditures for FYIggg (see Appendix B,
Table l0 for detailed information for each State). Although these
data represent only Federal costs (State expenditure information is
not reported to FNS), they do show that Federal expenditures for
FY1988 have fallen substantially below planned costs. Actual Federal
expenditures for FYlg88 totaled about $9g.7 million, compared to
budgeted costs of about Sl3g._ million; this is a shortfall of
approximately 30 percent.

Based on information available through 3une 1988 (i.e., for the first
three quarters of FYIgg8), it is expected that Program participation
will also be less than planned (complete participation data for FY 1988
are not available at this time). Compared to planned participation of
about 1.6 million individuals, it now appears that States will probably
serve about one million persons -- a similar shortfall of about 37
percent. While it is again difficult to draw any firm conclusion from
these data, it seems that the lower than expected Program cost is a
result of lower than predicted participation levels.

This should not be construed to be a failure of the E&T Program.
Rather, States appear to have initially over-estimated the number of
recipients who would be both subject to the work registration re-
quirement, and not subsequently exempted from E&T participation.
Given the short planning period afforded State FSAs, and the lack of
reliable information on which to base these estimates, it is not too
surprising that States' projections proved somewhat inaccurate.
Although the penetration of the E&T Program could be increased (for
example, many States have exempted a significant proportion of their
counties from participation), these figures do indicate that a large
number of individuals are being served. To put this in context, parti-
cipation in ail AFDC work programs -- WIN Demonstration, CWEP,
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and grant diversion -- totals about 7l_,000 individuals nationally*, or
less than half the number projected to be in the Food Stamp E&T
Program. The E&T Program is a major effort and, if successful,
offers at least the potential of significantly altering the lives of a
large number of low-income households.

F. PLANNED E&T PROGRAM CHANGES FOR FYg9

This final section examines the extent to which States opted to alter
their E&T programs in FY1989 from those in place in FYI9g8. For
this purpose, State plans for FY[988 were compared to those recently
submitted to FNS for FY1989.

Planned E&T For FY1989, States have planned to serve fewer participants than was
Program planned for FYI9gg -- l._ million compared to 1.6 million in FYI9g8

(see Table l I in Appendix B). It is encouraging that States appear topation have used their FYI9g8 experiences to "fine tune" their plans for next
Levels year, and have also planned to substantially increase the number of

participants actually receiving E&T services by about _0 percent (i.e.,
comparing the projected enrollment of about one million served in
FYIggg to FYlgg9plans to serve about 1._ million). For example, a
majority of States (all but 6) have planned to expand the availability
of the E&T Program to more areas of their respective States in
FYI9gg. !n fact, the number of States planning complete statewide
coverage is expected to increase from lg in FYIggg to 26 in FY1989.

Planned The second major area in which States might be expected to change
Changes in E&T program operations in FYI9gg, is the type of service compon-
Services ents offered to participants. This may occur for any number of
for FYg9 reasons including, for example, the opportunity to add a service

component that could not be previously incorporated because of the
speed with which the Program was initially implemented. Because
States have been given a great deal of flexibility to design an E&T
Program that best fits their unique circumstances, it would be
expected that programs will evolve over time.

Between FYI9gg and FY1989, most States planned relatively modest
changes in service components. As shown in Exhibit II.10, the largest
changes appear to have occurred with respect to three service
areas, workfare, which was dropped by al__llStates having this
component in FY1988; and, work experience and vocational educa-
tion, each dropped by about one-third of the States originally offering
these components. At this time, no explanation for these changes is
available. But, in light of the number of States adding these compon-
ents, it may be that what is being observed here is a process of
experimentation with available options. Because the E&T Program is

*U.S. General Accounting Office, Work and Welfare' Current AFDC
Work Programs and Implications for Federal Policy, GAO-HRD-gT-3Z_,
Washington, D.C., 3anuary 1997.
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Exhibit 11.10
Change In Planned E&T Program Service Components, FY1988 vs. FY1989

Number of Number of Number of
States with States Adding States Deleting

Component Component Component Net Change
Service Component in FY1988 in FY 1989 in FY 1989 FY88 vs. FY89

Job Search 49 2 I +1

Job Search Training 37 6 5 +1

Other Educational Services 33 5 5 0

Vocational Education 30 7 9 -2

Work Experience 13 5 4 +1

Workfare 7 5 7 -2

SOURCE: State E&T Program Plansfor FY1988 and FY1989.
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stillnew, such changes shouldbe seen as a positiveoutcome. Rather
than adoptingrigidapproaches to servingfoodstamp recipients,
Statesappear to be willingto trydifferentways to help them obtain
employment.

G. SUMMARY

This chapter has discussed a broad range of topics related to the
nature of the E&T Program implemented by States in FYI988,
including the types of services provided, participant exemption
criteria and support services, administrative arrangements with other
agencies and programs, and Program participation levels and costs.
Rather than summarizing each of these areas, it is more important
here to point out five themes that emerge from these data:

· E&T is a varied program. Congress intended the E&T Program to
be flexible enough to allow States an opportunity to design
programs that best suit their unique needs. In this regard, the
Program appears to have been successful. States have provided
food stamp recipients with a variety of employment and training
opportunities, and have provided these services through a wide
range of different sources (e.g., 3TPA, SESA, local educational
institutions, community colleges, and other public and private
community-based agencies).

· FSAs have recognized the needs of individual participants.
States have attempted to help participants complete their
employment and training programs. Where financial burdens can
be a barrier (especially in the case of more intensive service
components), States have made an effort to take a more flexible
approach to reimbursing them for their out-of-pocket expenses.
Many local FSAs have also provided in-kind support services such
as child care arrangements and transportation services.

· State programs reflect new initiatives. Although States could
have simply extended their old job search programs to comply
with the E&T mandate, this did not occur. About three-quarters
of local FSAs have implemented either entirely new programs, or
ones markedly different from previously existing job search
services.

· The Program is serving a large number of food stamp recipi-
ents. By both legislation and regulation, States are permitted to
use a wide range of exemptions to determine who among the pool
of mandatory work registrants must participate in the E&T
Program. States have made considerable use of these exemp-
tions, particularly geographic area exclusions. Projected E&T
enrollment for FYIggg is approximately one million mandatory
work registrants and volunteers -- about one-third of the total
pool of all eligible work registrants. It is important to keep in
mind, however, that the E&T Program is larger than all of the
AFDC work programs put together, and that FYIggg was the
first full year of operation of the Program.
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· E&T is an evolving program. Comparing Program plans {or
FYI9gg and FYIgg9 reveals that States are learning from their
past experiences. Rather than adopting rigid approaches to meet
Federal requirements_ States appear quite willing to experiment
with new service components. Again, this is an encouraging
outcome -- Congress allowed States an opportunity to try
dif{erent ways to assist low-income persons obtain gainful
employment_ and States appear willing to seek alternative ways
to achieve this goal.

In additiont States plan to substantially expand services in
FY1989 --planned enrollment for FYIggg is about 40 percent
higher than that projected for FYIggg.
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I11. E&T PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS

This chapter examines the day-to-day administrative and operational
details of the E&T Program using data from the nationally represent-
ative sample of 55 local FSAs included in the E&T evaluation. The
data have been statistically weighted to represent national totals.

The activities necessary to operate the E&T Program can be catego-
rized into four tasks: determination of work registration status and
service referral; screening and service assignment; participant moni-
toring; and adjudication of noncompliance. Each of these tasks,
shown in Exhibit III.l, is discussed below.

Determination At the time of application (or recertification) all household members,
of Work whether or not they are present, are evaluated to determine their
Registration work registration status. This is largely a clerical function because
Status and this determination is well defined in Federal regulations. Moreover,
Service most local FSAs had integrated this activity into normal FSP certifi-
Referral cation procedures prior to the implementation of the E&T Program.

The one important change brought about by E&T is that food stamp
eligibility workers now must determine who among the work
registrants is required to participate in the Program, i.e., E&T
participants are drawn from the pool of FSP recipients who are
categorized as work registrants.

The next E&T Program activity is typically the referral of partici-
pants to the employment and training unit. Usually this referral does
not occur until the eligibility staff determine that an applicant is
eligible for food stamp benefits. However, in about 10 percent of the
local FSAs applicants are required to begin E&T participation before
they receive any food stamp benefits.

Once the referrals are received, the administrative unit or agency
responsible for providing E&T Program services notifies the non-
exempt work registrants (usually be mail ) of the date and time of
their initial interview. In a few FSAs (about 15%), the same staff
both determine FSP eligibility and provide E&T services. In these
cases, the certification or recertification interview and the first E&T

Program interview occur simultaneously.

Participant Generally, the next step in the administration of the E&T Program
Screening is the screening of potential participants (i.e., determining whether
and Service a nonexempt food stamp recipient or applicant is ready or suitable for
Assignment the Program) and assignment to the employment and training ser-

vice(s) that is most appropriate for the individual.

At the initial screening interview, the assigned employment and
training worker determines whether the individual has any cause to be
excused from participation in the E&T Program. For example, cer-
tain individuals may have medical problems or disabilities, transpor-
tation difficulties_ or child care responsibilities that may be legiti-
mate barriers to participation. State and local FSAs may also decide
to excuse participation for individuals who are seasonal workers,
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Exhibit II1.1

GENERAL MODEL OF E&T PROCESS
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temporarily laid-off, or certified for food stamps for very short
periods of time. In almost two-thirds of the local FSAs, the
employment and training staff or agency are able to excuse clients
(often temporarily) from participation. In the remaining third of the
local FSAs, the employment and training staff may request that the
food stamp eligibility worker reconsider the individual's work regi-
stration status, but cannot make the final determination themselves.

For employment and training workers, verifying exemption claims
frequently involves protracted case reviews and contact with the
recipient. For caseworkers who are permitted some measure of
discretion over exemption claims, and who may have heavy caseload
burdens, there are clear incentives to exempt from the Program those
individuals who would appear to pose administrative difficulties.
However, this tendency appears to be more likely for those workers
who are employed in the same agency as the food stamp caseworkers,
than for staff who have been contracted to administer the Program.
The latter are generally subject to stricter performance standards
regarding participation and services than are workers in local FSAs.

Once screening is completed, the next step in the E&T process is
service assignment. Three basic approaches are used:

· Fixed Sequence of Components which requires participants to
first undergo a period of mandatory job search as a test for job-
readiness. This approach is based on the theory that if an indivi-
dual cannot obtain employment after a period of job search,
he/she may require additional training to find a job.

· Staff Assessment which relies on Program staff to make a
determination of the participant's job-readiness. This assessment
of employability, usually carried out during a meeting with an
employment counselor, is then used to distinguish job-ready
participants (those for whom job search or placement activities
are most appropriate) from participants who require more inten-
sive education and training to compete successfully in the job
market.*

· Participant Choice methods which recognize that a major condi-
tion of success is participant motivation. Program staff present
participants with a menu of available options and allow them to
choose among them. This method can also be used in combina-
tion with staff assessment. For example, in some instances
assessments are used to narrow down the array of choices before

Under current regulations, this type of assessment is not considered
a service component. However, in-depth counseling sessions, com-
bined with work experience or employment job search or training, can
constitute an approved E&T component.
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the participant is allowed to select a service assignment. If a
participant is unable to make a selection, the staff worker will
usually make the assignment based on the results of the
assessment.

As shown in Exhibit III.2, participants most often face a fixed
sequence of EaT Program services at local FSAs categorized as 3ob
Search or 3ob Search Training models (about 50 percent and 59
percent respectively of the local FSAs operating those models). As
might be expected, given the wider range of services available,
Intensive Service models are far more likely to use assessments and
participant choice in the determination of services (an estimated 79
percent of local FSAs operating these Programs use assessments, and
56 percent allow some participant choice).

