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This report assesses the implementation and two-year impacts of two approaches to pro-
viding education and training services to employed welfare recipients in Riverside County, Cali-
fornia. The two approaches, called Work Plus and Training Focused, together known as Phase 2,
enrolled recipients of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) benefits (primarily sin-
gle parents) who worked for 20 or more hours per week but earned too little to leave assistance.
Both approaches, still in operation in Riverside, encourage working TANF recipients to attend
courses in remedial education, postsecondary education, or vocational training, depending on re-
cipients’ levels of educational attainment and career aspirations. The Work Plus and Training Fo-
cused approaches offer a different mix of services, participation requirements, and messages but
share the same operating principle: that, to advance in the labor market, low-wage workers need to
attain skills and credentials beyond what they can acquire on the job.

To better understand the effects of encouraging employed TANF recipients to combine
work with education or training, Riverside’s Work Plus and Training Focused approaches are
being compared with a third, limited-services approach, called Work Focused (and referred to in
this evaluation as the “control group”). Similar to postemployment programs run by states and
localities (including Riverside) in the mid- to late 1990s, the Work Focused approach makes
available, upon request, case management services to promote job retention and payments to
defray enrollees’ child care, transportation, and other work-related expenses.

This study is part of the Employment Retention and Advancement (ERA) project, which
is testing 16 models across the country. The ERA project was conceived and funded by the Ad-
ministration for Children and Families (ACF) in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices (HHS) and is also supported by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL). The project is being
conducted by MDRC, a nonprofit, nonpartisan research organization, under contract to HHS.

The findings for the Work Plus and Training Focused approaches are of particular in-
terest because the strategy the approaches use — encouraging enrollees to combine work with
education or training — stands in stark contrast to “work-based” strategies that focus almost

ES-1



exclusively on helping low-wage workers (1) address barriers to employment retention, such as
child care and transportation problems; (2) get more hours of work, better work schedules,
raises, or promotions; or (3) find a better job. The setting of the study in California is also im-
portant. In any given quarter, more than 30 percent of California’s adult TANF recipients com-
bine work and welfare (more than 40 percent in Riverside), reflecting the state’s relatively high
grant levels and rules that disregard most of recipients’ earnings when calculating their grant
amounts. In a state like California, therefore, postemployment strategies must promote career
advancement to help recipients earn enough to leave assistance.

History of Postemployment Programs in Riverside County

Since the mid-1980s, Riverside’s Department of Public Social Services (DPSS) has op-
erated a mandatory preemployment program for welfare recipients, called Greater Avenues for
Independence (GAIN), which excels at moving recipients quickly into jobs. However, evalua-
tions of Riverside’s program, along with DPSS’s internal reviews, showed that many enrollees
who found jobs through GAIN subsequently left employment and that relatively few advanced
to better jobs. Starting in 1994, DPSS sought to address these problems by adding a postem-
ployment component to GAIN. At first, DPSS focused primarily on providing case manage-
ment services and payments for enrollees’ child care, transportation, and other work-related ex-
penses (similar to the Work Focused approach in the present study). Evaluated as part of the
national Post-Employment Services Demonstration (PESD), Riverside’s initial postemployment
program did not improve enrollees’ ability to retain employment or increase their earnings be-
yond what they would have been without the program.

In 1998, DPSS switched to a postemployment program that encouraged enrollees to at-
tend education or training courses while continuing to meet the state’s work requirements.
DPSS named its new program Phase 2 and renamed its preemployment program Phase 1. That
same year, DPSS administrators designed an alternative education- and training-focused
postemployment program for TANF recipients, called New Visions. Operated by Riverside
Community College, New Visions offered a flexible schedule of classes, self-paced curriculum,
and short (six-week) class segments. An evaluation of New Visions found that the program did
not increase employment and earnings above the levels attained by enrollees in the regular
Phase 2 program.

