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Overview


This report assesses the implementation and two-year impacts of two education and training 
initiatives — together called Phase 2 — for employed, single-parent welfare recipients in River
side County, California. The first, Riverside’s Work Plus program, encourages enrollees to meet 
the welfare system’s quid pro quo “participation” requirements by combining at least 20 hours 
of employment per week with up to 12 additional hours of attendance in remedial education, 
postsecondary education, or vocational training. The second, Riverside’s Training Focused pro
gram, allows enrollees to substitute additional hours in school or training for hours on the job or 
even to forgo employment temporarily and instead participate full time in approved skill-
building activities. MDRC is relying on a random assignment design to evaluate the Work Plus 
and Training Focused strategies — employed recipients are randomly assigned to one of the 
two special programs or to a control group (whose members are not encouraged to enroll in 
education or training and are expected to maintain or seek full-time employment). The Work 
Plus and Training Focused programs are among the 16 models being tested by MDRC in the 
national Employment Retention and Advancement (ERA) project under contract to the Admini
stration for Children and Families (ACF) in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS), with additional support from the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL). 

Key Findings  
•	 The two programs had only small impacts on attendance in education or training 

overall, but they showed larger effects among more disadvantaged groups. Surpris
ingly, many control group members participated in an education or training activity on 
their own initiative during the first year of follow-up — a level of participation only 
slightly below those of the Work Plus (37 percent) and Training Focused (41 percent) 
groups. Impacts differed markedly by subgroup. Among single parents who were high 
school graduates or working full-time hours at random assignment, the two programs had 
difficulty getting more people to attend school or training beyond those who probably 
would have done so anyway. In contrast, among more disadvantaged recipients, includ
ing nongraduates and part-time workers, the two programs boosted participation by a 
considerable margin above the control group, primarily in remedial education activities. 

•	 Over two years, neither program increased employment and earnings levels above 
the control group. Work Plus and Training Focused group members remained employed 
for about the same length of time as control group members, and all three groups re
ceived about the same amount in total earnings. No increases in employment or earnings 
above the control group were found for any subgroup, including more disadvantaged 
groups with relatively large impacts on attending school or training.  

Although not encouraging, these results are not the final word on the Work Plus and Training 
Focused approaches (longer follow-up periods eventually will be analyzed) or on other strate
gies that encourage employed single-parent TANF recipients or other low-income workers to 
combine work and training.  
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About the Employment Retention and  

Advancement Project 


The federal welfare overhaul of 1996 ushered in myriad policy changes aimed at getting 
low-income parents off public assistance and into employment. These changes — especially 
cash welfare’s transformation from an entitlement into a time-limited benefit contingent on 
work participation — have intensified the need to help low-income families become economi
cally self-sufficient and remain so in the long term. Although a fair amount is known about how 
to help welfare recipients prepare for and find jobs in the first place, the Employment Retention 
and Advancement (ERA) project is the most comprehensive effort thus far to ascertain which 
approaches help welfare recipients and other low-income people stay steadily employed and 
advance in their jobs.  

Launched in 1999 and slated to end in 2009, the ERA project encompasses more than a 
dozen demonstration programs and uses a rigorous research design to analyze the programs’ 
implementation and impacts on research sample members, who were randomly assigned to the 
study groups. The study was conceived and funded by the Administration for Children and 
Families in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services; supplemental support has been 
provided by the U.S. Department of Labor. The project is being conducted by MDRC. Most of 
the ERA programs were designed specifically for the purposes of evaluation, in some cases 
building on prior initiatives. Because the programs’ aims and target populations vary, so do 
their services: 

•	 Advancement programs focus on helping low-income workers move into 
better jobs by offering such services as career counseling and education and 
training. 

•	 Placement and retention programs seek to help participants find and hold 
jobs and are aimed mostly at “hard-to-employ” people, such as welfare re
cipients who have disabilities or substance abuse problems. 

•	 Mixed-goals programs focus on job placement, retention, and advancement, 
in that order, and are targeted primarily to welfare recipients who are search
ing for jobs.  

The ERA project’s evaluation component investigates the following aspects of each 
program: 

•	 Implementation. What services does the program provide? How are those 
services delivered? Who receives them? How are problems addressed? 
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•	 Impacts. To what extent does the program improve employment rates, job 
retention, advancement, and other key outcomes? Looking across programs, 
which approaches are most effective, and for whom? 

A total of 16 ERA models have been implemented in eight states: California, Illinois, 
Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina, and Texas. But — given significant 
differences in implementation in the three sites operating the Texas model — the project ul
timately will yield 18 independent estimates of site effectiveness.1 

The evaluation draws on administrative and fiscal records, surveys of participants, and 
field visits to the sites.  

1Past reports list 15 ERA models. This number was changed, however, to recognize that one of the 
tests in Riverside, California, actually involved two models, given the two initiatives’ different sets of 
service providers and program rules. Note that “site effectiveness” refers to the effectiveness of different 
models or to the effectiveness of a model that was implemented very differently in a number of locations. 
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Executive Summary 

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 
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.  
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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 
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.  
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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 
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 
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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 Plus Training Focused Work Focused 
(Control Group) 

Administrative 
agency County welfare department 

(postemployment division) 
County workforce 

agency 

County welfare depart
ment (preemployment 

division) 
Minimum weekly 
participation  
mandate 

32 hours of employment or approved employment preparation activities 

Minimum weekly 
work requirement 20 hours None 20 hours 

Advancement 
strategy  

20 hours or more of work 
plus education or training 

Maximize hours of 
education or training 

Maximize hours of 
employment 

Education and 
training focus 

Remedial education or 
short-term training 

Long-term vocational 
training None 

Case management Intensive and proactive Intensive and proactive Limited and reactive 
Financial supports 
for work or training Available 

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
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. 
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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, 
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-
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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 
participation was mandatory, and among nongraduates, who faced greater difficulties in enroll
ing in vocationally oriented education or training courses. 

•	 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. 
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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). 

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-
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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 13.4 9.9 3.6 0.240 13.0 9.9 3.1 0.299 
Participated while working 29.6 22.6 7.0 * 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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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 33.5 18.0 ** 0.016 47.0 33.5 13.5 * 0.064 
Currently participating 21.2 13.0 8.2 0.141 13.4 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 1.5 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. 