Participant choice is allowed in only about one-third of local FSAs
categorized as 3ob Search models and an even fewer 12 percent of
those categorized as 3ob Search Training models. This is not
surprising given the relatively narrow range of services available.
However, even in these local FSAs, some participant discretion does
exist -- for example, participants who do not have their high school
diploma may choose to perform job search in combination with GED
classes.

Participant Local FSAs monitor the performance of EaT participants for several
Monitoring purposes. First, it provides Program staff with an opportunity to

reassign those participants who may have been inappropriately
referred to a particular component. Second, participant monitoring
serves to identify instances of noncompliance with EaT require-
ments. For example, an individual may fail to make contact with the
employment and training service provider, or fail to meet the
requirements of an assigned service component (e.g., inadequate
employer contacts during job search, failure to attend classroom
training, or report to a designated works{re). Third, the ability to
monitor EaT participants helps assure the accurate and timely [low
of information between EaT Program staff and food stamp case-
workers.

I[ participants do not appear for their initial interview with the EaT
staff, all local FSAs attempt to recontact them to reschedule the
meeting (in some local FSAs, a third contact is made). Food stamp
caseworkers are generally responsible for making these contacts. I{
the individual fails to respond to the final request the EaT workers
inform the caseworker that the referred participant has not complied;
sanction procedures are then initiated.

Once participants have been assigned to an EaT Program component,
ongoing monitoring is done by employment and training workers. The
type of monitoring used, however, varies by the nature of the service
to which the individual is assigned. For example, job search programs
typically consist of up to 20 employer contacts in a period of 8 weeks
or less (a hold-over from the previous optional job search
requirements). During this time, participants are typically required
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Exhibit 111.2
Method of Program Screening and

Service Assignment In the E&T Program, FY1988

Model 3:
Method of Screening Model 1: Model 2: Intensive All
and Assignment Job Search Job SearchTraining Services Models

(%local FSAs) (%local FSAs) (O/olocalFSAs) (% localFSAs)

Fixed Sequence 50 59 20 36
of Components

Assessment Determines 50 41 79 63
Assignment

A)ParticipantsAllowed 30 12 56 41
Some Choice

B)NoChoiceAllowed 20 29 23 22

SOURCE:Inventoryof ProgramOperationsin nationalsampleof 55 local FSAs.



to make two return visits to their assigned employment and training
worker to discuss the progress of their efforts. On the other hand,
job search training services generally require participants to attend
an initial group training session followed by three to eight weeks of
job search. In some instances, local FSAs require participants to
attend a weekly training workshop throughout their required period of
job search. In the first case, monitoring is usually done through
scheduled visits; in the latter case, monitoring is combined with the
training workshops.

Intensive Service FSAs employ a wide variety of methods but two
general approaches are most commonly used: scheduled monitoring
visits, and participant documentation of activity completion. In the
first instance, participants are required to visit their E&T worker at
regular intervals during the period of their assigned service. In the
second case, participants are only required to submit documentation
that they have completed a specified activity. For example,
individuals assigned to GED classes may be required to submit copies
of attendance records and GED certification when they have attained
their degree. Because such services can take a long time to com-
plete, this approach provides very limited monitoring opportunities.

Determination State and local FSAs are required to develop a sysem to determine
of and adjudicate instances of noncompliance. Participants may be con-
N'oncompliance sidered noncompliant for a variety of reasons, including failure to:

* respond to the initial and follow-up request(s) for their first
interview with employment and training staff_

· contact the required number of employers as part of their job
search;

· provide employer contact information;

· attend educational or vocational classroom training; appear at a
worksite if they are enrolled in workfare or on-the-job training;

· provide documentation of their attendance at training; or,

· appear for their scheduled monitoring visits.

Individuals determined to be out of compliance become ineligible to
participate in the FSP_ if the individual is the head of the household,
the entire household becomes ineligible. This period of ineligibility
continues for two months or until the individual complies with the
E&T requirements, leaves the household, or becomes exempt, which-
ever occurs first. Individuals determined noncompliant must be
provided with a notice of adverse action within ten days informing
them of the proposed period of disqualification, and what actions can
be taken to avoid, or ncure', the sanction.

If noncompliant participants contact Program staff and provide a
good cause for their failure to comply, they are either re-referred to
the employment and training unit or excused from participation. The
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latter might occur if the noncompliance was due to a medical,
transportation, or child care problem. If noncompliant participants
fail to establish good cause, or do not respond to the notice of
adverse action, food stamp caseworkers initiate sanction
procedures. However, this may not always occur. In fact, about one-
third of the local FSAs indicate that they will "try anything to avoid
sanctioning a client." In such instances, this action might be taken
only if the participant makes no effort to contact staff after several
requests. For example, some local FSAs allow participants a 30-day
grace period from sanctions, if they agree to cooperatei others indi-
cate that they only sanction as "a last resort" and will make numerous
attempts to get participants to cooperate.

Participants can go through repeated cycles of noncompliance and
curing which can last for the individual's entire period of certification
for food stamp benefits. As a consequence, many State and local
administrators expressed the view that existing sanction procedures
are too lenient, and suggested revising Program regulations to limit
individuals to no more than one notification prior to the initiation of
sanctions. Many E&T Program staff view improvements in sanction-
ing policies as the key to the Program's success. Without the en-
forcement of sanctions, staff believe that they lose the leverage they
need to induce participants to meet their E&T requirements.

In addition to this curing process, noncompliant participants are
sometimes not sanctioned because of poor communication between
the employment and training staff and food stamp caseworkers. In
fact, communications between food stamp and E&T workers are often
reported to be strained. Food stamp caseworkers frequently report
feeling, as one individual put it, "left out of the entire process"
because they often do not hear about the progress of a particular case
unless a sanction is requested from the E&T worker. One administra-
tor claimed that "the food stamp workers basically have no idea what
happens to the client once the client gets to Job Service", and rarely
hear about successful outcomes. One organizational approach that
appears to reduce these problems, and improve communications, is
the co-location of E&T staff and food stamp caseworkers.

Summary Although E&T Program services vary, the process viewed by individ-
ual participants is relatively consistent from office to office. First,
eligibility workers determine the work registration status of individ-
uals applying for (or being recertified for) food stamp benefits. Once
determined to be a work registrant, individuals are generally referred
to a separate employment and training office to receive services -- in
all but about ten percent of local FSAs that serve applicants this next
step takes place after they are determined eligible for food stamp
benefits.

Upon arriving at the employment and training unit for their initial
interview, work registrants are next screened for possible exemption
from E&T requirements (i.e., those facing difficulties related to child
care, transportation or health conditions). This process is often
problemmatic for local staff because many of the reasons for exemp-
tion are difficult to verify, allowing certain recipients an opportunity
to abuse the current Program.
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Once determined to be nonexempt E&T participants, individuals are
next assigned to a service component. In most local FSAs, this step is
relatively straightforward because only one service is being offered --
often job search. Where alternatives are available (e.g., in Intensive
Service FSAs) over three=quarters of the local FSAs use some sort of
caseworker assessment to determine the most appropriate service
component; over half allow participants an opportunity to choose
among a menu of available options.

During the course of their participation in the E&T Program, local
FSAs generally require individuals to report their progress. How this
is done varies by the type of service to which the individual is
assigned. Job search and job search training services generally
specify some type of regularly scheduled monitoring visit to meet
with an assigned employment and training caseworker. In more
intensive services (e.g., educational components), participants are
often required to submit documentation of completion of their
assigned activity (e.g., GED certification).

The final step in the general process is related to failure to cooperate
with the E&T requirements. Although under current regulations
participants are subject to loss of benefits under such circumstances,
participants are also allowed to cure their noncompliance by report-
ing to their caseworker and agreeing to cooperate. According to
State and local administrators, this process may lead to abuse as
participants avoid being sanctioned by agreeing to comply each time
they are found to be noncompliant.
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IV. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

The purpose of this chapter is to describe how the latitude given
States in the design of their E&T services affected the types of work
registrants selected to participate in the Program. The information
used is derived from data collected from a nationally representative
sample of about 13,000 individuals eligible to participate in E&T. A
baseline information form was completed on each individual randomly
selected for the evaluation study at the time of their application or
recertification for food stamps benefits. This form obtained
information on household characteristics such as household size and
composition and types and amounts of income, and the characteristics
of individuals required to participate in the E&T Program including
education and prior work experience. Although these data were
collected primarily to serve as a baseline from which to measure the
effects of participation in the E&T Program, they also provide a
snapshot of the types of individuals being served in FYl988.

A. E&T PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic Exhibit IV.I provides a description of the basic demographic char-
Characteristics acteristics (i.e., age, gender, marital status and ethnicity) of

individuals participating in the E&T Program in FY1988.* As shown,
about 3 out of 5 E&T participants are between the ages of 22 and t_0
years old -- the overall average is about 33 years. This is similar to
the age distribution of all adult (aged 18 or older) food stamp
recipients.** However, the E&T participants are somewhat younger
than the typical work registrants (the group from which E&T
participants are drawn). About half of all work registrants are
between the ages of 22 and 40.***

Men and women are equally likely to be E&T participants. This is
different than the general food stamp population where females
account for nearly two-thirds of all recipients (FNS, 1988). But, this
pattern is similar to the population of all work registrants -- about
half of whom are male.

Slightly more than half of the E&T participants have never been
married, and married individuals account for less than one-fifth of all
E&T participants. Work registrants in general, however, are more
likely to be married. This is the case for about two-fifths of all work
registrants (IQCS, 1986).

Tables 12 through [t_in Appendix B provide statistics by the three
service models and, for comparison purposes, for the population of all
work registrants.

Food and Nutrition Service, USDA, Characteristics of Food Stamp
Households: Summer 1986, 198g.

Data derived from the 1986 Integrated Quality Control System
(IQCS). Characteristics have been estimated using recently certified
or recertified individuals determined to be work registrants.
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Exhibit IV.1

Demographic Characteristics of E&T Program Participants
At Application/Recertificatlon, FY1988

(13%)

Age Gender

iiiiiiiii!i i!i!iiii!iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii   ,: .
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(7%) Other

(1%)

Marital Status Ethnicity

SOURCE: Baseline interviews with sample of about 13,000 eligible E&T participants.
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With regard to ethnicity, two out of every five E&T participants are
White non-Hispanic, and about half are Black. Compared to the
general food stamp population, E&T participants are far more likely
to be minorities -- about one-third of all food stamp recipients are
Black.* E&T participants are also somewhat different from the pool
of all work registrants, of which slightly more than half are White
non-Hispanic.

Household Size Exhibit IV.2 presents information about the size and composition of
and Composition E&T participant households. In line with the above discussion

regarding marital status, E&T participants are overwhelmingly from
single-person households. Slightly more than half are living in single-
person households, nearly one-fourth in two-person households, and
the remaining quarter live in households with three or more persons.
This is far different from both the general food stamp population,
where only about one-third of all recipients** live in single-person
households (FNS, 1988), and the population of all work registrants, of
whom about one-fourth live in single-person households.

Participants residing in multiple-person households come from
situations different from those found among the general food stamp
population. Nine percent of the E&T participants are single females
with one or more children at home, about 10 percent are from
households comprising only two married adults, and 11 percent are
from households with two married adults and one or more children

(the remaining 17 percent reside in households not containing a
married couple). In the general food stamp population, close to two-
thirds of the recipient households have resident children, and over
three-quarters of these households are headed by women (FNS, 1988).