During the ensuing years, DPSS worked with area education and training providers to
make attendance in Phase 2 easier for working parents (creating courses with flexible schedules,
for example) and to recruit enrollees more aggressively. The result was the version of Phase 2
referred to as the Work Plus approach. Concerned that it was difficult to combine work with
education and training, DPSS administrators subsequently contracted with the Economic De-
velopment Agency (EDA) of Riverside County, the county’s Workforce Investment Agency, to
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design a new Phase 2 approach that encourages enrollees to maximize their hours of attendance
in education or training activities, even if enrollees cut back on their hours of work. DPSS and
EDA administrators named this alternative version of Phase 2 the Training Focused approach.
After successfully completing a short pilot phase, EDA began operating the Training Focused
approach on a countywide basis in January 2001.

Key Features of Each Approach

Table ES.1 summarizes the key features of the Work Plus, Training Focused, and Work
Focused approaches.

Administration, Case Management, and Recruitment

The Work Plus approach is operated by the Phase 2 (postemployment) unit within
DPSS, while the Training Focused approach is operated by the Welfare-to-Work Division
within EDA. Case managers in each approach are specialists, having no enrollees in other pro-
grams in their caseload, and they actively recruit eligible TANF recipients for program services.
The Work Focused approach is operated by the Phase 1 (preemployment) unit within DPSS.
Work Focused enrollees are added to the caseloads of Phase 1 case managers, whose main task
is to help unemployed recipients find a job. Work Focused case managers do not actively recruit
eligible TANF recipients for program services.

Balance of Work and Training

Enrollees in all three approaches are subject to California’s statewide TANF rule, which
requires recipients to work or engage in approved employment preparation activities for a total
of 32 hours per week. Work Plus enrollees may meet this requirement with a combination of
work and attendance in approved education or training activities, but they must maintain at least
20 hours of employment per week. Training Focused enrollees may substitute additional hours
in school or training for hours on the job or, with their case manager’s approval, even forgo em-
ployment temporarily to participate full time in education or training activities. Work Focused
enrollees are expected to meet the 32-hour requirement with at least 20 hours per week of em-
ployment, supplemented, where necessary, with participation in approved job search activities.

Education and Training Services and Philosophy

Work Plus case managers work with new enrollees to develop an Employability Plan
and choose an appropriate course of study. Work Plus enrollees are responsible for contacting
providers and signing up for a specific education or training program. Case managers encourage
high school graduates and General Educational Development (GED) certificate recipients to
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The Employment Retention and Advancement Project

Table ES.1

Comparison of Participation Mandates and Other Program Dimensions
Across the Three Research Groups

Riverside Phase 2
Program Feature Program Type
- Work Focused
‘Work Plus Training Focused (Control Group)
Administrative County welfare department County workforce County welfare depart-
agency . ment (preemployment
(postemployment division) agency division)

Minimum weekly
participation
mandate

32 hours of employment or approved employment preparation activities

Minimum weekly
work requirement

20 hours

None

20 hours

Advancement 20 hours or more of work Maximize hours of Maximize hours of
strategy plus education or training education or training employment
Education and Remedial education or Long-term vocational None
training focus short-term training training

Case management Intensive and proactive Intensive and proactive Limited and reactive
Financial supports Available

for work or training

attend short-term vocational training. Nongraduates are encouraged to attend classes in adult
basic education or GED preparation before enrolling in vocational training.

Training Focused case managers refer new enrollees to a formal vocational assessment.
After reviewing assessment results, case managers refer enrollees to specific education or train-
ing providers within EDA’s service delivery network. Case managers encourage enrollees to
attend long-term vocational training courses (of up to two years duration). Nongraduates are
encouraged to attend programs that combine basic education or GED preparation and voca-
tional training.

Work Focused case managers monitor the employment status of enrollees, contact en-
rollees periodically, and encourage them to maximize their hours of work. Case managers do
not encourage attendance in education or training activities. If requested by enrollees, Work
Focused case managers provide child care and transportation payments for self-initiated educa-
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tion or training activities that are short term and that teach a job skill known to be in demand in
Riverside County.