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 
•	 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 UI-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 
during the follow-up period, averaging about $8,350 per year in total earnings (including zero 
earnings for group members without employment in a UI-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. 
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The Employment Retention and Advancement Project


Table ES.3


Years 1-2, Impacts on UI-Covered Employment and Earnings


Riverside Phase 2


Outcome 

Work 
Plus 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) P-Value 

Training 
Focused 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) P-Value 

Full sample 

Year 1 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

70.0 
8,055 

72.4 
8,346 

-2.4 
-291 

0.132 
0.348 

67.5 
8,022 

72.4 
8,346 

-4.9 *** 
-325 

0.008 
0.366 

Year 2 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

60.2 
8,134 

61.6 
8,360 

-1.4 
-226 

0.457 
0.562 

59.5 
8,640 

61.6 
8,360 

-2.2 
279 

0.308 
0.536 

Sample size (total = 2,907) 1,466 723 718 723 

High school graduate or GED recipient 

Year 1 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

70.9 
8,475 

72.8 
9,071 

-1.9 
-596 

0.365 
0.175 

67.9 
8,669 

72.8 
9,071 

-5.0 ** 
-402 

0.040 
0.428 

Year 2 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

61.5 
8,814 

63.7 
9,212 

-2.3 
-398 

0.351 
0.477 

62.5 
9,588 

63.7 
9,212 

-1.3 
376 

0.645 
0.560 

Sample size (total = 1,668) 856 394 418 394 
(continued) 
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Outcome 

Work 
Plus 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) P-Value 

Training 
Focused 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) P-Value 

Nongraduate 

Year 1 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

69.0 
7,551 

72.2 
7,451 

-3.2 
100 

0.179 
0.815 

66.6 
7,057 

72.2 
7,451 

-5.6 ** 
-393 

0.047 
0.431 

Year 2 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

58.9 
7,317 

59.7 
7,349 

-0.8 
-32 

0.763 
0.951 

54.6 
7,198 

59.7 
7,349 

-5.1 
-151 

0.119 
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 (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

68.3 
7,041 

71.2 
7,126 

-3.0 
-85 

0.211 
0.836 

64.6 
6,742 

71.2 
7,126 

-6.7 ** 
-384 

0.018 
0.426 

Year 2 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

58.9 
7,453 

61.8 
7,559 

-3.0 
-106 

0.274 
0.852 

60.4 
8,308 

61.8 
7,559 

-1.4 
749 

0.650 
0.260 

Sample size (total = 1,261) 650 312 299 312 
(continued) 
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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 ($) 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 (UI) records. 

NOTES: This table does not include employment outside California or in jobs not covered by UI (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. 



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 UI-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: 

•	 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. 

•	 Most enrollees were already working full time.  

•	 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.  
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•	 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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Introduction 

Overview of the ERA Project 
For over a decade, policymakers and program operators have struggled to learn what 

kinds of services, supports, and incentives are best equipped to help low-income, working par
ents retain steady employment and move to better jobs. This issue has assumed even greater 
urgency in the wake of the welfare reforms of the 1990s, which made long-term welfare receipt 
much less feasible for families. And yet, while a great deal is known about alternative ap
proaches to job preparation and placement, there is still relatively little hard evidence about ef
fective strategies to promote employment retention and advancement. Previous studies on reten
tion and advancement efforts — notably, the Post-Employment Services Demonstration 
(PESD), a four-site project that tested programs providing follow-up case management to wel
fare recipients who found jobs — generally failed to improve employment retention.1 

The Employment Retention and Advancement (ERA) project was designed to improve 
on past efforts to learn what works in this area by identifying and testing innovative models de
signed to promote employment stability and wage progression among welfare recipients or 
other low-income groups. The project began in 1998, when the Administration for Children and 
Families (ACF) in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) issued planning 
grants to 13 states to develop new programs. The following year, MDRC was selected by 
ACF/HHS to conduct an evaluation of the ERA programs.2 From 2000 to 2003, MDRC and its 
subcontractor, The Lewin Group, worked closely with the states that had received planning 
grants — and with several other states — to mount tests of ERA programs. MDRC, The Lewin 
Group, and Cygnet Associates also provided extensive technical assistance to some of the states 
and program operators, because most were starting programs from scratch, with no proven 
models on which to build. 

Ultimately, a total of 16 ERA models (also called “tests”) were implemented in eight 
states. Almost all the programs target current or former recipients of Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families (TANF), the cash welfare program that mainly serves single mothers and their 
children, but the program models are extremely diverse. One group of programs targets low-
wage workers and focuses strongly on advancement. Another group targets individuals who are 
considered “hard to employ” and aims primarily to place them in stable jobs. Finally, a third 
group has mixed goals and targets a diverse set of populations, including former TANF recipi
ents, TANF applicants, and low-wage workers in particular firms. Some of these programs ini

1Rangarajan and Novak (1999). Riverside County was one of the four sites in the PESD evaluation. 
2The U.S. Department of Labor has also provided funding to support the ERA project. 
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tiate services before individuals go to work, while others begin services after employment. Each 
model is described in Appendix Table A.1.  

The evaluation design is similar in most of the sites. Individuals who meet ERA eligi
bility criteria (which vary from site to site) are assigned, at random, to a program group, also 
called “the ERA group,” or to a control group. Members of the ERA group are recruited for — 
and, in some sites, required to participate in — the ERA program, while those in the control 
group are not eligible for ERA services. The extent and nature of services and supports avail
able to the control group vary from site to site, but it is important to note that, in most sites, the 
ERA program is not being compared with a “no services” control group; that is, most of the 
control group members in the various sites receive at least limited services. The random as
signment process ensures that any differences in outcomes between the research groups that 
emerge during the follow-up period can be attributed to the ERA program rather than to differ
ences in the characteristics of people in the groups. Differences in outcomes are known as im
pacts. To track the research groups over time, MDRC is using surveys and administrative re
cords (data on quarterly earnings in jobs covered by unemployment insurance and records of 
TANF and food stamp payments).  

The Riverside Phase 2 Program 

History of Postemployment Programs in Riverside County 

Since the mid-1980s, the Riverside County Department of Public Social Services 
(DPSS) has operated a mandatory preemployment program for welfare recipients, called 
Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN). Using the Work First program model (subse
quently adopted by many states and localities), GAIN excelled at moving recipients quickly into 
jobs. However, evaluations of the GAIN program, along with DPSS’s internal reviews, con
vinced the agency’s administrators that many GAIN clients who found jobs subsequently left 
employment and that relatively few advanced to better jobs. Moreover, GAIN clients who be
came reemployed found the same type of entry-level jobs without any wage progression or ca
reer movement.  

Starting in 1994, DPSS sought to address these problems by adding a postemployment 
component to GAIN. At first, DPSS’s initiative focused primarily on case management services 
and provision of payments for enrollees’ child care, transportation, and other work-related ex
penses (similar to the Work Focused approach in the present study). The program was evaluated 
as part of the national Post-Employment Services Demonstration (PESD). As noted in the pre
vious section, the evaluators found that PESD programs in Riverside and other localities did not 
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improve enrollees’ ability to retain employment beyond what they would have done on their 
own initiative.  

In January 1998, DPSS launched a new postemployment program that encouraged en
rollees to attend education or training courses outside of work. DPSS named its new program 
Phase 2 and renamed its preemployment program Phase 1. The Phase 2 program targeted Phase 
1 participants who found and held jobs for at least 30 days but who were still receiving a TANF 
grant because of their relatively low earnings.3 These individuals had to be working a minimum 
of 20 hours per week. Phase 2 attempted to connect them with education and training activities 
(primarily vocational training and postsecondary education programs) while they were working, 
in order to increase their skills and expertise and help them gain greater access to higher-paying 
jobs with career advancement ladders. Phase 2 staff tried to get prospective clients to enroll in 
education and training programs as soon as possible, so that they could attend and complete 
their programs before they reached the end of their TANF eligibility period. Not doing so meant 
that clients would not only lose their TANF grants and suffer a loss of income but also compli
cate their ability to participate in and finish their education and training programs. 

Initially, Phase 1 case managers were given the responsibility of handling the postem
ployment activities of their clients once they found jobs. However, the Phase 1 staff found that 
their preemployment duties (getting clients employed and off their caseloads as quickly as pos
sible) and their postemployment responsibilities (keeping clients working but encouraging them 
to enroll in education and training programs and stay on their caseloads) were incompatible 
tasks that were difficult to balance. Within six months, DPSS created a separate Phase 2 unit to 
conduct program administration and case management operations. 