E&T participants are also different from the average work regi-
strant. About one-fourth of all work registrants live in single-person
households, and almost half are in households with children (with
either a married couple or a single female head). Households with
children comprise only about one-fourth of the E&T households.

Multiple E&T Although most households have only a single E&T participant, a
Participants substantial number (about I out of 6) have more than one person

participating in the E&T Program. This is even more striking in light
of the fact that more than half of the E&T participants live alone.
For example, about half of all E&T households consisting of a married
couple with dependent children have both parents participating in the
Program.

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Survey of Income and Program
Participation (SIPP), 198t_ Research Panel, Wave 3.

**If households containing elderly persons are excluded, single-person
households account for about 21 percent of the total.
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Exhibit IV.2

Size and Composition of E&T Participant Households
at Time of Application/Recertification

5 or more 3 or more

Household Size Number of E&T Participants
in Household

TyDe of Household

Single person 54%

Two marriedadults
with child(mn) 11%

Two marriedadults
10%

Single female
with child(mn) 9%

Other* 17%

I I I I I I

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Percent of Households

Household Composition

* For example, unrelated adults.

SOURCE: Baseline interviews with sample of about 13,000 eligible E&T participants.
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Household Approximately two-thirds of the E&T participants live in households
Income with annual incomes under $3,000;about four out of five have

incomes less than $6,000. Total gross monthly incomes for E&T
participant households averaged $287 in FYIggg. This figure is about
two-thirds of the household income of the typical food stamp
recipient (gross household income averages $#17 per month -- PNS,
1988), and the typical work registrant whose income averages about
$425. This difference is largely due to the previously noted higher
incidence of single-person households among the E&T participants
(i.e., which have fewer sources of income).

As shown in Exhibit IV.3, about one-fifth of the E&T participant
households reported wage earnings for the month prior to their FSP
certification. Although this is comparable to the general food stamp
population, the typical work registrant is more likely to reside in a
household with wage income (about one-third have earnings), although
the average monthly earnings are quite similar (about $439).

With respect to unearned income, the proportion of E&T participant
households receiving cash assistance (AFDC or GA) is, in the
aggregate, similar to the receipt of such assistance by food stamp
recipients -- about half receive either AFDC or GA (FNS, 1988). E&T
participants are, however, about three times as likely as the average
food stamp recipient to receive GA benefits (40% vs 12%) and about
one-sixth as likely to receive AFDC (6% vs 38%). In general, the
typical work registrant household is also much more likely than the
average E&T household to be receiving AFDC (about 17% vs 6% for
the E&T households), but much less likely to receive GA benefits
(15% vs 40% for the E&T households).

Educational As shown in Exhibit IV.t4, participants in the E&T Program are
Background generally poorly educated, with more than half having failed to

complete their high school education. This compares with about
three-quaraters of the adult population (over age 24) who have
completed high school. This finding is, however, the same as that for
the overall food stamp population, where slightly more than half of
all recipients do not have a high school degree (SIMP, 1984). In the
1986 study of the food stamp job search demonstrations*, the average
years of schooling found for the work registrants was 10.5 years.

On the other end of the spectrum, E&T participants are also less
likely than the typical food stamp recipient to have a post-high school
degree. About three percent of food stamp recipients have such a
degree (SIPP, 1988) compared with about one percent of E&T partici-
pants.

As a group, the E&T participants appear to lack the formal education
needed to compete effectively for jobs in today's demanding labor

Brandeis University and Abt Associates, 1986, Op. Cit.
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Exhibit IV.3
Income of E&T Participant Households,

at Time of Application/Recertiflcation, FY1988

(Average Amount
per Month for Those

Type of Income with Such Income)

General ($129)

Earnings ($480)

Social Security/ ($465)Pensions

AFDC ($309)

Medicaid (N/A)

Child Support ($197)

Unemployme nt ($416)
Income

Public Housing (N/A)

Other Housing
Assistance ($163)

I i I I I I I I I
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Percent of Households

SOURCE: Baseline interviews with sample of about 13,000 E&T eligible participants.
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Exhibit IV.4

Educational Background and Labor Market Experience
of E&T Participants at Time of Application/Recertification, FY1988

CollegeGraduate
SomeCollege / (1%)

(8%)

EDUCATION

LABOR MARKET
EXPERIENCE

SOURCE: Baselineinterviewswithsampleof about 13,000eligibleE&Tparticipants.



market. On the positive side, about one-third of all E&T participants
have received supplementary technical or vocational training outside
of high school, which should increase their employability.

Labor Market With regard to employment, the E&T participants are also generally
Experiences not well attached to the labor market. In the general population,

close to three-quarters of all persons over the age of 16 years, are
gainfully employed some time during a 12 month period.* In
contrast, only about half of the E&T participants reported having
worked for pay at some time during the prior 12 months. Of those
who worked, about half worked more than six months in the last year,
and about one-third worked from 9 to 12 months. Similar labor

activity was found in the previous job search demonstrations, where
about 57 percent of the work registrants reported some work
experience in the preceding 12 months.

When E&T participants did work in the last year, it was close to full
time. On average, participants worked 30 hours per week when they
were employed, at an average hourly pay of $5.59.

At the time of entry into the Program, however, the E&T participants
were generally not employed -- only about one in ten worked the
week prior to application for food stamp benefits. This is slightly
lower then the work status of all food stamp recipients, where about
14 percent of all household heads are employed. On average, the E&T
participants who were employed worked about 18 hours per week.

Participation States planned for very low (less than 696) participation by volunteers
By Volunteers in the E&T Program. According to the data which were collected as

part of this study, actual participation appears to be almost non-
existent) less than one percent of the selected participants volun-
tarily entered the Program. However, it should be noted that
volunteers are concentrated in a small number of States -- seven

States account for about 95 percent of the total -- and some of those
States (e.g., Massachusetts) are not part of the evaluation study.

The observed low participation by volunteers may be due to two
factors. First, individuals may either not perceive any benefit to
participation, or not know enough about the Program to spend the
time and effort to obtain services. Second, caseworkers may not be
actively seeking volunteers and, as a consequence, may not be
presenting applicants with a description of their available options.
The information currently available does not permit a determination
of the extent to which either, or both, of these factors have affected
individuals' choices) all that can be certain, is that the Program with
a few exceptions, is not serving significant numbers of volunteers.

R.yscavage, Paul and Angela Feldman-Harkins, Work Experience
Data From SIPP, SIPP Working Paper No. 8703, U.S. Bureau of the
Census, April 1987.
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B. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN E&T PROGRAM SERVICES AND
PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

This section examines the relationship between the characteristics of
EST Program participants and the types of services offered by local
FSAs (detailed data can be found in Appendix B). Before presenting
these data, however, it is important to note that reference is being
made in this section to an analytical category of local agencies, and
not to actual service components to which the participants have been
assigned. Until outcome data are available on these participants, the
degree to which services are actually being received, and which
participants receive which services, is not known.

Demographic There are important differences in the demographic characteristics
Characteristics of the EST participants among the three service models. In general,

participants in local :Job Search model FSAs are most likely to be
White married males, those in local Job Search Training model FSAs
are most likely to be Black single females, and those in local
Intensive Service model FSAs are most likely to be Black single
females or female household-heads.

Income With regard to wages, the most striking finding is that participants in
local Job Search model FSAs are, by far, the most likely to have
come from households with earned income at the time of FSP

certification (3296 vs 1296 and 1996 in Job Search Training and
Intensive Service FSAs respectively). Given that the intent of Job
Search is to move the most employable participants into productive
jobs, this finding seems to support the notion that this type of service
is correctly targeted.

Comparing the income pattern of participant households across the
three models, further reveals that EST participation by public
assistance recipients is related to the service configuration in place
at the local FSA. For example, whereas less than 2 percent of Job
Search model households receive GA, almost two-thirds of Job Search
Training model households and about t+0percent of Intensive Service
model households receive such assistance. With respect to AFDC,
participant households in local Intensive Service model FSAs are most
likely to receive such benefits (1 196 compared to 696 and 296 for Job
Search and Job Search Training FSAs respectively).

It would appear, therefore, that States have opted to target certain
EST components to those mandatory work registrants who are GA
recipients. And, where recipients of public assistance are targeted
for EST, this is most likely to occur in local FSAs offering services
beyond simple job search. This is not unexpected. First, food stamp
recipients are excluded from EST if they are complying with AFDC
work requirements (i.e., WIN). Because GA recipients are not
similarly exempted, States appear to have used the EST Program to
provide job services to their GA clients. Second, States have a
financial incentive to serve GA clients. To the extent that the

Program is successful in assisting participants to find employment, a
State's expenditures for GA assistance will be reduced.
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Education There are differences, albeit modest, in participants' educational
and Labor attainment across the three service models. Participants in local
Market local 3ob Search Training model FSAs are both more likely to have
Experiences failed to complete their high school education, and to have obtained

supplementary vocational/technical training. Among the three
categories of local FSAs, participants in this group are less likely to
be prepared for the labor market.

With respect to employment, E&T participants in local 3ob Search
Training model FSAs are more likely to be experiencing chronic
unemployment. These participants are substantially less likely to
have worked in the previous 12 months. At the time of certification
for food stamp benefits, however, participants in local Intensive
Services model FSAs were least likely to have been employed, or
actively seeking employment, during the prior month.

C. SUMMARY

States have targeted the E&T Program toward certain types of food
stamp recipients:

· Most participants are relatively young (the average age is 33
years) and equally likely to be male or female.

· For the most part, E&T participants are single and unmarried.
Slightly more than half of all participants have never been
married and live alone.

· About 6 out of every 10 E&T participants are minorities.

· E&T participants are generally poorly educated -- only about half
have completed high school -- but about one-third have obtained
supplementary technical or vocational training.

· E&T participants are also not well attached to the labor market
-- only about t_ out of hO were gainfully employed during the past
year. Of those who were employed, about half worked more than
six months, and about one-third worked from 9-12 months.
Average employment consisted of about 30 hours per week for an
average of $5.59 per hour, or only about $168 per week.

· E&T participants in local Job Search model FSAs are most likely
to be White married males residing in households with earned
income. Beause job search is intended to assist those most
employable to find productive jobs, this finding appears to
support a conclusion that the Program is being correctly
targeted. Butt until information is available on the actual
services received (recall that FSAs in the other two categories
also provide job search services), this conclusion must remain
tentative.

· E&T participants in local Job Search Training model FSAs are
most likely to be Black single female GA recipients.
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· E&T participants in local Intensive Service model FSAs are most
likely to be Black single females or female household-heads --
these individuals are also likely to be receiving GA but are most
likely to be AFDC recipients.

In general, the E&T Program is serving food stamp recipients who are
young, unmarried and non-White. These individuals, however, are in
need of remedial services to compete in today's labor market. They
typically lack formal education, and have been unable to maintain
steady employment in the past.

States appear to have focused the E&T Program on those work
registrants who are also GA recipients -- about L_0percent of all E&T
participants receive GA benefits. Moreover, this representation is
higher than the proportion of all work registrants who receive such
assistance. This finding may be the result of two factors. First,
unlike AFDC recipients GA recipients involved in another work
program are not categoricaly exempted from E&T participation.
Second, there is a clear incentive for States to provide job services to
their GA population through the E&T Program. If the Program is
successful in helping participants find employment, States can realize
significant savings in welfare expenditures as these individuals
become self-sufficient.