Income Supports

Enrollees in all three approaches are equally eligible to receive TANF benefits, food
stamps, child care and transportation assistance, and medical coverage.

Response to Job Loss

Work Plus and Work Focused enrollees who leave employment remain eligible for ser-
vices for up to 60 days, after which they return to DPSS’s Phase 1 (preemployment) program.
Training Focused enrollees who leave employment remain eligible for services indefinitely but
are required to meet California’s weekly participation mandate through participation in job
search, education, or training activities.

Services for TANF Leavers

Through September 2002, enrollees in all three approaches who left TANF lost eligibil-
ity for services but could, on their own initiative, enroll in a limited-services, post-TANF pro-
gram operated by Phase 1 case managers. Starting in October 2002, Work Plus and Training
Focused enrollees retained their eligibility for services, but Work Focused enrollees did not.

Evaluation Design

MDRC and its subcontractor, The Lewin Group, are conducting a rigorous experimen-
tal comparison of the Work Plus and Training Focused approaches with the Work Focused ap-
proach. The study focuses on TANF recipients who became newly eligible for Phase 2 services,
having enrolled in Phase 1, DPSS’s mandatory preemployment program, and having recently
started a job providing 20 or more hours per week of work with wages of $6.75 or more per
hour, the state minimum. DPSS randomly assigned these recipients to the Work Plus or Train-
ing Focused approaches or to the Work Focused approach, hereafter referred to as the control
group. DPSS assigned Work Plus and Training Focused group members to new case managers
who specialized in providing their approach’s services and reassigned members of the control
group to their Phase 1 case managers. Random assignment took place between January 2001
and October 2003. This report summarizes the effects of each approach for 2,907 single parents
(mostly mothers) who were randomly assigned through September 2003.

The random assignment process ensured that there are no systematic differences in sam-
ple members’ characteristics, measured and unmeasured, among the three research groups. Thus,
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any differences that emerge when comparing employment or other outcomes between any two of
these groups can be described with confidence as true effects and not the result of chance.

Evaluation Sample

In evaluations of social policy initiatives, the background characteristics and experi-
ences of sample members often affect the types of services they receive and their subsequent
labor market behavior. Most notably for this evaluation, about 56 percent of the sample mem-
bers were working for 32 hours or more per week at their time of random assignment. Having
met the TANF weekly participation requirement through their work hours, these sample mem-
bers remained eligible to participate in Work Plus or Training Focused activities but had no ob-
ligation to do so — not even to maintain contact with their case managers. In contrast, participa-
tion was mandatory for the 44 percent of Work Plus and the Training Focused group members
who worked between 20 and 32 hours per week and had not met California’s 32-hour weekly
participation requirement at their time of random assignment.

Also important, at the time of random assignment, about 42 percent of sample members
lacked a high school diploma or GED certificate, the minimum credentials required to enter
many training courses offered at community colleges and private vocational institutions. (Some
training programs enroll nongraduates, but nongraduates often need to complete courses in ba-
sic education, English as a Second Language, or GED certificate preparation before entering
their preferred course of study.) Thus, the education and training options initially open to many
Work Plus and Training Focused sample members were limited.

Finally, on average, sample members had two children, and two-thirds of sample mem-
bers had at least one child age 5 or younger as of random assignment. Thus, many single-parent
sample members needed to arrange for child care while they worked or attended education or
training courses.

Key Findings on Program Implementation and Participation

To have a fair test of the Work Plus and Training Focused approaches, a relatively large
proportion of Work Plus and Training Focused group members would have to attend education or
training activities, and their levels of participation in those activities would have to greatly ex-
ceed the participation level of the control group. For several reasons, these benchmarks proved
difficult to achieve, most notably because a higher than expected proportion of control group
members attended education or training activities on their own initiative. However, as discussed
below, the two approaches attained greater success in boosting participation beyond control
group levels among sample members working part-time hours at random assignment, for whom
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participation was mandatory, and among nongraduates, who faced greater difficulties in enroll-
ing in vocationally oriented education or training courses.

e Compared with the control group, the Work Plus and Training Focused
approaches increased participation in education or training activities
primarily among sample members who, as of random assignment, were
working part time or were without a high school diploma or GED cer-
tificate.