During the ensuing years, DPSS Phase 2 staff worked with education and training pro
viders to make attendance easier for working parents (creating courses with flexible schedules, 
for example) and to recruit enrollees more aggressively. The result was the Work Plus version 
of Phase 2. DPSS administrators remained concerned that Phase 2 enrollees often chose em
ployment at low-paying jobs over attendance in education and training activities. In response, 
DPSS worked with the Economic Development Agency (EDA) of Riverside County, the local 
workforce agency, to design an alternative version of Phase 2 that encourages enrollees to 
maximize their hours of attendance in education and training activities, even if they cut back on 
their hours of work. EDA administers employment and training programs for unemployed and 
underemployed workers, funded by the federal Workforce Investment Act. Its administrators 
and case managers strongly advocated attendance in education and training activities as means 
of advancing in the labor market. DPSS and EDA administrators named this alternative version 

3California called its TANF program CalWORKs: California’s Work Opportunities and Responsibility to 
Kids. 
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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. 

Throughout their years of operating Phase 2, DPSS administrators have experimented 
with alternative approaches to providing postemployment education and training services for 
working TANF recipients. The first of the programs was called New Visions. New Visions was 
a 24-week college “bridge” program operated by Riverside Community College from 1998 to 
2003. It 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 
rates and earnings above the levels attained by enrollees in the mainstream Phase 2 program.4 

Description of Research Groups 

The Phase 2 study involved randomly assigning working TANF recipients to three separate 
research groups. Each group’s services, philosophy, and staff responsibilities were as follows: 

•	 The Work Plus group (the original DPSS Phase 2 program) was eligible to 
receive intensive case management and enhanced supportive services to en
courage employment stability and advancement. These employed recipients 
were encouraged to attend education and training activities as a way to in
crease their earnings, but in order to do so they had to work at least 20 hours 
per week. The hypothesis underlying this approach was that working rein
forces the value of education and training classes, and requiring people to 
work while they are in school or training increases the likelihood that they 
will complete their programs and use their newly learned skills in the labor 
market. DPSS Phase 2 case managers operated this program. 

•	 The Training Focused group was also eligible to receive intensive case man
agement and enhanced supportive services to encourage employment stability 
and advancement. These employed recipients were encouraged to attend edu
cation and training activities as a way to improve their earnings, but unlike 
Work Plus group members, they had the option (with case manager approval) 
to decrease or eliminate their work hours while participating in education and 
training activities. The hypothesis underlying this approach was that in order to 
take advantage of a broader array of education and training programs (many 
requiring numerous hours of instruction and requirements), some trade-off be
tween education and training and work responsibilities might be needed. 

4Evaluated by Abt Associates, the New Visions study ran from 1999 to 2005. For further details on the 
study findings, see Fein and Beecroft (2006). 
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Elimination of the work requirement while in education and training activities 
was thought to give Training Focused sample members opportunities to access 
more intensive education and training programs and to increase the likelihood 
that they would enroll in and complete such programs, resulting in greater 
earnings because of their higher skill levels. The expectation was that with 
more flexibility, more working recipients would be likely to participate in edu
cation and training activities. Phase 2 case managers in the Welfare-to-Work 
division of EDA operated this program.  

•	 The Work Focused group (the control group) was not referred to Work Plus 
or Training Focused services. Working recipients in this group were con
tacted periodically to verify their employment status and were encouraged to 
remain employed, find full-time work if they were currently working part 
time, and find better jobs in the future as a means of increasing their earn
ings. The focus was on work, and the underlying hypothesis was that contin
ued work experience would result in sustained and increased earnings. DPSS 
Phase 1 case managers operated this program. 

Regardless of research group assignment, clients had to fulfill the state-mandated 32
hour weekly participation requirement through work, education and training participation, job 
search activities, or some combination of the three. Furthermore, sample members in all three 
research groups retained full eligibility for TANF, food stamps, Medicaid, child care, transi
tional child care, and Medicaid benefits in accordance with the rules of those programs.  

External Environment 

Riverside County is one of the most diversified areas in California. The metropolitan 
Riverside area (which includes Riverside, Corona, Norco, and Moreno Valley) dominates the 
western portion of the county and possesses the most broadly based economy in the county. 
Hemet, San Jacinto, and Perris, located in the central region of the county, are part of a rural 
area quickly transforming into a bedroom community for the metro Los Angeles area. The de
sert communities of Palm Springs and Rancho Mirage and, farther to the east, Indio and Coa
chella, are in the sparely populated but rapidly growing eastern sector of the county. The leisure 
industry dominates the Palm Springs and Rancho Mirage economies, while the agriculture sec
tor predominates in the Indio and Coachella areas. The county’s population increased steadily 
throughout the study, growing from 1,583,600 in 2001 to 1,877,000 in 2005.5 The unemploy
ment rate decreased slightly during this period, declining from 6 percent in 2002 to 5 percent in 

5California Employment Development Department (2006a). 
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2005.6 Regional unemployment rates ranged from 6 percent in the metro Riverside area to 
around 9 percent in the central and eastern regions.7 

TANF caseloads in Riverside County have declined noticeably, dropping from 11,940 
in 2001 to 9,274 in 2005.8 TANF grant levels for a family of three increased from $614 in 2000 
to $689 in 2005.9 Because of California’s relatively high TANF grant levels and generous earn
ings disregards, TANF recipients can earn a significant amount of money before becoming in
eligible for this assistance. For example, in 2002 and 2003 a family of three, which is the typical 
family size of Phase 2 sample members, could earn up to $1,519 per month before losing their 
TANF eligibility. In other words, clients could work full time (40 hours per week) at $9.50 per 
hour before reaching this threshold. Moreover, at this level of earnings, the net earned income 
of $1,418 (after taxes) was more than the federal poverty guideline of $1,252.10 Not surpris
ingly, approximately half of all TANF single-parent case heads in Riverside County were em
ployed during the study period.11 

About the Evaluation 

Research Questions 

The Phase 2 study tests if the spectrum of Phase 2 services –– such as ongoing case 
management, career assessment and counseling, referrals to education and training activities, 
and provision of work support payments –– coupled with greater flexibility for employed 
TANF recipients to combine work and education and training activities will, among other 
things, increase full-time employment, wages, earnings, and benefits and ultimately reduce the 
welfare caseload. The unique three-group random assignment design in the Phase 2 study al
lows for several comparisons: Differences in outcomes between the Work Plus and control 
groups represent the effects of DPSS’s longstanding postemployment approach beyond what 
working recipients could attain on their own initiative. Similarly, differences in outcomes be
tween the Training Focused and control groups represent the effects of EDA’s more strongly 
training-focused approach relative to no assistance in enrolling in skill-building activities. It is 
also possible to directly compare results for the Work Plus and Training Focused groups.  

6California Employment Development Department (2006b). 
7California Employment Development Department (2006c). Regional averages were estimated across an

nual unemployment rates from 2001 to 2005. 
8California Department of Social Services (2006a). 
9California Department of Social Services (2006b). 
10California Department of Social Services (2006c, 2006d). 
11California Department of Social Services (2006e). 
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The study includes three major components: (1) an implementation analysis, which 
studies the way the program operates; (2) a participation analysis, which examines the extent to 
which Work Plus, Training Focused, and control group members received postemployment ser
vices; and (3) an impact analysis, which assesses the economic difference the programs make 
relative to what would have happened in the absence of the program. 