It is also notable that relatively few AFDC recipients are participat-
ing in the E&T Program. Only about 6 percent of the E&T partici-
pants receive AFDC benefits; and those who do are primarily in local
Intensive Service model FSAs. The relatively low representation is
due to the fact that AFDC recipients involved in Title [VA work
programs (i.e., WIN) are exempt from the work registration. Those
AFDC recipients who have been assigned to E&T may be individuals
not covered under an existing WIN program. For example, the State
may only provide services to AFDC households with both parents
present. In such instances, the E&T Program may provide an opport-
unity for States to extend employment and training services to a
portion of their AFDC caseload who have otherwise been excluded
from such assistance. This also may account for the concentration of
these participants in Intensive Service model FSAs (i.e., E&T may
have been integrated with a pre-existing work program).

59



APPENDIX A

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON WORK PROGRAMS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS
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Introduction Exhibit A. 1 summarizes the last 20 years of research related to
employment and training services for welfare recipients. Although
these results largely deal with AFDC clients (who differ from food
stamp recipients in important ways) many of the conclusions are
relevant to the use of similar programs for food stamp recipients.

A review of this exhibit suggests four major themes. First, there are
major variations in the range of services available to program parti-
cipants. Several projects tested relatively minimal, low-cost services
focused on job search and/or job search training. For example, the
Food Stamp Work Registration and 3ob Search Demonstration tested
variations in job search requirements. A second group of projects
tested "up front" mandatory job search followed by another service or
sequence of services for those who did not obtain employment.
Examples of this type of program are the EOPP Demonstration and
many of the recently evaluated WIN-Demonstration Programs. Some
programs have also attempted to implement customized services
based on individual assessments of a participant's needs and skills
including, job search assistance and placement services, education
and skills training services, work experience or subsidized employ-
ment opportunities and a variety of support services such as child
care and transportation assistance. Notable examples are the
Massachusetts ET Program, the AFDC Homemaker-Home Health
Aide Demonstration and the Connecticut Supported Work Demonstra-
tion.

Another central program design feature is the nature of the obliga-
tion to participateo In 1971, WIN was changed to make participation
mandatory for a significant portion of the AFDC population (usually
the principal earner in AFDC-U families and AFDC family heads with
no pre-school children). Since that time, several projects have tested
the efficacy of enforcing that obligation. For example, the
Minnesota Work Equity Demonstration Project attempted to enforce
the participation requirement for WIN-mandatory recipients. In
addition, the Food Stamp Work Registration and 3ob Search Demon-
stration provided for sanctions against noncompliant mandatory
participants. Other projects have tested the concept of voluntary
participation, including the EOPP Projects, the Supported Work
Demonstration, The Massachusetts ET Program, and the New York
State CEOSC Program.

A third design aspect is the scope of the caseload tar[_eted for parti-
cipatioh. That is, several projects (e.g., the California GAIN Pro-
gram, EOPP and the Work Equity Demonstrations) attempted to test
the feasibility of a nsaturation" program in which all eligible (or
mandatory) participants would receive some program service. Of the
projects connected with the AFDC Program, the emphasis has been
on serving mandatory WIN registrants while allowing (and even
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Exhibit A,1

Major Welfare Reform and Employment and Training Programs

Period

Program of Study Major Interventions Tested Target Population

[Negative Incomm 1968-78 Guaranteed Minimum Family Inco_; Low-income intact families;

Tax Experiments varied taxes on earnings; voluntary female-headed families

(New Jersey/Penn,; employment counseling and subsidies

Iowa/N.C.; Gary, Ind.; for education and training
Seattle/Denver)

Work Incentive 1968- Mainstream work and training Program Mandatory for AFDC-U families

Program (WIN) for AFDC recipients until 1981; still and for most other AFDC:families
_eratlng In many states and counties with no children under age of 6

after 1981o

L_
Comprehensive 1973-8_ Mainstream Federal Job Training Program Low-income individuals,

Employment and for Iow-income Individuals Including welfare recipients;

Training Act dislc_cated workers; youth
(CETA) Program

National Supported 1975-78 Guaranteed on-the-Job training slot Longer term AFDC recipients
Nork Demonstration with salary for up to 18 months (30 OUt of previous 36 months)

with children 6 years or older;

ex-addicts; ex-offenders;

at-risk youth

Louisville WIN Job 1978-80 Individual and group Job search AFDC recipients registered for

Search Experiment WIN (both mandatory and volun--
lacy registrants)

Denver WIN Services 1978-81 Active recruitment and enhanced services AFDC recipients with children

to Volunteers Project to WIN volunteers under age of 6



Exhibit A.I (continued)

Period

Program of Study Major Interventions Tested Target Population

Massachusetts Work 1976-79 Ccxmunity work experience and mandatory Principal earners in AFDC-U

Experience Prc_:Jram job search; sanctions for non-compliant families from WIN unassigned
individuals pool

Minnesota Work 1978-1981 Jcl) search assistance for "job-ready" ,'Saturation,, project designed
Equity Program participants; variety of services for to serve all WiN mandalor_us

non Job-ready, including ccxmunity (and any volunteers) in

work experience, on-the-job or classroom selected areas; also served

training, additional vOCational or support general assistance and food

services; sanctions for noncompliant stamp recipients
individuals

Employment Opportunit' 1979-1981 Job search assistance (5-8 weeks) "Saturation,, project; open to

:3a Pilot Projects (EOPP) followed by subsidized employment or all AFDC recipients in test

4_ training for those not finding work area

Food Stamp Workfare 1979-80 Workfare (work at public sector work Mandatory food stamp work
Demonstration site at minimum wage for enough hours registrants

to equal food stamp benefit); sanctions

for non-compliant individuals

Focxl Stamp Work 1981-84 Various work registration and indivi-- Mandatory food stamp work

Registration and dual and group job search requirements; registrants
Joab Search one variant included workfare after

Demonstration unsuccessful job search; sanctions for
non-compliant individuals

AFDC Homemaker- 1983-86 Formal training as homemaker-home health AFDC recipients who have

Home Health Aide aide followed by up to one year of not worked as home health

Demonstration subsidized employment aides for past go days



Exhibit Aol (continued)

Period

Pr(_ram of Study Major Interventions Tested Target Population

WlN-D_nstration 1983-87 San Diego, Arkansas, Virginia, Cx)ok WIN Mandatory applicants

Program Evaluations County: mandatory assisted job search and recipients (in Arkansas,

(San Diego; Baltimore followed by brief (] months) workfare this included families with

Arkansas; Cook County or work experience placement for some; children 3 years of age

Illinois; Virginia; West Virginia: workfare for duration or older)

West Virginia) of AFDC receipt;

Baltimore: choice of job search, unpaid

work experience, or education and

training services

Recent state

initiated Pro_rams:

Massachusetts 1982- Voluntary Program featuring outreach AFDC recipients

Employment and and choice of Program services

Training (ET)

Program

Ohio Work Programs 1983-1987 Major intervention is ,,workfare,,, or Mandatory WIN registr'_nts;

(five counties) placement info community service jobs GR recipients

as condition for eligibility for

benefits; Job search and placement

services, education and training
services also available

New York State 1987- Intensive education, training, job Single AFl3(:, family hed_

Comprehensive Employ- place_nt, support and counseling with pre-school chiid(F_n)

_nt Opportunity services

Support Centers

(CEOSC)



Exhibit A.1 (continued)

Period

Program of Study Major Interventions Tested Target Populalion

Maryland 1987- Customized education, training, job Available to all AtD[;

Investment in placement, support and counseling recipients; longer turm

Job Opportunity services; Program services delivered recipients and teend§u

(IJO) Program jointly by county welfare agency, mothers are special tar,jut

employment and training agency and groups

economic development agency

Connecticut 1985- Enhanced on-the-job training; AFDC AFDC recipients

Supported Work grant diverted into subsidized wage

Program

Pennsylvania Single 1987- SPOC: Comprehensive customized services SPOC: AFDC mothers w;Th

Point of Contact including assessment individual employ- children under 6 yu.lr'-. <Jrd;

(SPOC) Program and ability plans, basic education, skills AFDC mothers on w_lt,lfu tut

Program for the training, work experience, job develop- two years or more; ,f,d v,--

Transitionally ment and placement services duals with readiml I_

Needy (TN) TN: Primarily job placement services below 6th grade; ihd,.,d._m_,

with limited Engi_..l,-,;,,_,,_,ng

ability

TN: Employable Cur_r,, ,\,,_, _--

tance recipients

California 1987- Comprehensive range of services, including AFDC WIN-mandatory pcJpu atmon;

Greater Avenues job search assistance, adult basic educa- volunteers

for Independence tion, career assessment, vocational educa-

(GAIN) Program tton and training, OJT, supported work,

work experience, support services; goal of

full and continuous participation for man-

datory participants; customized services



Exhibit A.I {continued)

Period

Program of Study Major Interventions Tested Target Population

Recent National

Pro_ram Evaluations:

Evaluation of Job 1987- programs funded under Title IIA of JEPA Low-income indiv,_l,,._,,

Training Partnership including AFDC r_,(, ,

Act Programs (JPTA)

Evaluation of the 1988- Three Program models: Job Search; Job Mandatory too0 slamiJ _

Food Stamp Employ- Search Training; Job Search with more registrants and vul,,_,,,_,r

_nt and Training intensive education and training services

Program



encouraging) WiN volunteers. This is true, for example, of the WIN
Program itself, the Louisville WiN 3ob Search Experiment, the
Minnesota Work Equity Project, and many of the WIN-Demonstration
Projects. Some projects have sought to attract any AFDC client
regardless of WIN status. These variations include the EOPP Demon-
stration, the Massachusetts ET Program, and the Connecticut
Supported Work Program. Some projects have been aimed at WIN
volunteers only, such as the Denver WiN Services to Volunteers
Project or the New York CEOSC Project. Other programs have
attempted to target their resources on AFDC recipients considered to
be more at risk of being "long-term" welfare recipients. Although the
precise definition of the targeted group has been different in each
case, the programs serving these longer-term or at-risk welfare
recipients include the National Supported Work Demonstration, the
Pennsylvania SPOC Program and the Maryland I30 Program.

Findings on Past evaluations of employment and training programs have yielded a
Program wide variety of findings about barriers to successful program imple-

Im.le.....p__.____t_ mentation and administration, and recommendations about effective
and Operations and efficient program operation. The following are the more

commonly reported themes:

· Coordination of services and communication between agencies or
between units in the same agency is crucial to the success of
employment and training programs. Too often clients "fail into
the cracks" between program components or agencies simply
because of poor coordination.

· Adequate and appropriate support services are crucial features
of successful programs -- for example, the provision of additional
child care resources is often critical.

· Efficient and accurate information systems are needed to moni-
tor the progress of participants in the program and to assess the
program's effectiveness in moving recipients out of welfare and
into jobs.

· Effective participant monitoring and good case management can
reduce program attrition.

· Performance-based contracting with other agencies (such as
3TPA) can be used effectively to maximize agency performance
for welfare recipients.

· Income maintenance staff often require some training in
employment counseling and on the range of services available to
participants, even if the agency has a separate employment unit.

'Fk_bl_:_ Although the level of participation in the various programs has beenfound to vary, it is rarely higher than iO percent of those affected,
Levels even where participation is supposed to be mandatory. One reason

for low participation may simply be lack of available program or
support services. This is sometimes the case in programs that have
multiple service choices for which interested participants may have
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to wait for open slots. Other reasons are simply noncompliance with
participation requirements, administrative inefficiency, and the lack
of followup on the part of program management and staff.