Table ES.2 displays levels of participation in each research group for a subsample of 712
single parents who responded to a survey administered around 12 months following their date of
random assignment. Work Plus and Training Focused respondents reported attendance in skill-
building activities that their case managers recommended, as well as in other programs that group
members sought out and enrolled in entirely on their own. The table shows rates and averages for
all survey respondents (“full sample”) and separate results for subgroups defined by members’
level of educational attainment and number of hours of employment at random assignment.

As the table shows, 32 percent of control group respondents reported that they attended
an education or training activity — remedial education, postsecondary education, or vocational
training — on their own initiative during the first year of follow-up. (Interviews with DPSS ad-
ministrators and case managers and an examination of agency records confirmed that Phase 1
case managers almost never referred control group members to education or training activities.)
Control group members’ level of participation in education or training is surprisingly high, es-
pecially for working single parents. Most likely, the setting of the evaluation in Riverside
County contributed to this result. Riverside has a large number of public and private educational
institutions that enroll unemployed and low-wage workers and offer Pell Grants and other sup-
port for attendees. Moreover, sample members in all three research groups enrolled and partici-
pated in essentially the same types of education and training programs, especially in the medical
field (Certified Nurse’s Aide programs, in particular) and the office assistant field.

During the first year of follow-up, the Training Focused approach led to a modest in-
crease in participation in education and training activities. About 41 percent of survey respondents
in the Training Focused group attended an education or training course, 9 percentage points more
than did survey respondents in the control group. Compared with the Training Focused group, a
slightly smaller percentage of the Work Plus group participated in education or training (37 per-
cent), and the difference between the Work Plus and control group rates of participation is not sta-
tistically significant. In all three groups, only about 10 to 13 percent of sample members were still
participating in an education or training activity at the end of Year 1, and a similar percentage at-
tained a degree or vocational certificate by that time (results not shown).
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The Employment Retention and Advancement Project
Table ES.2

Impacts on Participation in Education and Training and Job Search Activities

Riverside Phase 2

Work Training
Plus Control Difference Focused Control  Difference
Outcome (%) Group  Group  (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value
Full sample
Participated in an education/training activity 37.3 32.0 5.4 0.234 41.3 32.0 9.3 ** 0.037
Currently participating 134 9.9 3.6 0.240 13.0 9.9 3.1 0.299
Participated while working 29.6 22.6 70 * 0.086 25.9 22.6 3.3 0.418
Participated in a job search activity 64.3 60.0 4.2 0.341 62.4 60.0 2.3 0.599
Sample size (total = 712) 237 241 234 241
High school graduate or GED recipient
Participated in an education/training activity 32.3 33.2 -0.9 0.877 38.1 33.2 4.9 0.395
Currently participating 15.1 11.2 3.9 0.359 15.3 11.2 4.2 0.322
Participated while working 29.3 27.1 2.2 0.686 23.8 27.1 -3.3 0.541
Participated in a job search activity 61.9 63.1 -1.2 0.837 63.8 63.1 0.7 0.906
Sample size (total = 426) 141 144 141 144
Nongraduate
Participated in an education/training activity 41.1 30.8 10.3 0.159 48.2 30.8 17.4 ** 0.020
Currently participating 9.8 7.2 2.6 0.559 12.0 7.2 4.8 0.285
Participated while working 27.2 16.4 10.7 * 0.091 30.5 16.4 14.0 ** 0.030
Participated in a job search activity 66.2 56.9 9.4 0.175 59.5 56.9 2.6 0.711
Sample size (total = 281) 95 96 90 96

(continued)
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Table ES.2 (continued)