This report focuses on the following questions. 

•	 Implementation: How did DPSS and EDA launch and operate their Phase 2 
programs? What messages were delivered and services offered by DPSS and 
EDA? What strategies, tools, and rules did Phase 2 case managers use to en
sure that their clients fulfilled the weekly participation mandate of 32 hours 
per week? How did Phase 2 case managers spend their time? 

•	 Participation: Did the Phase 2 staff succeed in engaging a substantial pro
portion of individuals in education and training activities? What types of ser
vices did people receive? How did participation levels of the Work Plus and 
the Training Focused groups compare with the level of the control group? 

•	 Impacts: Within the follow-up period, did the Work Plus and Training Fo
cused groups, relative to the control group, experience increases in employ
ment retention and earnings and reductions in public assistance receipt? Did 
individuals’ measured income increase as a result of the program? Did the 
presence or absence of a work requirement improve employment retention 
and advancement outcomes? 

Research Design and Random Assignment Process 

Figure 1 illustrates the random assignment process in the Phase 2 study. Phase 1 clients 
who reported finding work had an employment record entered on the GAIN Employment Ac
tivity and Reporting System (GEARS), which was the automated program tracking system used 
by the Phase 1 and Phase 2 programs. Approximately 30 days from the date that clients reported 
starting their jobs, a DPSS Phase 1 staff person called them to verify that they were still work
ing. To be eligible for random assignment, clients needed to fulfill all three of the following cri
teria during the 30-day verification of employment contact:  

•	 Work a total of 20 or more hours for at least one week within the last 30 days 

•	 Earn an hourly wage equal to or greater than the state minimum wage ($6.75) 

•	 Expect to work an average of 20 hours or more per week for at least 30 days 
from the date of the employment verification contact 
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Riverside DPSS staff then used a module, developed in-house (with MDRC input) and 
installed on GEARS, to randomly assign clients who met these criteria into the three research 
groups. Random assignment operations began on January 17, 2001, and concluded on October 
31, 2003. Of the individuals eligible for random assignment, approximately 14 percent were 
assigned to the Work Plus group; 7 percent were assigned to the Training Focused group; and 7 
percent were assigned to the control group. The remaining 72 percent were placed in a nonre
search group called the Unassigned Work Plus group,12 which was eligible for the same set of 
Phase 2 services as the Work Plus sample members.13 

The module identified and excluded three groups of clients from Phase 2 random as
signment: (1) clients already enrolled in Phase 2 at the time that random assignment began in 
January 2001, (2) New Visions sample members, and (3) Post-Assistance Self-Sufficiency 
(PASS) study sample members.14 If these clients appeared eligible for random assignment, the 
Phase 2 random assignment module would identify them as being in one of the exclusion 
groups and would automatically place them in the Unassigned Work Plus group. 

Characteristics of the Phase 2 Research Sample 

Table 1 shows selected demographic characteristics of the single-parent sample members 
at the point they entered the study. (For a breakdown of these characteristics by research group, 
see Appendix Table A.2.) Nearly half of the sample are Hispanic. Moreover, the sample is over
whelmingly female (90 percent). The average age of sample members at random assignment was 
about 30 years, which is fairly typical across the ERA sites. Approximately 42 percent 

12MDRC created the Unassigned Work Plus group for two reasons. First, DPSS estimated that there 
would be a surplus of clients eligible for random assignment. Not all of these individuals would need to be 
randomly assigned into the study in order for MDRC to have a sufficient sample size to conduct its impacts 
analysis. Second, MDRC, DPSS, and EDA wanted to ensure that the client flow would not overwhelm the case 
managers in the three research groups, especially for the Training Focused group, which had only five case 
managers throughout the county. 

13Individuals in the Unassigned Work Plus group, if they subsequently left TANF altogether and were 
employed, were eligible for random assignment into the Post-Assistance Self-Sufficiency (Riverside PASS) 
study, which is also being studied as part of the ERA evaluation. To avoid confusing the treatment effects of 
the two Riverside ERA studies, sample members in the three Phase 2 research groups, if they left TANF and 
were working, were not randomly assigned into the PASS study but were eligible to receive the same set of 
minimal post-TANF services as PASS control group members. 

14PASS was the program created by Riverside DPSS for employed TANF recipients who left the welfare 
rolls. PASS provided voluntary postemployment services, such as case management, reemployment activities, 
and referrals to education and training programs and social services, to help former TANF recipients keep their 
jobs, stay off TANF, and find jobs with better pay and advancement opportunities. 
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The Employment Retention and Advancement Project


Table 1


Selected Characteristics of Single Parents


Riverside Phase 2


Characteristic Total 

Gender (%) 
Female 
Male 

92.3 
7.7 

Age (%) 
20 years or younger 
21 to 30 years 
31 to 40 years 
41 years or older 

Average age (years) 

Number of children in household (%) 
None 
1 
2 
3 or more 

9.1 
47.4 
31.6 
11.9 

30.1 

0.5 
34.3 
30.1 
35.1 

Average number of children 

Age of youngest child in household 
2 years or younger 
3 to 5 years 
6 years or older 

Race/ethnicity (%) 
Hispanic 
Black, non-Hispanic 
White, non-Hispanic 
American Indian 
Asian 

2.2 

45.9 
22.3 
31.8 

45.4 
20.4 
31.3 

0.7 
2.3 

Primary language (%) 
Spanish 
English 

11.9 
86.8 

Speaks English adequately for employment (%) 

Education (%) 
California High School Proficiency Exam 
GED 
High school diploma 
Technical/associate's degree/2-year college 
4-year (or more) college 
None of the above 

94.3 

0.2 
9.5 

41.4 
5.4 
1.2 

42.1 

High school diploma/GED or higher (%) 57.9 

(continued) 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Characteristic Total 

Housing status (%) 
Rent, public housing 6.6 
Rent, subsidized housing 6.0 
Rent, other 73.5 
Emergency/temporary housing 2.1 
Owns home or apartment 2.3 
Other 9.4 

Hours worked per week (%) 
Less than 20 0.9 
20 to 31 43.4 
32 or more 55.7 

Average hours worked per weeka 31.5 

Hourly wages (%) 
Less than $6.25 1.0 
$6.25 to  $6.99 47.7 
$7.00 to  $9.99 43.7 
$10.00 or more 7.7 

Average hourly wages ($) 7.43 

Months employed in past 3 years (%) 
Did not work 5.7 
Less than 6 25.1 
7 to 12 19.9 
13 to 24 22.7 
More than 24 26.7 

Type of employment in past 3 years (among those ever employed) (%) 
Mostly part time 37.6 
Mostly full time 49.5 
Equal amounts part time and full time 12.9 

Total prior AFDC/TANF receipt (%) 
NA (applicant) 5.5 
Less than one year 35.5 
1 year to less than 2 years 17.8 
2 to 5 years 24.5 
6 to 10 years 9.5 
Over 10 years 7.2 

Sample size (total = 2,907) 
(continued) 
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Table 1 (continued) 

SOURCE: Data recorded in Riverside Department of Public Social Services automated tracking 
system, the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS). 