Another common finding about participation patterns is the _vinno_-
ing effect found in programs that have sequenced components, such
as registration, assessment, job search, etc. It is often true in those
programs that participation drops off between (or in the middle of)
program components. Sometimes this is the result of individuals
leaving the welfare rolls in the midst of the program. Often, it is a
symptom of participants' casual attachment to, or lack of interest in,
the program.

Research has also addressed the degree to which noncompliant be-
havior results in sanctioning by program staff. A common criticism
of the WIN Program was the apparent lack of such enforcement. But,
a review of the literature also reveals that the lack of enforcement

of sanctioning provisions has been true of demonstration programs.
The one notable exception to this general finding is the evaluation of
the WIN-Demonstration Programs. There, researchers found that, in
general, the implementation of programs with compulsory participa-
tion requirements was feasible. The key point appears to be that
sanctions can be incorporated into work programs, but they will only
be used if there is administrative comittment to them.

Findings on A major goal of all of the cited employment and training pro-
Program Impacts jects was to increase participants' economic self-sufficiency
on Participant through employment. How they intended to achieve this goal,
Employment however, varied in important ways.
and Earnings

The first program type is one that emphasizes relatively short-term,
inexpensive services, usually job search or job search training. The
Louisville WIN :lob Search Experiment found that individual and group
job search training had a small but positive effect on employment and
earnings over the five quarters following random assignment into
treatment and control groups. Similarly, the Food Stamp Work
Registration and 3ob Search Demonstration found a small but positive
effect on employment and earnings during the entire followup period
of 2.5 weeks after random assignment.

A second group of program models tested the impact of applicant job
search and some other activity after unsuccessful job search. For the

most part, these evaluations also found small but positive impacts on
the employment and earnings of program participants. For example,
participation in the EOPP Program was estimated to increase the
hours worked per month by single female AFDC heads by about 4.3
hours by the 8th quarter following program entry; earnings also
increased slightly. The recently evaluated WIN-Demonstration Pro-
grams that used a similar program model design (job search followed
by some other activity) found some positive impacts from program
participation. The programs operated in San Diego and Arkansas
resulted in increases in both employment and earnings, while the
Virginia participants experienced an increase in employment only.
The experiment in Cook County showed no statistically significant
impacts at all.
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Another group of programs tested the impact of tailored programs in
which participants have some choice over the service or services
provided. An early study of the WIN Program detected positive
effects on both the employment and earnings of participants.
Although estimates of impacts from CETA vary greatly among the
many studies that have been conducted, in general most studies have
found positive effects on the employment and earnings of female
participants (both welfare and nonwelfare). Finally, the Options
Program in Baltimore, a WIN-Demonstration Program that offered a
range of servicechoicesto mandatory WiN registrants,was found to
have smallbut positiveimpacts on participantemployment and
earningsduringthe followupperiod.

A final group of evaluations tested a specialized program model
delivering a unique service. For example, the National Supported
Work Demonstration tested the impact of an on-the-job training
program featuring increasing levels of responsibility in a subsidized
work slot. Results from this project indicated positive impacts on
both employment and earnings of participants. Moreover, these
impacts lasted well after the subsidized job was over, or up to 27
weeks afterprogram enrollment.The Homemaker-Home Health Aide
Demonstration testedthe combinationof specializedskillstraining
and a subsidizedjobon welfarerecipients.Here, the effectswere
mixed, with some sitesyieldingpositiveimpacts on participant
employment and earnings,and othersitesexperiencingnet lossesor
no effects.

In summary, these various results indicate that employment and
training programs for welfare recipients can produce measurable,
positive impacts. For the most part, however, these impacts have
been relatively modest, rarely exceeding, for example, a 10 percent-
age point difference in individuals employed or an annual earnings
increase of more than $1,000. Another general finding about these
impacts is that while the outcomes observed for the treatment group
are often relatively high, those of the control or comparison group
are also high. There are two general lessons from this finding. First,
outcome measures alone do not necessarily indicate how effective or
efficient a program may be -- participants may have done equally
well or better in the absence of the program. Second, in some
instances (for example the WIN evaluation and the WIN-Demonstra-
tion evaluations), program effects have been greatest for the less
employable participants. This is not because those less employable
individual perform better than others, but because they can be
expected to do poorly in the absence of the program.

Past evaluations have also uncovered findings about the timing of
effects. [n many instances, program impacts show a similar pattern.
First, impacts require some time to appear. The major reason for
this phenomenon is that while participants are involved in a program
service (except for immediate job search), they are usually not look-
ing for work. At the same time, however, some members of the
control or comparison group are looking for and finding employment.
Therefore, any gain in employment that a participant may enjoy will
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not show itself until that participant is ready and able to look for and
obtain employment; in fact, the impact in the very short term may be
negative. A second pattern evident in prior evaluations is the gradual
washing out of effects over time. In most of the programs reviewed
here the impact of the program (once it showed itself) decreased with
time after enrollment.

Findings on As with the effect on the employment and earnings of the partici-
Program Impacts pants, some programs have had an impact on the receipt and level
on the Receipt of welfare benefits. Curiously, however, some of the programs
of Welfare that had impacts on employment and earnings did not produce im-

pacts on the receipt of public assistance; moreover, the impacts, if
any, were usually smaller in magnitude than employment and earnings
effects.

AFDC; Benefits. The EOPP Demonstration, which found small but
positive effects on employment and earnings, found no discernible
impacts on the receipt of AFDC by single female family heads. More
recently, the evaluation of the WIN-Demonstration Projects found
impacts on AFDC receipt in fewer sites for which there were mea-
surable impacts on employment and earnings. In the National
Supported Work Demonstration, while the average increase in
monthly earnings by the 25th-27th month after Program entry for
participants was about $80, the average decrease in monthly welfare
income (including food stamp bonus value) for the same period was
about $55. Finally, in some instances, while no detectable effects on
the incidence of AFDC were found, there were measurable effects on
the amount of the AFDC grant received. For example, this was the
case in the WIN-Demonstration Projects in San Diego, Cook County
and Virginia; in Arkansas the magnitude of the effect was much
greater on the amount of the AFDC grant than on the incidence of
AFDC receipt.

These effects are related both to AFDC Program regulations and the
behavior of AFDC recipients. With regard to the former, in many
instances gaining employment does not disqualify a person from
receiving AFDC, and the reduction in the AFDC grant will be smaller
than the gain in earnings. First, eligibility requirements allow AFDC
recipients to earn up to a certain percentage of the State's standard
of need (18596 is the first cutoff) before losing eligibility. This helps
explain why increases in employment and earnings may not affect the
incidence of AFDC receipt (for example, if the increase in employ-
ment is all due to part-time jobs). Second, in an effort to increase
the incentive for AFDC recipients to seek and accept work, AFDC
regulations do not impose a 100 percent tax on the earnings of AFDC
recipients.

With regard to the recipient's behavior, welfare recipients leave the
rolls (and return) for a variety of reasons; employment is but one
among many factors that influence welfare dependency. For exam-
ple, many single AFDC family heads leave the rolls to marry (thereby
increasing family income); some recipients simply 'age out mof eligi-
bility when their youngest child reaches the cutoff age for AFDC
eligibility. The result of these patterns of welfare use is that the
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portion of individuals who leave welfare is much larger than the
proportion that leave welfare due to employment. Therefore, while a
training program may have a detectable effect on employment, the
resulting effect on welfare receipt may be proportionately smaller
because the employment effect on welfare receipt gets spread out
over a larger group.

Other Cash and In-kind Assistance Programs. Findings on the impact
of employment and training programs on the receipt of other forms of
assistance are less available than findings related to AFDC. Never-
theless, the few evaluations reveal patterns similar to that of AFDC
especially the results of the Food Stamp Job Search evaluation (des-
cribed earlier). An interesting finding from the National Supported
Work Program is that unemployment insurance payments increased
for program participants. This effect is probably due to participants
being given a guaranteed job. As participants dropped out of the
program, or were fired from the Supported Work job placement, they
collected unemployment insurance in greater amounts than did the
control group.

FindinRs on Prior demonstration projects have reported widely varying cost per
Program Costs participant. In large part, of course, the variation in program costs is

directly tied to the intensity and duration of the services provided.
Nevertheless, the record of past Program costs allows some insight
into the likely costs of operating similar programs. For example, job
search and job club participant costs elsewhere have been relatively
modest, usually no more than $100 per participant. On the other
hand, subsidized employment, even when partly funded by grant
diversion, has been relatively costly. The San Diego WIN-Demon-
stration project had a Community Work Experience component which
cost about $640 per participant. In the Massachusetts ET Program (in
which approximately _0 percent of participants use job search and
placement services_ and the remaining 60 percent receive more
expensive education_ skills training and supported work services), the
average cost per participant in 1986 was $1,257.
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Table 1
E&T Program Services Planned by the States, FY1988

State Job Search Job Search Workfare Work Education Vocational Other*
Training Experience Training

Alabama X X X X X
Alaska X X X X
Arizona X X
Arkansas X X X X X X
California X X X X

Colorado X X X X X X X
Connecticut X X X
Delaware X X X X X
Districtof Columbia X X X
Florida X X X X

_ Georgia X X X X
Hawaii X X X
Idaho X X X
Illinois X X X X X
Indiana X X X X

iowa X X
Kansas X X X X X X
Kentucky X
Louisiana X X
Maine X X X

Man/land X X X X
Massachusetts X X X X X X
Michigan X X X X X X
Minnesota X X X X
Mississippi X X



Table I (cont.)

State Job Search Job Search Workfare Work Education Vocational Other'
Training Experience Training

Missouri X
Montana X X X X
Nebraska X
Nevada X X X
New Hampshire X

New Jersey X X X X
New Mexico X X X X X X
NewYork X X X X
NorthCarolina X X X
North Dakota X X X X

Ohio X X X X X
Oklahoma X

c_ Oregon X X XL.U

Pennsylvania X X X X X
Rhode Island X X X X X

South Carolina X X X X X
South Dakota X X
Tennessee X X X X
Texas X X
Utah X X X X

Vermont X X X X X
Virginia X X X X X
Washington X X X X
West Virginia X X X
Wisconsin X X X X X

Wyoming X X X X
Guam X X
Virgin Islands X

SOURCE: FY1988 State E&T Program plans.

* Includes:on-the-job training, supported employment, vocational rehabilitation, and home-based employment.



Table 2

Planned E&T Program Participation by State and Service Model, FY1988

Planned Participant Slots for:"
Prog ram State Job Job Search Intensive*"
Model' Sean:h Training Services

Model 1: Alabama 3,800 1,800 3,850
Job Search Alaska 4,000 100 60

CaJifomia 127,888 21,957 9,080
Iowa 29,772 10,535 0
Kentucky 22,800 0 1,200
Missouri 19,537 1,000 500
Nevada 6,889 840 271
New Hampshire 900 0 0
North Carolina 9,148 0 0
Oklahoma 20,167 0 0
Texas 293,652 0 4,814
West Virginia 26,000 0 465
Virgin Islands 607 0 80

TOTAL 565,160 36,232 20,320

Model 2: Arizona 3,700 1,900 0
Job Search District of Columbia 1,100 1,200 225
Training Georgia 12,600 12,600 2,000

Idaho 1,645 1,782 318
Louisiana 26,373 0
Maryland 1,565 8,218 0
Montana 5,460 3,894 0
Nebraska 13,035 0
New Jersey 9,662 1,610 1,600
NewYork 45,000 20,000 1,500
North Dakota 2,870 134
Oregon 23,530 2,069 259
South Dakota 5,113 5,113 0
Vermont 585 585 1,170
Washington 9,399 1,250 600

TOTAL 119,359 102,499 7,806

* Where States planned for more than one program model, classification was done according to
the model that was intended to serve the largest number of participants.