Work Training
Plus Control Difference Focused Control  Difference
Outcome (%) Group  Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value
Worked 20 to 31 hours per week
at random assignment
Participated in an education/training activity 51.4 335 18.0 ** 0.016 47.0 335 135 * 0.064
Currently participating 21.2 13.0 8.2 0.141 134 13.0 0.4 0.941
Participated while working 42.2 26.0 16.2 **  0.021 27.9 26.0 1.9 0.778
Participated in a job search activity 66.6 60.2 6.3 0.392 62.4 60.2 2.1 0.768
Sample size (total = 301) 104 97 100 97
Worked 32 or more hours per week
at random assignment
Participated in an education/training activity 26.5 29.8 -3.2 0.581 37.0 29.8 7.3 0.210
Currently participating 7.9 6.4 15 0.680 13.2 6.4 6.8 * 0.059
Participated while working 19.9 18.3 1.6 0.756 24.9 18.3 6.7 0.193
Participated in a job search activity 62.4 59.3 3.1 0.604 62.1 59.3 2.8 0.636
Sample size (total = 405) 131 140 134 140

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from responses to the ERA 12-Month Survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample

members.

Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

Two-tailed t-tests were applied to differences between outcomes for the Work Plus and control groups and for the Training Focused and

control groups.

Statistical significance levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent.
Education/training activities include adult basic education (ABE), General Educational Development (GED), English as a Second Language
(ESL) classes, postsecondary education, and vocational training.



Results for subgroups reveal a more complex pattern (Table ES.2). Similar to the full
sample, the two approaches had little or no effect on participation in education or training activi-
ties among high school graduates and GED certificate recipients or among those who were work-
ing full time (32 or more hours per week) as of random assignment. In contrast, among those who
were working part time (20 to 30 hours per week), around half of Work Plus and Training Fo-
cused respondents participated in an education or training activity, compared with only about one-
third of the control group. The differences of 18 percentage points for the Work Plus group and 14
percentage points for the Training Focused group are statistically significant and represent rela-
tively large effects on participation. Among nongraduates, a similarly large impact on (of 17 per-
centage points) was found for Training Focused group members. A higher percentage of Work
Plus group members participated in an education or training activity as well, but the difference is
smaller (10 percentage points) and not statistically significant.

Several factors appear to explain why the Work Plus and Training Focused approaches
led to only modest increases in participation in education or training activities beyond what con-
trol group members attained on their own initiative. Work Plus and Training Focused case man-
agers reported difficulty in convincing many employed single parents, especially those working
full time, to cut back on their hours of work or on time devoted to family in order to attend
school or training. Other sample members stopped participating or chose not to enroll in educa-
tion or training programs when they left employment — opting, instead, to look for work. Addi-
tionally, about half of the sample left TANF within one year of random assignment (results not
shown), which, during much of this report’s follow-up period, ended their eligibility for ser-
vices. Finally, for part of the follow-up, a shortage of funds that were intended to pay for spe-
cialized training opportunities reduced the number of openings in longer-term training pro-
grams, especially for members of the Training Focused group.

Findings on Employment and Earnings Impacts

e Over the two-year follow-up period, neither the Work Plus nor the
Training Focused approach led to greater employment retention rates
or higher earnings than the levels achieved by the control group.

For each research group, Table ES.3 displays average quarterly employment rates (a
measure of employment retention, showing the percentage of follow-up quarters with employ-
ment) and total earnings during Years 1 and 2. These measures were calculated from quarterly
earnings reported to California’s unemployment insurance (UI) system. All sample members were
working as of random assignment; therefore, employment levels could only move downward over
time. For instance, control group members worked at Ul-covered jobs during 72 percent of the
follow-up quarters in Year 1 but during only 62 percent of the quarters in the following year —
indicating a fairly rapid decline in employment. Control group members earned relatively little
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The Employment Retention and Advancement Project
Table ES.3
Years 1-2, Impacts on Ul-Covered Employment and Earnings