NOTES: aBecause of the Phase 2 research design and baseline data sources, 100 percent of the sample 
members in all three research groups were employed as of random assignment into the study. 

lacked a high school diploma or a General Educational Development (GED) certificate, which 
indicates that a substantial portion of the sample would need basic education services. Sample 
members had an average of two children in their households, and over half had at least one child 
age 5 or younger, suggesting a need for child care while employed. While only 94 percent 
spoke English adequately for employment, all sample members were working at the time 
of random assignment. Almost 60 percent of sample members had been receiving TANF for 
two years or less. Further, as of random assignment, about 44 percent of the sample members 
were working less than full time (32 hours per week). These last two points indicate that while 
nearly half the sample potentially had some nonwork time available to participate in program 
activities, they also had only a short time frame in which to take advantage of the supports that 
would be given to them in conjunction with education and training participation, given their 
impending TANF time limit. Strikingly, 56 percent of the sample were working full time as of 
random assignment, which suggests that getting these individuals to participate in Phase 2 –– 
especially in longer-term activities such as education and training programs –– would be chal
lenging, given their limited amount of available time. 

Sample Sizes and Data Sources 

This report analyzes 2,907 single-parent sample members (1,466 in the Work Plus 
group, 718 in the Training Focused group, and 723 in the control group) randomly assigned into 
the study from January 2001 through September 2003, which represents over 96 percent of the 
total single-parent sample.15 Most of the report’s findings cover a two-year follow-up period. 
The data sources used in the report’s analyses are described below. 

15In all, 3,004 single-parent individuals were randomly assigned as part of the Riverside Phase 2 study. In 
order to make two complete years of follow-up data using UI wage records available for analysis in this report, 
the remaining 97 single-parent sample members who entered the study during the last month of random as
signment (October 2003) were not included. In addition, data for 484 sample members in two-parent families 
and 25 sample members in child-only cases were not analyzed for this report. 
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•	 Baseline Data. For each sample member, client demographic characteristics, 
such as gender, race/ethnicity, educational background, and welfare history 
were collected from records stored on the Machine Budgeting System 
(MBS) and GEARS databases at the time sample members were randomly 
assigned into the study. 

•	 Unemployment Insurance, TANF, and Food Stamp Records Data. Em
ployment, earnings, and public assistance impacts were estimated using auto
mated state unemployment insurance (UI) wage files and county TANF and 
food stamp eligibility and payment records. One year of follow-up for TANF 
and food stamp records and two years of follow-up for UI wage records are 
available for all sample members.  

•	 12-Month Client Survey Data. MDRC conducted a client survey for a sub
set of sample members from the three research groups 12 months after their 
random assignment date. A total of 911 sample members were selected from 
among those randomly assigned between October 2001 and June 2002, of 
whom 712 (78 percent) completed the survey. The survey explored clients’ 
participation in employment, education and training activities, employment 
and job characteristics, household composition and income, child care use, 
and other experiences. 

•	 Special Education and Training Survey. MDRC also conducted a special 
education and training client survey. A total of 156 sample members were se
lected from among the 12-month client survey sample members who re
ported participation in education and training activities, of whom 116 clients 
completed the survey. The special survey verified the participation in educa
tion and training activities first reported in the 12-month survey and further 
explored clients’ participation experiences in these activities. 

•	 Time-Study Data. MDRC designed and administered a two-week time 
study of case managers. The time study collected detailed information on the 
nature of staff-client interactions and on the topics covered in these interac
tions. In addition, the study collected information on how case managers 
typically spend their time each day. The time study was administered confi
dentially to protect the identity of case managers. A total of 64 Work Plus, 
Training Focused, and control group case managers completed the time study 
in July 2003. 

•	 Field Research Data. Starting in 2001 and running through late 2003, 
MDRC staff periodically interviewed DPSS and EDA program staff and ad
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ministrators to learn about the goals, structure, and operations of the Phase 2 
programs. MDRC researchers collected information on a range of topics, in
cluding the marketing and outreach approaches used to recruit prospective 
clients, the types of program services and supportive service payments of
fered to participants, and the organizational philosophies and management 
structure of the two agencies. As part of this work, MDRC also reviewed a 
number of sample members’ case files in the two agencies.  

Roadmap of the Report 
This report focuses on program implementation and early impact findings. The next sec

tion provides more detail on the design, implementation, and operation of the Phase 2 programs. 
Subsequently, there is a description of the frequency, type, and subjects of client-staff interactions 
and the Phase 2 programs’ impacts on receipt of services. The final section presents early informa
tion regarding the programs’ impacts on employment, earnings, and other outcomes. 
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Implementation of the Phase 2 Program 

This section draws from field research, including interviews and observations; the time 
study; and program tracking data to describe how the Work Plus and Training Focused pro
grams of the Riverside Phase 2 study were designed, implemented, and operated. In addition, 
this section describes how the control group program was set up and operated. 

Putting Phase 2 into Place  
The Riverside County Department of Public Social Services (DPSS) launched the 

Phase 2 program in January 1998. Initial contact and services participation rates were low. Ac
cording to DPSS administrators, by mid-1998 only 8 percent of the working Temporary Assis
tance for Needy Families (TANF) recipients eligible for Phase 2 were enrolled and participating 
in program services. (In this context, enrollment meant that a client signed a Phase 2 contract 
agreeing to participate in program services. DPSS staff contacted more than 8 percent of the 
eligible population, but only 8 percent ultimately agreed to enroll in Phase 2. Participation cov
ered an array of activities including but not limited to basic education, reemployment services, 
and vocational education and college.) In response, DPSS modified its outreach approaches to 
be more intensive and more attuned to client concerns and needs. DPSS staff devised a perva
sive but persistent recruitment approach, which they characterized as “gentle pressure relent
lessly applied.” DPSS also worked with education and training providers across the county to 
raise the providers’ awareness of Phase 2 and the needs of the Phase 2 clientele, such as pro
grams with courses with flexible schedules, as well as to develop training capacity (programs 
and slots). Once Phase 2 staff became familiar with the types of programs and providers avail
able, they used this information to present education and training options to their clients but did 
not refer them to specific providers. Staff believed that clients would be more likely to enroll 
and participate in education and training activities if they chose the program and the provider 
for themselves. By January 2001, all of these activities resulted in considerably higher program 
participation rates. According to DPSS administrators, approximately 40 percent to 42 percent 
of the county’s working TANF recipients had enrolled in Phase 2 and started program activities, 
primarily education and training programs. 

The Economic Development Agency (EDA) of Riverside County had long expressed 
an interest in serving the welfare population (even prior to TANF), but DPSS maintained con
trol of employment services for cash assistance recipients. The development of the ERA evalua
tion created an opportunity to include EDA as a service provider and to compare a Phase 2 pro
gram operated by DPSS that enforced the 20-hour work requirement with one operated by EDA 
that did not have this mandate and would be run within the context of EDA’s organizational 
structure, philosophy, and service delivery network. 
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In November 2000, to ensure that EDA staff would be able to engage clients at or near 
the same rate as DPSS workers, a “mini-pilot” was conducted; this pilot tracked 400 clients who 
were referred to DPSS and EDA case managers in September and October 2000. DPSS used 
GAIN Employment Activity and Recording System (GEARS) program tracking and case file 
data to calculate case manager-client contact rates and program intake rates, which MDRC cor
roborated with a small case-file review. Findings from this work revealed that EDA and DPSS 
staff enrolled clients into their programs at approximately the same rate — 36 percent over a 
four to five week follow-up period. 