** A participant slot is a budgeted slot for a given service; one individual may participate
in more than one slot in either the same or different services.

*** Includes work experience, workfare, vocational training, and educational services.

SOURCE: F-Y1988 State E&T Program plans.
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Table 2 (cont.)

Planned Participant Slots for:"
Program State Job Job Search Intensh/e'"'
Model* Search Training Se_:,ce_

Model 3: Arkansas 5,200 13,000 14,330
Intensive Colorado 22,529 4,502 3,727
Services Connecticut 57 172 919

Delaware 0 700 1,000
Florida 32,317 4,683 32,317
Hawaii 1,680 750 1,070
Illinois 0 73,273 117,454
Indiana 0 5,000 12,550
Kansas 165 141 247
Maine 0 983 492
Massachusetts 6,000 2,750 14,980
Michigan 3,066 2,594 13,208
Minnesota 29,790 0 6,200
Mississippi 8,482 0 2,352
New Mexico 10,180 3,779 4,838
Ohio 4,950 36 37,460
Pennsylvania 39,420 24,638 8,934
Rhode Island 70 70 248
South Carolina 9,975 520 3,335
Ten nessee 18,826 0 10,191
Utah 0 2,600 2,100
Virginia 11,684 4,769 1,508
Wisconsin 31,491 0 13,694
Wyoming 1,970 600 440
Guam 680 0 170

TOTAL 238,532 145,560 303,764

* Where States planned for more than one program model, classification was done according to
the model that was intended to serve the largest number of participants.

** A participant slot is a budgeted slot for a given service; one individual may participate
in more than one slot in either the same or different services.

'*' Includes work exparience, workfare, vocational training, and educational services.

SOURCE: FY1988 State E&T Program plans.
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Table 3

Percent of Counties with E&T Program in FY1988
Compared with Percent o! Counties with Job Search Program in FY1986, by State.

% C_,(x_es % C,(x_es Percentage % _ % Counties Percentage
Wehin State We_ State Pdnt WithinState WeSinState Point

FS Job Search E & T Program Difference FS Job Search E & T Program Difference
State FYlg86 FY1968 (FY88-FY86) State FY1986 FY1988 (FY88-FY86)

Alabama 18 13 -5 Nebraska 1 26 25
Alaska 17 50 33 Nevada 25 24 -1
Arizona 21 27 6 ]New Hampshire 50 100 50
Arkansas 24 61 37 New Jersey 100 100 0
California ' 16 5g 43 New Mexico 100 55 -45

Colorado 6 40 34 New York 55 100 45
Connecticut * 100 100 Norlh Carolina 57 78 21
Delaware 100 100 0 Norlh Dakota 13 74 61
District aCColumbia * 100 100 Ohio * 100 100
Florida 71 1g -52 Oklahoma ' 31 31

Georgia 4 12 8 Oregon 28 33 5
Hawaii 25 25 0 Pennsylvania 41 100 59
Idaho 14 7 -7 Rhode Island ' 100 100

o-,C° lUinois I 100 99 !South Carolina ' 63 63
Indiana * 21 21 South Dakota 19 24 5

Iowa 100 89 -11 Tennessee 36 42 6
Kansas 5 100 95 Texas 11 12 1
Kentucky 3 4 1 Utah 14 38 24
Louisiana ' 13 13 _Vermont * 14 14
Maine 75 100 25 ,Virginia 22 23 1

i

Maryland * 88 88 Washington 100 62 -38
Massachusetts * 100 100 West Virginia 4g 100 51
Michigan " 75 75 Wisconsin 11 43 32
Minnesota 28 100 72 Wyoming * 52 52
Mississippi 8 20 12 Guam ' 100 1O0

Missouri 100 100 0 Virgin Islands " 100 100
Montana 11 23 12

* State did not have FS Job Search Program in FY1986.

SOURCES: FY1986 data from Food Stamp Pro(jram Operations Study: Report on the Census of State Operations: Job Search r Abt Associates, 1987. FY1 988 data
fromSlate E&T Program Plans.



Table 4

Comparison of New E&T Program to Previously Existing
Food Stamp Job Search Program

Percent of Local FSAs by Model

Model 3:
Model 1: Model2: Intensive Ail

Job Search Job Search Training services Models

LocaJFSAs had Job search Program

Similar to New E&T Program 43% 21% 23% 28%

Different from New E&T Program 36 11 11 12

No Prior Job search Program - 21 68 76 60
(E&T is new service)

SOURCE: Inventory of Program Operations in national sample of 55 local FSAs.
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Table 5
Local FSA Integration and Coordination of the

E&T Program with Other Agencies and Programs, FY1988

Percent of Local FSAs

Model 2: Model 3:
All Model 1: Job Search Intensive

Models Job Search Training Service

Type of Linkage
with other

A qencies

Integrated 70 77 37 81

Coordinated 22 16 37 19

Independent 8 7 26 0

Type of Agency Used*

JTPA 72 64 50 85

Education 66 56 62 73

SESA 61 53 31 76

Community Based Organization 38 28 12 54

Other Agency** 35 37 26 37

Private Contractor 29 14 37 32

GA 18 0 3 32

WIN/WIN Demonstration 13 25 3 12

SOURCE: Inventoryof Program Operations in national sample of 55 local FSAs.

' More than one other agency may be used by a given local FSA.

*' Includes Job Corps, Community Actio_ Agencies, Salvation Army, migrant worker
organizations andthe military.
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Table 6
Administrative Responsibility for the Provision of E&T Program Services, FY1988

Percent of Local FSAs

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
Job Search Job Search Training Intensive Services TOTAL

Administered by Local FSA

· EligibilityWorker I 26 0 6

· Separate Employment Unit 57 37 16 31

Administered by
ComprehensiveProgram 0 0 34 18

Outside Contractor 42 36 17 28

Comprehensive Program and
Outside Contractor 0 1 11 6

Local FSA and Outside
Contractor 0 0 22 11

SOURCE: Inventoryof Program Operations in national sample of 55 local FSAs.
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Table 7
State Exemption and Targeting Policy

For Mandatory Work Registrants, FY1988

ExemptionCriteria for MandatoryWork Recjistrants Tar.qelmgPolicy

Cateodorical Individual
Temporary

30 Day Child Transpor- Health PA
Option Other' None Care ration Problem Other*' None Applmant Household

PRIMARYSERVICEMODEL

Model 1:Job Search

A_ X X X X X X X
Alaska X X X X X X
Camomia X X X X X X
Iowa X X X X X
Kentucky X X X
Missoult X X X X X
Nevada X X X X X X
New I-iaml:e_e X X X X X X X
Nollh Carolkm X X X X
Oldalxxna X X X X
Texas X X X X X
West Virginia X X X X X

c.'_ Virgln islands X X X
i-.,.a
C..}

MlodeJ2: Job Search Training

Arizona X X X
Districtof Columbia X X X X X
Georgia X X X X X
Idaho X X X X X
Louisiana X X

x x x x
Montana X X X X X X
Nebraska X X X X X X X
NewJersey X X X X
NewYork X X X X X X
NorttlDakota X X X X X X
Oregon X X X X X X
Seum Dakota X X X X X
Vermont X X X X X
Washington X X X X X

· 37 States allow catagoricalexemplions for geogral_ic remoteness.

"Includes familyor personal problems,catastrophicevents, ho_sness accompaniedby a socialbarrier, pregnantwomen in their third Uimes[er.

SOURCE: State E&T Program PlansFY1988.



Table 7 (cont.)

Exemption Criteda lor Mp..ndatoryWo_.,Recjistrants TargetingPolicy

Categorical Individual
Temporary

30 Day Child Trenspor- Health PA
Option Other" None Care lation Problem Other*' None Applm--antHousehold

Model 3: InbensiveServices

Arkansas X X X X X
Colorado X X X X X X X
Connecticut X X X X X X
Delaware X X X X X X

X
X X X X X

Ilnois X X X
X X X X X

Kamas X X X X X X X
Maine X X X X X X
Mammchuselts X X X X X X X

c_ Michigan X X X
_-_ Minnem_ X X X X
I--.4

M_s_ X X X X X
New Mexico X X X X X
Ohio X X X X X
Pennsylvania X X X X X
Rhode Island X X X X X X X
SouthCarolina X X X X X
Tennessee X X X X X X
Utah X X X X X
Virginia X X X X X
Wisconsin X X X X
Wyoming X X X X X
Guam X X X

' 37 States allow calag(xical exemptions for geographicremoteness.

"Includes familyor personalproblems,catastrophicevents, homelessnessacoompaniedby a social barrier, pregnantwomen in their third trimester.

SOURCE: State E&T Pt'ogramPlans FY1988.



Table 8

Planned E&T Program Exemption Patterns and Participation Levels FY1988

Non-exempt
Non-exempt Participantsas Vo4unteersas

Work Work Non-exempt % of Non-exempt Pefcontot TotaJ
Program State Regislra_ Registrants P_ Work Volunte_s Total par_3pants Par_cipants
Model Registrants

Model 1: Alal3ema 72,000 47,000 29,000 62 % 3,000 9 % 32,000
Job Search Alaska 8.910 4,232 3.918 93 80 2 3,998

Calilomia 311,229 211,722 163,560 77 683 0 164,243
Iowa 45,804 43,348 43,348 100 0 0 43,348
Kentucky 167,017 114,745 35,064 31 0 0 35,064
Missouri 99,676 66,783 21.037 32 0 0 2I, 037
Nevada 25,124 22,038 7,736 35 264 3 8.000
NewHampshire 1,025 900 750 83 150 17 900
Norlh Carolina 37,770 25,004 24,712 99 292 1 25,004
Oklahoma 34,016 20,167 20,167 100 500 2 20,667
Texas 481,397 288,907 NA NA NA NA 283,438
West V'_ginia 31,500 26,550 26,550 100 300 I 26,850
V'_gin Islands 687 687 687 100 0 0 687

Subtotals, Model 1 1.316,155 872,083 376,529 * 43 %* 5,269 * 1%* 665,236

C3

ro Model 2: Arizona 16,110 12,700 5,600 44 % 0 0 % 5,600
Job Search Dislrictof Columbia 7,200 5,760 2,520 44 225 8 2,745
Training Georgia 70,652 46,371 21,336 46 0 0 21,336

Ida_o 9,156 5,916 3,960 67 0 0 3,960
Louisiana 115,443 23,089 23,089 100 3,250 12 26.339
Maryland 27,954 22,368 9,783 44 0 0 9,783
Montana 38,181 24,634 9,354 38 0 0 9,354
Nebraska 20,240 13,035 13,035 100 0 0 13,035
New Jersey 16.104 12,872 11,272 88 1,600 12 12,872
NewYork 138,O00 103,200 46,128 45 372 1 46,500
North Dakota 6,675 5,212 4.951 95 261 5 5,212
Oregon 60,204 41,524 25,689 62 168 1 25,857
Sou_ Dakota 12,782 7.082 4,515 64 0 0 4,515
Vermont 7,000 5,950 950 16 1,500 61 2,450
Washington 31.950 28,123 10,649 38 610 5 11,259

Subtotals, Model 2 577.651 357,836 192,831 54 % 7,986 4 % 200,817

' Excluding Texas
NA= Not Available



Table 8 (cont.)