Riverside Phase 2

Work Training
Plus  Control Difference Focused Control Difference

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value
Full sample
Year 1

Average quarterly employment (%) 70.0 72.4 -2.4 0.132 67.5 72.4 -4.9 *** 0.008

Total earnings ($) 8,055 8,346 -291 0.348 8,022 8,346 -325 0.366
Year 2

Average quarterly employment (%) 60.2 61.6 -1.4 0.457 59.5 61.6 -2.2 0.308

Total earnings ($) 8,134 8,360 -226 0.562 8,640 8,360 279 0.536
Sample size (total = 2,907) 1,466 723 718 723
High school graduate or GED recipient
Year 1

Average quarterly employment (%) 70.9 72.8 -1.9 0.365 67.9 72.8 -5.0 ** 0.040

Total earnings (3$) 8,475 9,071 -596 0.175 8,669 9,071 -402 0.428
Year 2

Average quarterly employment (%) 61.5 63.7 -2.3 0.351 62.5 63.7 -1.3 0.645

Total earnings ($) 8,814 9,212 -398 0.477 9,588 9,212 376 0.560
Sample size (total = 1,668) 856 394 418 394

(continued)
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Table ES.3 (continued)

Work Training
Plus  Control Difference Focused Control Difference
Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value
Nongraduate
Year 1
Average quarterly employment (%) 69.0 72.2 -3.2 0.179 66.6 72.2 -5.6 ** 0.047
Total earnings ($) 7,551 7,451 100 0.815 7,057 7,451 -393 0.431
Year 2
Average quarterly employment (%) 58.9 59.7 -0.8 0.763 54.6 59.7 -5.1 0.119
Total earnings ($) 7,317 7,349 -32 0.951 7,198 7,349 -151 0.806
Sample size (total = 1,215) 599 320 296 320
Worked 20 to 31 hours per week
at random assignment
Year 1
Average quarterly employment (%) 68.3 71.2 -3.0 0.211 64.6 71.2 -6.7 ** 0.018
Total earnings ($) 7,041 7,126 -85 0.836 6,742 7,126 -384 0.426
Year 2
Average quarterly employment (%) 58.9 61.8 -3.0 0.274 60.4 61.8 -1.4 0.650
Total earnings ($) 7,453 7,559 -106 0.852 8,308 7,559 749 0.260
Sample size (total = 1,261) 650 312 299 312

(continued)
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Table ES.3 (continued)

Work Training
Plus  Control Difference Focused Control  Difference

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value
Worked 32 or more hours per week
at random assignment
Year 1

Average quarterly employment (%) 71.4 72.8 -1.5 0.494 69.9 72.8 -2.9 0.232

Total earnings ($) 8,874 9,301 -427 0.344 8,941 9,301 -360 0.486
Year 2

Average quarterly employment (%) 61.3 60.6 0.8 0.759 59.5 60.6 -1.1 0.699

Total earnings (3$) 8,637 8,968 -331 0.542 8,930 8,968 -38 0.951
Sample size (full sample = 1,620) 800 404 416 404

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department Unemployment Insurance (Ul) records.

NOTES: This table does not include employment outside California or in jobs not covered by Ul (for example, "off-the-books" jobs, some agricultural

jobs, and federal government jobs). Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment

characteristics of sample members. Significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, * = 10 percent. Twenty-four sample
members were excluded from calculations for educational attainment subgroups because of missing values on educational attainment. Rounding may
cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. Dollar averages include zero values for sample members who were not employed. The p-
value indicates the likelihood that the difference between the program and control group arose by chance.
The average quarterly employment measure was computed by adding up the number of quarters employed, dividing by the total number of quarters
potentially employed, and expressing the result as a percentage.



during the follow-up period, averaging about $8,350 per year in total earnings (including zero
earnings for group members without employment in a Ul-covered job).

In keeping with their advancement goals, the Work Plus and Training Focused ap-
proaches are expected to increase employment retention and total earnings above control group
levels. However, education and training initiatives generally do not lead to employment and earn-
ings impacts in the first year of follow-up, while most participants are attending school or training.