In light of this promising outcome, DPSS and MDRC launched random assignment opera
tions in January 2001, as described in the previous section. As part of the research design, DPSS set 
up the control group program, which offered a minimal set of services (primarily case management) 
aimed at ensuring that sample members who were assigned to this group stayed employed. Having 
the control group allowed MDRC to compare the value-added effect of the Work Plus and the 
Training Focused programs against a counterfactual group that is typical of many postemployment 
programs. In short, the control group program demonstrated the type, intensity, and duration of ser
vices that working TANF recipients would engage in if Phase 2 did not exist. 

The Framework: Organizational Structure, Staffing, and Funding  

DPSS 

The Riverside County Department of Public Social Services (DPSS) is the county’s 
welfare department. DPSS operated the Work Plus program from its Adult Services Division, 
which also houses the Phase 1 (GAIN) program. DPSS employed approximately 65 full-time 
Work Plus case managers across its 11 CalWORKs/GAIN offices. While these workers were 
primarily generalists, they informally developed specialized functions. For example, each DPSS 
office had a lead case manager who did not carry many cases but had other responsibilities in
stead, usually including serving as a liaison to the community colleges. Some offices had a 
technician who ran job clubs (job search workshops for approximately 10 to 30 clients), while 
others had a specialized case manager who recruited and worked with the “hard-to-serve” seg
ment of the Work Plus sample. In addition, Work Plus staff in each office had access to a colo
cated DPSS job developer, who worked with both Phase 1 and Phase 2 clients as needed. 

EDA 

The Economic Development Agency (EDA) of Riverside County is the county’s Work
force Investment Agency (WIA). EDA ran the Training Focused program from its Welfare-to-
Work Division. EDA started program operations in late September 2000 with five full-time case 
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managers: three in Riverside and one each in Hemet and Indio. Like their DPSS counterparts, 
EDA case managers were generalists. They could, however, call on specialized staff, such as 
job developers from the colocated One-Stop office, if they needed their expertise. 

Funding 

DPSS funded its Work Plus program operations through its annual CalWORKs alloca
tion from the California Department of Social Services. DPSS entered into a contract with EDA 
to fund the Training Focused program, allocating $367,000 for Fiscal Year 2000-2001 to un
derwrite case management and administrative costs. Since then, DPSS has extended its contract 
with EDA through the present.  

DPSS did not pay for education and training services — it opted to use its “push-pull” 
referral process (as described below in the section “Assessment and Initial Service Referral”) to 
steer participants toward providers that possessed other funding sources to pay for education 
and training slots. EDA had its own funding sources (such as Access, a Welfare-to-Work grant 
from the U.S. Department of Labor) to pay for education and training slots. 

Program Flow, Messages, and Services of the Phase 2 Program  

Client Engagement and Intake 

Once the random assignment module assigned sample members to one of the three 
Phase 2 research groups, GEARS generated a letter, notifying clients of their assignment and 
informing them that if they were assigned to either the Work Plus or the Training Focused 
groups, their new case managers would be contacting them shortly. In contrast, control group 
members were informed in their letters that their Phase 1 case manager would also be their 
Phase 2 case manager. (For a description of the program eligibility rules and participation man
dates for each group, see Table 2.) At the same time that client letters were sent, GEARS sent 
an alert to Phase 2 case managers. Work Plus and Training Focused case managers, in turn, sent 
a letter introducing themselves and the Phase 2 program to their new clients. 

Work Plus and Training Focused case managers scheduled sample members for an in
take appointment by calling them or mailing them an introductory letter. In addition, case man
agers usually attempted to call new clients within two to three days of receiving them on their 
caseload. Workers stressed to MDRC researchers that customizing the recruitment pitch to each 
client was critical. Prior to engaging a specific client, staff reviewed the person’s case file, not
ing specific needs and interests. Case managers then used this information to sell the program, 
highlighting services and features that the client would find compelling. For example, one Work 
Plus case manager said she uses “different sale pitches and materials on a case-by-case basis. I 
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The Employment Retention and Advancement Project


Table 2


Comparison of Participation Mandates and Other Program Dimensions

Across the Three Research Groups


Riverside Phase 2


Work Plus Group (DPSS) 
Training Focused Group 
(EDA) 

Work Focused Control 
Group (DPSS) 

Subject to 32-hour 
weekly participation 
mandate   

Yes 

Subject to 20-hour 
employment mandate 

Must maintain 20 hours 
employment per week 

No work requirement if 
engaged in education and 
training 

Must maintain 20 hours 
employment per week 

Case management DPSS Work Plus case 
manager handles Phase 2; 
client returns to Phase 1 
worker if Phase 2 eligibility 
is lost 

EDA staff perform Phase 1 
and Phase 2 case 
management duties 

DPSS Phase 1 workers 
handle both Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 case management 
duties 

Employment message Employment emphasized, 
along with stability and 
advancement through 
education and training 

Employment is not 
emphasized; stability and 
advancement through 
education and training is 
emphasized 

Emphasize constant 
employment; focus is to 
increase hours and earnings 

Education and training 
eligibility 

Yes, as long as client works 
20 hours per week 

Yes, with or without 
concurrent employment 

Education and training not 
pushed, but permitted if 
client self-enrolls 

Full-time education and 
training activities 

Not available May participate in 
education and training up 
to 32 hours per week to 
meet the participation 
mandate 

Not available 

Supportive services Eligible for child care, transportation, and ancillary 
payments needed to participate in program activities 

Eligible for child care, 
transportation, and 
ancillary payments if client 
self-enrolls in an 
approvable education and 
training program 

Program flow to Phase 1 If employment drops below 
20 hours per week, client 
has 60 days to bring up 
hours, otherwise returns to 
Phase 1 

Client stays with EDA, 
which provides job search 
services 

Client remains with Phase 1 
worker regardless of 
weekly work hours 

Eligibility for public 
assistance programs 

Eligible for TANF, food stamps, and Medi-Cal in accordance with the rules of these 
programs 
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don’t give up on them; they will eventually break down and call me.” Further, both Work Plus 
and Training Focused case managers focus on encouraging part-time workers to enter training 
because, according to one Work Plus case manager, “the clients are making minimum wage and 
have two to five children. I offer them a reality check and tell them about time limits and ask 
them what they’re going to do then when their time runs out.” Other case managers use a 
somewhat more balanced approach toward recruiting both part-time and full-time workers, 
stressing the participation options that these two groups possessed. A Work Plus caseworker 
characterized this approach as “trying to offer choices to part-time workers to meet their re
quirements. With full-time workers, I try to tell them what is available and explain that they 
should really take advantage of their opportunities.”  

Both Work Plus and Training Focused staff attempted to keep in contact with people who 
initially chose not to enroll in Phase 2, with the ultimate goal of recruiting them into the program. 
They did this by cultivating a relationship with these individuals, in order to learn about their spe
cific barriers to participating in the program and helping to eliminate those barriers. One of the 
Training Focused case managers said she tells her clients upfront that participating in education 
and training is not going to be easy but that they can and have to do it for themselves. Moreover, 
she tells them that she intends to be very honest with them and that she anticipates the same be
havior from them. She also stresses that she is there to offer them options. Overall, she said, cli
ents like her candidness. A Work Plus case manager said she hardly ever discontinued contact 
with people and could usually convince them to participate, given enough time with them. Many 
of the case managers at both agencies recognized that fear, especially about returning to school, 
was one of the biggest barriers that clients faced. Thus, they often helped clients take their first 
steps toward education or training activities. Some case managers drove their clients to the educa
tion and training provider so they could take tours to familiarize themselves with it. As part of 
these tours, case managers introduced clients to the EDA/DPSS contact person at the school, in 
case the client had any questions or concerns once the program started.  