Non-exempt
Non-exempt Participantsas Volunteersas

Wok Work Non-exempt % of Non-exempt Percentof Total
Program State Re_ Registrants P 'aa:il)ants Wod< Vc4untee_s TotalParers Pa_ts
Model Registrants

Model 3: Arkansas 54,500 43,300 16,555 38 % 0 0 % 16,555
Intensive Colorado 63,641 43,641 15,274 35 500 3 15,774
Services Connecticut 1.148 1,033 1,033 100 115 10 1,148

Delaware 2,412 1,688 1,350 80 338 20 1.688
Florida 93,672 82,442 36,228 44 0 0 36,228

10,639 5,307 3,300 62 200 6 3,500
lUinois 207,203 204,203 159,414 78 31,407 17 190,821
Inclana 80,000 60,000 17,550 29 0 0 17,550
Kansas 22,469 16,948 16,584 98 200 1 16,784
Maine 6.532 3,571 2.740 77 1.000 27 3,740
Massachusetts 16,320 13,320 3,500 26 20,230 85 23,730
Michigan 213,590 154.331 154.331 100 1,000 1 155,331
Minnesota 50,340 45,809 29,130 64 600 2 29,730
Mississippi 44,164 28,706 16,048 56 0 0 16,048
New Mexico 23,832 18.797 16,797 89 2,000 11 18,797

c-_ Ohio 173.100 138,480 42,410 31 0 0 42,410i-.,a

c.u Pennsylvania 108,300 98,550 68,063 69 4,929 7 72,992
Rhode Island 1,500 975 350 36 50 13 400
South Carolina 30,756 23,042 22,264 97 1.172 5 23,436
Tennessee 67,488 46,457 30,618 66 2,078 6 32,696
Utah 12,180 8,O51 2,550 32 1,400 34 4,100
Virginia 38,641 36,323 11,087 31 835 7 11,922
Wisconsin 44,988 31,941 31,781 99 160 1 31,941
Wyoming 7,128 6,319 1,000 16 0 0 1,000
Guam 1,680 1,380 850 62 0 0 850

Subtotals, Model 3 1,376,223 1,114,614 700,807 63 % 68,214 9 % 769,171

TotaJs 3,270,029 2,344,533 1,270,167 * 54 %' 81,469 * 5 %* 1,635,224

* ExcludingTexas

SOURCE: FY1988State E&T Program plans.



Table 9
E&T Program Planned Funding Levels FY1988

100% Additional Participant Total E&T E&T Program Cost Reimbursement Total
Program State Grant Costs Reimbursements Costs Participants per Cost per Cost per
Model Participant Participant Participant

Model 1: Alabama $1,584,000 $1,600,000 $3,184,000 32,000 $49.50 $50.00 $99.50
Job Search Alaska 86,000 $263,498 105,500 452,998 3,998 87.42 25.89 113.31

California 5,013,000 2,544,693 3,992,800 11,550,493 164,243 46.02 24.31 70.33
Iowa 652,000 919,080 1,571,080 29,773 21.90 30.87 52.77
Kentucky (1) 1,517,170 2,109,700 3,626,870 35,064 43.27 60.17 103.44
Missouri 1,188,000 1,000,000 2,188,000 21,037 56.47 47.54 104.01
Nevada 105,000 223,278 19,169 347,447 8,000 41.03 2.40 43.43
New Hampshire 74,000 547,863 45,000 666,863 900 690.96 50.00 740.96
North Carolina (2) 1,390,000 3,343,280 4,733,280 25,004 55.59 133.71 189.30
Oklahoma 814,000 214,760 1,033,350 2,062,110 20,667 49.78 50.00 99.78
Texas 4,119,000 256,000 1,328,229 5,703,229 283,438 15.44 4.69 20.13
West Virginia 650,000 205,974 520,000 1,575,974 26,650 39.33 19.37 58.70
Virgin Islands (3) 91,000 6,840 97,840 687 132.46 9.96 142.42

Subtotals $17,483,170 $4,256,066 $16,022,948 $37,760,184 651,661 $33.36 $24.59 $57.95

Model 2: Arizona $598,000 $280,000 $878,000 $5,600 $106.79 $50.00 $156.79
Job Search District of Columbia 211,000 $426,068 2,000 639,068 2,745 232.08 0.73 232.81
Training Georgia 1,587,000 314,700 1,901,700 21,336 74.38 14.75 89.13

Idaho 180,000 67,900 247,900 3,960 45.45 17.15 62.60
Louisiana 2,094,000 250,000 2,344,000 26,339 79.50 9.49 88.99
Maryland 839,000 472,000 1,311,000 9,783 85.76 48.25 134.01
Montana(4) 184,000 1,421,750 105,000 1,710,750 9,354 171.66 11.23 182.89
Nebraska 307,000 28,000 222,000 557,000 13,035 25.70 17.03 42.73
New Jersey 1,324,000 321,800 1,645,800 12,872 102.86 25.00 127.86
New York 5,321,000 2,450,000 7,771,000 46,500 114.43 52.69 167.12
North Dakota 110,000 90,000 200,000 5,212 21.11 17.27 38.38
Oregon 699,000 2,316 327,272 1,028,588 25,857 27.12 12.66 39.78
South Dakota 161,000 225,000 50,000 436,000 4,514 85.51 11.08 96.59
Vermont 118,000 1,386,000 24,200 1,528,200 2,450 613.88 9.88 623.76
Washington (5) 899,000 532,450 1,431,450 11,259 79.85 47.29 127.14

Subtotals $14,632,000 $3,489,134 $5,509,332 $23,630,456 200,816 $90.24 $27.43 $117.67



Table 9 (cont.)

100%Grant Additional Participant Total E&T E&T Program Cost Reimbursement Total
Program State Costs Reimbursements Costs Participants per Cost per cost per
Model Participant Participant Participant

Model 3: Arkansas $749,000 $171,696 $250,000 $1,170,696 16,555 $56.61 $15.10 $70.71
Intensive Colorado 553,000 547,000 8,000 1,100,000 15,774 69.74 0.51 70.25
Services Connecticut 404,000 141,750 50,000 595,750 1,148 475.39 43.55 518.94

Delaware 100,000 376,150 52,500 528,650 1,688 282.08 31.10 313.18
Florida 1,858,000 249,488 2,061,424 4,168,912 36,228 58.17 56.90 115.07
Hawaii 285,000 323,067 150,000 758,067 3,500 173.73 42.86 216.59
Ulinois(6) 3,391,000 21,031,900 17,718,900 42,141,800 190,821 127.99 92.86 220.85
Indiana 1,147,000 4,200,000 1,600,000 6,947,000 17,550 304.67 91.17 395.84
Kansas 363,000 231,764 118,782 713,546 16,784 35.44 7.08 42.52

_ Maine 343,000 100,000 443,000 3,740 91.71 26.74 118.45
'-' Massachusetts (7) 994,000 21,945,750 1,779,750 24,719,500 23,730 966.70 75.00 1041.70

Michigan (8) 2,866,000 21,498,734 3,950,000 28,314,734 155,331 156.86 25.43 182.29
Minnesota 703,000 1,598,000 2,392,000 4,693,000 29,730 77.40 80.46 157.86
Mississippi (9) 1,516,000 332,450 1,848,450 16,048 94.47 20.72 115.19
New Mexico 475,000 422,914 897,914 18,797 25.27 22.50 47.77
Ohio 3,481,000 2,793,316 9,491,500 15,765,816 42,410 147.94 223.80 371.74
Pennsylvania (10) 3,124,000 14,396,049 1,000,000 18,520,049 72,992 240.03 13.70 253.73
Rhode Island 204,000 8,500 212,500 400 510.00 21.25 531.25
South Carolina (11) 1,042,000 160,000 1,202,000 23,436 44.46 6.83 51.29
Tennessee 1,562,000 200,000 1,762,000 32,696 47.77 6.12 53.89
Utah 239,000 420,000 9,000 668,000 4,100 160.73 2.20 162.93
Virginia 1,059,000 36,000 1,095,000 11,922 88.83 3.02 91.85
Wisconsin (12) 1,138,000 1,471,590 561,756 3,171,346 31,941 81.70 17.59 99.29
Wyoming 88,000 44,000 50,000 182,000 1,000 132.00 50.00 182.00
Guam 53,000 42,500 95,500 850 62.35 50.00 112.35

Subtotals $27,737,000 $91,440,254 $42,545,976 $161,715,230 769,171 $155.93 $55.31 $210.24

Totals, AIl Models $59,852,170 $99,185,454 $64,078,246 $223,105,870 1,621,648 $98.17 $39.51 $137.58



Table 9 (cont.)

Notes

1 The Federal allocation for Kentucky's 100%grant is more than stated in its Plan: $1,656,000.
2 North Carolina: $195,000 for Worldare.
3 Virgin Islands' Participant Reimbursement: Fed: $3020; State: $3820.
4 Montana's Participant Reimbursement: Fed: $41,000; State: $64,000.
5 The Federal allocatiodfor Waxhington's 100%Grant is more than stated in its Plan: $905,000.
6 Illinois: State is allocating $2,572,000 for Adult Education. Participant Reimbursement: Fed: $8,555,550; State: $9,163,350.

Illinois has not yet adjusted their 100%Grant and Additional Costs figures (as stated on this chart) to utilize the full 100%
Grant allocation, but is expected to do so.

7 Massachusetts: State Is allocating $14,400,000 for Voucher Day Care.
8 Michigan's Padicipant Reimbursement: Fed: $1,480,644; State: $2,469,356.
9 Mississippi's Workfare Contractors will provide $57,600 for Reimbursement expenses.
10 Pennsylvania's Additional Costs: Fed: $5,087,466; State: $9,308,583.
11 South Carolina: $142,998 for Worldare.

co 12 Wisconsin's Total Cost includes $90,200 for Workfare.
i....i
cr_

SOURCE: State E&T Programplans for FY1988. FNSSummary of E&T Program 1988 Budgets,December 1988. Data reflect initial
Stateplans and not modificationsmededuring the year.



Table 10
E&T Federal Program Budgel verau$ Actual Expenditures, by State, FY1988

(In thousands of dollars)

Difference Difference
Total Total (Budget Total Total (Budget

Federal Federal less Federal Federal less
State Budget Expenditures Expenditures) State Budget Expenditures Expenditures)

Alabama $2,384 $1,318 $1,066 Nevada $226 $210 $16
Alaska , 269 257 12 NewHampshire 370 279 91
Arizona 738 595 143 New Jersey 1,485 738 747
Arkansas 960 1,443 - 483 New Mexico 686 727 - 41
Ca#lkxnia 8,282 5,215 3.067 NewYork 6,546 4,741 1,805

Colorado 811 682 129 Nor_ Carolina 3,062 1,000 2,062
Connecticut 500 442 58 Nor_ Dakota 155 120 35
Delaw'am 314 314 0 Ohio 9,623 8,559 1,064

'DmIHctof Columbia 425 375 50 3dahoma 1,438 84 ! 597
Flmk_ 3,014 1,430 1,584 Oregon 864 776 88

co Georgia 1,744 1,444 300 iPennsylvania 8,711 7,921 790
""' _ 522 339 183 II:Ux_e Island 208 138 70

Idaho 214 192 22 Soulh Carolina 1,122 1,117 5
lUinois 22,463 13,566 8.897 _SouthDakota 299 252 47
Indiana 4.047 2,695 1,352 Tennessee 1,662 1,709 47

Iowa 1,112 953 159 Texas 4,911 4,628 283
Kansas 538 569 - 31 Utah 454 305 149
Kentucky 2,572 1,240 1,332 Vermont 823 551 272
Louisiana 2,219 1,848 371 V'rginia 1,077 1,115 50
Maine 393 362 31 Washington 1,165 1,131 34

Ma_/larx] 1,075 581 494 WestV'nginia 1,213 1,051 162
Massachusetts 12,857 10,040 2,817 Wisconsin 2,155 1,981 174
Michigan 15.096 7,816 7,280 Wyoming 135 128 7
Minnesota 2,698 555 2,143 Guam 74 53 21
Mississippi 1,682 1,514 168 V'rgin Islands 94 69 25

Missouri 1,688 1,645 43
Montana 936 763 173 TOTALS $138,543 $98,721 $39,822
Nebraska 432 388 44

SOURCE: FY1988Stale E&T Program Plans. State FY1988expenditure reports.