To date, the results for each approach are not encouraging. During the first two years of
follow-up, Work Plus and Training Focused group members remained employed at Ul-covered
jobs for about the same number of quarters as control group members and received, on average,
about the same amount in total earnings. The only statistically significant impact recorded dur-
ing the follow-up period is for the Training Focused group during Year 1 — a modest decrease
in quarterly employment of 4.9 percentage points below the control group. This result probably
reflects the choice made by some Training Focused group members to temporarily forgo em-
ployment while they attended education or training activities. The difference in quarterly em-
ployment between the Training Focused and control groups diminished during Year 2 and was
no longer statistically significant.

In addition to results for the full samples, Table ES.3 displays results for graduates and
nongraduates and for part-time and full-time workers. As with the full sample, the Work Plus
approach did not increase employment or earnings above the control group for any subgroup.
The pattern of impacts is nearly as consistent for the Training Focused group, involving a de-
crease in quarterly employment in Year 1 (for three of the subgroups) and no statistically sig-
nificant effect on earnings during either year of follow-up.

Conclusions and Policy Implications

A two-year follow-up period may be too short to assess the impacts of education and
training initiatives for working TANF recipients. However, the findings from the Riverside
study so far underscore the difficulty of designing and implementing education and training ini-
tiatives for low-income adults under the conditions that governed the Riverside study. These
problems made it harder for each approach to raise participation in education and training ac-
tivities beyond control group levels. They include:

e Services were targeted to TANF recipients who had only recently started
employment. It may be difficult to convince people who are adjusting to their
new jobs to participate in activities aimed at achieving career advancement in
the long term.

e Most enrollees were already working full time.
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o Enrollees were expected to attend education or training courses by traveling
to traditional venues like adult education schools, community colleges, or
vocational training institutions during nonwork hours.

e Attendance at school or training sometimes required enrollees to decrease
their income, at least temporarily, by reducing their work hours or forgoing
employment.

As the results for the Work Plus and Training Focused approaches have shown, only
some single parents have the characteristics — sufficient time, energy, reliable child care ar-
rangements, and a willingness to forgo the few hours they do not devote to work and family —
that can enable them to engage in skill-building activities. Moreover, it appears from the partici-
pation findings for control group members that many people with these characteristics will seek
out education and training opportunities on their own initiative (without the active support of
agency administrators and case managers), especially in a service-rich environment such as
Riverside County.

This finding applies more to sample members who were working full time at random
assignment and to high school graduates and GED certificate recipients — subgroups that ex-
hibited little or no increase in participation in education or training beyond their counterparts in
the control group — than to part-time workers and nongraduates. For the latter two groups,
which represent more disadvantaged TANF populations, the Work Plus and Training Focused
approaches increased attendance in skill-building activities — particularly in adult basic educa-
tion or GED certificate preparation classes — but so far have not led to higher levels of em-
ployment or earnings beyond what would have happened without either intervention.

Finally, it is worth noting that the Work Plus and Training Focused approaches are only
two of several advancement strategies for low-income adults that encourage attendance at
school or training. Examples of other similar programs that have shown promise in previous or
ongoing evaluations include: mandatory education-focused preemployment programs for Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) or TANF recipients in Atlanta, Georgia, and Co-
lumbus, Ohio (two of seven programs evaluated in the National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work
Strategies [NEWWS] that stressed education or training); and an initiative involving two com-
munity colleges in the New Orleans, Louisiana, area (part of the Opening Doors demonstra-
tion), which offers low-income parents enhanced scholarships if they remain enrolled and main-
tain a minimum grade point average. Other initiatives currently under study include training
programs operated at the workplace and sectoral employment initiatives (involving business
groups, unions, government agencies, and community-based organizations, individually or in
partnership) that develop career opportunities and training curricula for low-wage workers in
specific industries. In the coming years, it will be important for program administrators and
policymakers to understand the long-term effects of the Work Plus and Training Focused ap-
proaches, as well as those of similar alternative approaches. There is still much to learn about
which services and supports offer the greatest promise of helping low-income adults advance in
the labor market.
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