In contrast, control group case managers did not actively recruit their sample members 
into Phase 2 program services. Instead, they reminded clients that they needed to meet the 
weekly participation mandate of 32 hours per week, primarily by maintaining (or increasing if 
needed) their weekly work hours. (Case workers contacted sample members on a monthly basis 
by mail to verify their work hours.) To help clients increase their work hours or find new jobs, 
case managers provided job leads as needed. Further, case managers consistently reminded their 
clients that their TANF time-limit clock was still ticking while they were combining welfare 
with work, so they would be better off if they increased their hours and left TANF altogether. 
Moreover, clients who wanted to enroll in education and training programs had to find the pro
grams themselves, without the assistance of their case manager. 
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Assessment and Initial Service Referrals 

After Work Plus sample members enrolled in the program (approximately 46 percent of 
them did so), DPSS case managers used a variety of assessment tools, such as the Comprehen
sive Adult Student Assessment System (CASAS) and Choices, to measure the vocational apti
tude and interests of their clientele. With input from the clients, case managers developed an 
Employability Plan to guide sample members on the selection of education and training provid
ers and programs. 

Unlike their DPSS counterparts, EDA case managers utilized a formal assessment process 
after Training Focused sample members enrolled in the program (40 percent of them did so). Case 
managers referred clients to a third-party vocational assessor. Clients underwent a battery of apti
tude and assessment instruments (for example, the Career Occupational Preference System 
[COPS]) over a two-day period. The assessor forwarded the results and recommendations to the 
EDA case manager, who, with client input, crafted a Self-Sufficiency Plan to guide subsequent 
referrals to education and training slots and providers, as well as to social service programs. 

Rather than referring clients to specific education and training providers, DPSS Work 
Plus case managers utilized a “push-pull” referral process, which functioned as follows: Work 
Plus case managers discussed the merits and drawbacks of specific providers offering classes 
and programs, and clients then visited the providers, ultimately selecting one that best fit their 
education and training goals and schedule. (This is the “push.”) At the same time, case manag
ers aggressively marketed the Work Plus program and its clientele to the education and training 
providers in the community, thereby raising the profile of both. (This is the “pull.”) Unlike the 
DPSS workers, Training Focused case managers referred clients to specific education and train
ing providers within the EDA service delivery network.  

Types of Program Services and Activities 

Work Plus and Training Focused staff offered a variety of program services to their cli
ents. The most commonly used activities are listed below: 

•	 Vocational Training and College Activities. Work Plus and Training Fo
cused case workers referred their clients to an array of education and training 
programs. According to the client survey and case manager interviews, the 
most common types of training programs in which clients in both programs 
participated included health care, primarily Certified Nurse’s Aide and Li
censed Vocational Nurse certification, office and administrative support, 
manufacturing, and truck driving (principally for male clients). Types of edu
cation and training providers included community colleges, proprietary 
schools, and community-based organizations.  
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• Role of Access. A key resource for providing education and training services 
to the Training Focused group was Access, a welfare-to-work grant won by 
EDA from the U.S. Department of Labor. Access was an unusually flexible 
funding source that paid for a wide variety of education and training slots, 
usually lasting six to twelve months, which were offered by EDA’s network 
of service delivery providers. EDA blended its Access dollars with its exist
ing Workforce Investment Agency funds to maximize the number of avail
able education and training slots. 

While the majority of clients that enrolled in Access-funded educa
tion and training programs were Training Focused sample members, Work 
Plus case managers often referred their clients to EDA to tap into these pro
grams as well. If Work Plus clients met the Access eligibility requirements 
(which covered educational level, language ability, and barriers to participa
tion), EDA referred them to an appropriate Access-funded provider within its 
service delivery network. 

From July 1, 2001, to June 30, 2002, EDA provided vocational train
ing services to 280 TANF recipients under the Access program at a cost of 
$1,367,584. 

•	 Basic Education Activities. Both the Work Plus and Training Focused pro
grams offered basic education services — Adult Basic Education (ABE), 
General Educational Development (GED) preparation, and English as a Sec
ond Language (ESL) classes — to clients as needed. DPSS contracted with 
the local adult schools for these services, to which Work Plus case managers 
made traditional referrals (referring clients to specific providers and classes). 
Some Work Plus case managers strongly recommended to their clients who 
lacked a GED certificate that they obtain one, stressing that the certificate 
serves as a step toward better-paying jobs. Training Focused case managers 
stated that they preferred to refer clients who needed basic education to edu
cation and training programs that integrated basic education with the voca
tional training curriculum. 

•	 Job Search Activities. Work Plus sample members had to be working at 
least 20 hours per week in order to maintain their Phase 2 program eligibility. 
If they lost their jobs, they had a 30-day window to find employment before 
they were referred back to Phase 1. (DPSS expanded this window to 60 days 
in the fall of 2001.) Although sample members usually engaged in job search 
activities independent of program staff direction, case managers also pro
vided clients with job leads, assisted them with resumes, and directed them to 
DPSS resources, such as the phone room and job developers. Work Plus case 
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managers could refer clients to Job Club if they had not found a job within 
two to three weeks on their own. The focus of the job search was generally 
on getting any job rather than a better job, given that the immediate goal was 
to reestablish Phase 2 eligibility. Some participants who completed a training 
program were engaged in job search to find employment related to their 
training. According to both Work Plus and Training Focused staff, sample 
members in neither group participated in job search to find a job that made it 
easier to blend work and school schedules or to find a job in their field of 
study. Work Plus case managers had their clients participate in job search ac
tivities if they did not have enough hours of employment to remain eligible 
for Phase 2 services. While Training Focused sample members did not have 
this same work requirement, some of them participated in job search in order 
to meet the weekly participation mandate.  

Neither the Work Plus nor the Training Focused program developed 
work-based advancement strategies. In both programs, most case managers 
did not have much contact with employers. Some noted that they discussed 
with a few of their clients topics like ways to move up at their current work
place, or when and how to discuss a promotion or raise. 

•	 Supportive Service Payments. Both Work Plus and Training Focused case 
managers identified and paid for clients’ child care, transportation, and ancil
lary needs (such as books, uniforms, and tools). EDA also offered support ser
vices for housing, utilities, and referrals to their One-Stop partners’ services. 
Funding for child care was readily available, but clients working or participat
ing in training at odd hours had access to fewer child care slots. Public trans
portation was not always adequate, especially in the desert areas. Furthermore, 
many clients tended to use unreliable cars, particularly in the desert. 

Control group members were eligible to receive the same supportive 
service payments as Work Plus and Training Focused sample members. In 
order to get these payments, control group members had to be participating 
either in job search activities or in a self-initiated education and training pro
gram, and they had to be working at least 20 hours per week. Moreover, if 
the client was participating in self-initiated education and training, the case 
manager needed to verify that the program was on the county’s list of educa
tion and training programs leading to employment in the local labor market. 