Table 11

Changes in Planned E&T Program Participation, FY1988 vs. FY1989

Planned Planned Percent Planned Planned Percent

Number Number Change. Number Number Change.
Participants Participants FY88 to FY89 Participants Participants FY88 to FY89

State FY1988 FY1989 State FY1988 FY1989

Alabama 32.000 18.500 -42 Nebraska 13.035 4.900 62
Alaska 3.998 2.445 -39 Nevada 8.000 1.628 -80
Arizona 5.680 5.900 5 NewHampshire 900 1.300 44
Arkansas 16.555 13.609 -18 New Jersey 12.872 7.439 -42
California 164.243 165.326 1 New Mexico 18.797 14.613 -22

Colorado 15.774 74.683 373 New Yo_ 46.500 52.101 12
Connecticut 1.148 661 -42 North Carolina 25.004 21.325 - 15
Delawam 1.688 403 -76 North Dakota 5.212 3.014 -42

of Columbia 2.745 2.070 -25 Ohio 42,410 62.827 48
Florida 36.228 71.400 97 _ 20.667 21.592 4

c_ Georgia 21.336 9.783 -54 Oregon 25.857 27.411 6
,--' Guam 1,680 875 -48 Pennsylvania 72,992 60,420 -17
co Hawai 3.500 2.961 -15 Rhode Island 400 310 23

Idaho 3.960 4.172 5 South Carolina 23.436 12.430 -47
Illinois 190.821 133.171 -30 South Dakota 4.514 2.865 37

Indiana 17.550 20.600 17 Tennessee 32.696 20.875 36
Iowa 29.773 10.403 -65 Texas 283.438 108.581 -62
Kansas 16.784 5.780 -66 Utah 4.100 6.420 5 7
Kentucky 35.064 47.680 36 Vermont 2.450 2.300 -6
Louisiana 26.339 30.621 16 Virginia 11.922 64.207 439

Maine 3.740 4.826 29 Washington 11.259 13.800 23
Maryland 9.783 6.370 -35 West Virginia 26.850 15.828 -41
Ms,ssechusetts 23.730 16.500 -30 Wisconsin 31.941 38.564 21
Michigan 155.331 76.405 -51 Wyoming 1.000 2.100 110
Minnesota 29.730 28.460 -4 Virgin Islands 687 524 -24

Mississippi 16.048 17.571 9 NATIONAL TOTAL: 1.620.798 1.372.733 - 15
Missouri 21.037 21.602 3
Montana 9.354 9.582 2

SOURCE: FY1988 and FY1989 State E&T Program Plans.



Table 12
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF E&T PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

AT APPLICATION/RECERTIFICATION
BY PROGRAM MODEL

FY1988

E&T PARTICIPANTS
Model 2: Model 3:

Model 1: Job Search Intensive ALL WORK
TOTAL Job Search Training Services REGISTRANTS

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

AGE
16-18 4.6 4.9 1.9 7.7 5.0
19-21 8.4 11.4 3.5 12.3 11.6
22-30 31.7 28.6 32.3 33.4 26.2
31-40 28.2 29.2 28.1 27.6 27.3
41-50 15.4 16.2 17.2 12.5 17.3
51-60 11.6 9.5 17.0 6.3 12.3
Over 60 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.2
Missing .... 0.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
MEAN (Years) 32.6 33.5 35.8 31.4 34.7

GENDER
Male 50.4 57.1 43.2 54.5 53.0
Female 49.6 42.9 56.8 45.5 46.7
Missing .... 0.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

MARITAL STATUS
Married 17.0 31.5 19.2 17.4 36.4
Divorced

Widowed or 30.3 30.3 35.1 28,5
Separated } 63.6

Never Married 52.7 38.2 45.7 54.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

ETHNICITY
White,

Non-Hispanic 39.3 60.9 27.0 40.0 53.0
Black,

Non-Hispanic 52.7 28.1 63.7 55.5 30.2
Hispanic 7.2 10.3 8.5 3.5 8.5
American Indian · .

Alaskan
Native 0.5 0.3 0.6 0.5 2.1

Asian, Pacific
Islander 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.5 1.1

Missing .... 5.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0

Sources: E&T participant characteristics derived from Baseline Interview Forms; information
on allwork registrantsis derived from 1986IntegratedQualityControl System Data.
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Table 13

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS OF E&T PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS
AT APPLICATION/RECERTIFICATION

BY PROGRAM MODEL
FY1988

E&T PARTICIPANTS
Model 2: Model 3:

Model 1: Job Search Intensive ALL WORK
TOTAL Job Search Training Services REGISTRANTS

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

HOUSEHOLD SIZE
1 54.1 43.4 63.4 50.0 25.5
2 21.4 21.6 24.0 18.2 21.3
3 9.1 12.8 4.5 12.2 17.4
4 7.5 11.2 3.8 9.4 15.2
5 or more 7.9 11.0 4.3 10.2 20.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION
Single person

household 54.1 43,4 63.4 50.0 25.5
Two married

adults 9,7 11,4 13,0 4.4 7.1
Two married adults and

at least one child 11.4 20.5 6.3 11.4 27.5
Single female with at

least one child 9.1 6.0 8.7 11.7 18.8
Other 17.4 18.7 8.6 22.5 21.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

NUMBER OF PROGRAM
PARTICIPANTS

1 84.1 72.3 92.3 82.0 82.0
2 13.4 23.4 6.6 15.0 15.3
3 or rnore 2.5 4.3 1.1 3.0 2.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

TOTAL GROSS INCOME
FOR PAST 12 MONTHS
Under $3,000 64.5 62.6 63.0 65.6 47.7
3,001 to 6,000 16.9 19.2 14.5 18.4 27.1
6,001 to 9,000 11.3 9.2 14.9 8.2 13.5
9,001 to 12,000 3.6 4.3 3.0 4.0 7.4
12,001 to15,000 1.9 2.1 1.9 1.8 2.2
Over 15,000 2.1 2.6 1.9 2.0 2.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sources: E&T participant characteristics derived from Baseline Interview Forms; information
on allwork registrants is derived from 1986 IntegratedQuality ControlSystem Data.
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Table 13: (Continued)

E&T PARTICIPANTS
Model 2: Model 3:

Model 1: Job Search Intensive ALL WORK
TOTAL Job Search Training Services REGISTRANTS

PRIOR MONTH: SOURCES
OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Earnings
%* 19.1 31.7 12.3 18.8 31.7
Mean' * $479.59 $494.60 $519.96 $438.31 $438.81

AFDC
% 6.2 5.9 2.0 11.4 16.5
Mean $308.72 $225.94 $232,69 $357.69 $301.06

General Assistance
% 40.8 1.6 62.2 41.1 14.8
Mean $128.83 $348.39 $105.54 $170.60 $231.17

Unemployment Insurance
% 1.9 2.8 1.5 1.6 3.8
Mean $416.32 $485.39 $380.37 $385.84 $394.45

Social Security/Pensions
% 7.8 5.2 12.4 4.0 9.8
Mean $464.51 $437.81 $488.83 $393.68 $374.25

Public Housing
% 1.9 3.6 1 2.1
Mean N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Other Housing Assistance
% 1.5 2.4 1.1 1.4
Mean $163.33 $135.29 $195.41 $164.19 N/A

Medicaid
% 6.1 4.4 1 13.4 29.0
Mean N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Child Support
% 2.7 3.5 1,5 3.8 2.3
Mean $'197.22 $205.50 $192.17 $194.55 $99.28

Average Total Income $286.69 $323.77 $260.07 $296.74 $425.25

* Percent of households having the particular source of income.

** Averages computed for those households receiving income from the particular source.
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Table 14
EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND LABOR MARKET EXPERIENCE

OF E&T PARTICIPANTS
AT APPLICATIONIRECERTIFICATION

BY PROGRAM MODEL
FY1988

E&T PARTICIPANTS
Model 2: Model 3:

Model 1: Job Search Intensive ALL WORK
TOTAL Job Search Training Services REGISTRANTS

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

EDUCATION

Less than grade 12 54.0 52.8 58.1 49.8 17.3
High School grad/GED 36.5 37.3 34.4 38.6 12.2
Some college 8.1 8.6 6.4 9.8 1.7
College graduate 1.3 1.3 1.0 1.8 0.6
Missing .... 68.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

HAD VOCATIONAL/TECHNICAL
TRAINING (OTHER THAN
HIGH SCHOOL) 34.1 25.8 44.9 23.0 N/A

PRIOR WORK EXPERIENCE
Never worked 17.5 15.2 9.2 29.8
Did not work during last

12 months 39.7 32.3 57.6 21,7
Worked during last

12 months 42.8 52.5 33.2 48.5
Total 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 N/A

IF WORKED IN LAST 12 MONTHS,
LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT

4 weeks or less 13.2 12.7 8.4 17.9
5-12 weeks 18.9 21.3 15.6 19.9
13-24 weeks 21.1 28.8 18.0 20.3
25-36 weeks 12.9 13.6 11.6 13.5
37 weeks or more 33.9 26.6 46.4 28.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 N/A
MEAN WEEKS 25.5 23.3 31.5 21.6



Table 14: (Continued)

E&T PARTICIPANTS
Modal 2: Model 3:

Modal 1: Job Search Intensive ALL WORK

TOTAL Job Search Training Services REGISTRANTS
(%) (%) (%) (%)

CURRENT LABOR FORCE
PARTICIPATION
Worked last week 10.9 11.6 12.6 8.5

Did not work, but had a job 1.3 2.0 0.6 1.6
Did not work, but looked for

work in last 4 weeks 42.7 53.3 43.3 34.7
Did not work, and did not look

for work in last 4 weeks 45.1 31.1 43.5 55.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 N/A

FOR THOSE WHO WORKED
LAST WEEK, NUMBER OF
HOURS WORKED

8 hours or less 14.6 22.4 9.0 17.4
9-16 hours 48.4 25.7 76.1 19.1
17-24 hours 15.4 24.6 4.7 26.0
25-32 hours 12.0 17.7 5.3 18.9
33-40 hours 7.8 7.8 4.2 14.5
Over 40 hours 1.9 1.8 0.6 4.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 N/A
MEAN hours/week 18.2 18.4 16.2 21.7

FOR CURRENT OR MOST

RECENT JOB, USUAL
HOURS PER WEEK

8 hours or less 4.4 7.6 2.3 4.2
9-16 hours 13.8 10.2 20.1 8.5
17-24 hours 21.5 12.6 33.5 13.1
25-32 hours 10.8 12.5 6.5 15.4
33-40 hours 42.0 49.2 31.5 49.8
Over 40 hours 7.5 7.8 6.2 9.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 N/A
MEAN hours/week 30.3 31.7 27.5 32.9

Average Gross Hourly Wage $5.59 $5.22 $5.33 $6.25 N/A

Sources: E&T participant characteristics dedved from Bueling Interview Forms; information
on all work regisa'ants is derived from 1966 Intagr=eedQuality Control System data.
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