•	 Social Services. Both programs assessed and addressed any mental health, 
domestic violence, and substance abuse issues that their clients or their cli
ents’ families had. Moreover, most DPSS offices had mental health and do
mestic violence counselors colocated in their offices. Occasionally, case 
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managers made referrals. Staff did not, however, push mental health, domes
tic violence, or substance abuse services on clients unless they asked for 
them. Generally, staff reported that they may have had clients who needed 
such services but that these individuals usually developed their own coping 
strategies and were not open to a referral to related social services. 

Case Management Practices 

Both Work Plus and Training Focused case managers attempted to contact their clients 
at least once a month to verify employment hours and arrange support services as needed. Work 
Plus staff contacted clients at least once a month but often spoke with them more frequently. 
Training Focused workers, in contrast, generally communicated with their clients just once a 
month, unless participants contacted them. Caseworkers in both programs tried to monitor cli
ents’ progress in their activities. However, since the education and training providers did not 
send attendance or progress reports to program staff on a consistent basis, checking client pro
gress past initial enrollment and actual completion proved difficult. In terms of consistently 
sending attendance and progress reports to the case managers, adult schools were generally the 
most reliable, followed by community colleges and proprietary schools. 

Because EDA staff usually worked with clients who were more motivated or had fewer 
barriers to participation than the Phase 2 population that made up their new clientele, Training 
Focused case managers generally possessed less experience in working with a harder-to-serve 
population than DPSS case managers. 

Program Experiences 

During the implementation and operational phases of the Work Plus and the Training 
Focused programs (from the beginning of random assignment in January 2001 through the end 
of the follow-up period in September 2005) both programs devised responses to the problems 
they encountered, such as getting clients to participate, addressing clients’ reemployment needs, 
and providing an adequate number of education and training program slots across the county on 
a sustained basis. 

Participation Issues  

Getting sample members to enroll and participate in program activities proved to be dif
ficult. As noted above, Work Plus and Training Focused case managers did not force reluctant 
sample members into the program. Technically, clients not in compliance with the 32-hour 
weekly participation requirement could be sanctioned — that is, they could have their portion of 
the case’s TANF grant subtracted from the monthly payment amount. In reality, case managers 
in both groups initially did not sanction clients, as long as clients continued to work a minimum 
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of 20 hours per week. As one Work Plus staffer stated, “Why would we want to sanction some
one who is working, which is the core goal of what we want clients to do?” Over time, in both 
groups, case managers hardened their stance. They spoke to their clients about the need to fulfill 
the participation requirements, and if clients did not comply with this mandate, they sometimes 
raised the specter of sanctions — but they still, for the most part, did not resort to sanctioning. 
One Work Plus case manager explained, “I do home visits to try and motivate clients to partici
pate. If I sanction them, then I dig [them] a bigger hole. It’s not really going to save the county 
money.” Another Work Plus case worker said she and her colleagues “don’t really sanction as 
many people in Phase 2 [as in Phase 1]. We try to help them solve the issue that is making it 
difficult for them to participate.” As for the Training Focused program, one case manager esti
mated that she has sanctioned “maybe three people out of a caseload of about 60 active clients.” 
The time-study data reflect this emphasis on engaging clients. Work Plus and Training Focused 
staff devoted about one-quarter of all their client-staff interactions to addressing participation 
and noncompliance issues. 

Initially, Training Focused clients did not exercise their option to reduce or eliminate 
their work hours in order to engage in more intensive education and training programs to the 
degree originally envisioned by EDA administrators. Training Focused case managers reported 
that clients were concerned about maintaining their household income if they cut back on their 
work hours. However, according to Training Focused staff, their clients increasingly used this 
option as the follow-up period progressed. One reason for this increase in the take-up rate was 
that Training Focused caseworkers intensified their recruitment efforts when they learned of 
clients losing their jobs. Staff emphasized to these individuals that they now had an opportunity 
to enroll and participate in a full-time education and training program without the distraction of 
a job — they could concentrate on their studies and finish them more quickly than if they had to 
balance work and school responsibilities. Clients could then use their new skills, certificates, 
and degrees to find higher-paying jobs in their career fields more rapidly. 

Addressing Clients’ Reemployment Needs 

Both Work Plus and Training Focused caseworkers had to spend more time on job reten
tion activities than originally anticipated. In particular, staff in both agencies discovered that many 
clients quickly lost their jobs shortly after program intake and thus needed reemployment assis
tance. The program did not have many formal retention strategies in place other than such work 
supports as child care and transportation payments. With the higher-than-expected numbers of 
clients needing reemployment services, some DPSS offices responded with more formalized ser
vices, such as job clubs, which were similar to those operated by the Phase 1 program. 
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Usage and Availability of Education and Training Services 

Work Plus and Training Focused case managers took a markedly different approach to 
utilizing education and training resources. Work Plus staff used a more incremental approach to 
connect their clients to education and training services. Careful not to overwhelm clients trying 
to juggle work and education, caseworkers explained to MDRC researchers that it was impor
tant for clients to take “baby steps” — that they “have to crawl before they can walk.” They did 
not want to refer clients to vocational programs if clients were not equipped with the skills 
needed to succeed in these programs. Instead, Work Plus case managers encouraged their cli
ents to participate in basic education and take care of their initial educational needs before en
rolling in vocational programs. 

Training Focused case managers, on the other hand, strongly encouraged clients to en
roll in vocational educational programs from the start. When asked what messages they tried to 
convey to their clients, a common response was to tell clients that the opportunity to participate 
in education or training is temporary and is especially crucial since the advent of time-limited 
TANF benefits. Given this small window of opportunity, it is important that clients not waste 
time and that they enroll in programs that will prepare them for desirable careers. 

Fluctuations in the education and training funding streams presented operational chal
lenges to both the Work Plus and the Training Focused program, in terms of client recruitment, 
education and training slot type and availability, and staff morale. 

EDA exhausted its Access funds in August 2002. The number of clients in both Phase 2 
programs who were referred to education and training activities declined significantly in the fall 
of 2002. Both EDA and DPSS actively sought new funding sources and achieved some success. 
EDA requested and received $100,000 in Employment Development Department (EDD) funds 
in December 2002. Further, in February 2003, DPSS disbursed $700,000 in Time-Limited Tui
tion money to pay for education and training slots. (Time-Limited Tuition was the Riverside 
DPSS name for the temporary funding source used to pay for the education and training costs of 
Phase 2 clients. Time-Limited Tuition funds came from DPSS’s TANF incentive dollars.) 
DPSS allocated $240,000 of these Time-Limited Tuition funds to EDA while keeping the bal
ance for use by DPSS Work Plus staff. During the period from February to June 2003, Work 
Plus case managers used the Time-Limited Tuition funds to pay for education and training slots. 
According to the DPSS Phase 2 program manager, Work Plus case managers referred 247 cli
ents to training slots funded by Time-Limited Tuition funds. Of this number, 215 clients (87 
percent) participated in education and training programs, and 114 (58 percent) completed their 
programs by November 2003. 

Nonetheless, the instability of education and training funding disrupted program opera
tions in both Phase 2 programs. In particular, Work Plus and Training Focused administrators and 
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case managers had difficulty projecting the number and type of education and training slots to 
which they could refer their clients. As the education and training slot shortage unfolded, program 
staff also faced the dual challenge of effectively recruiting prospective participants and keeping 
their existing clients motivated to participate until they could get referred to an education and 
training program. While staff attempted to compensate by referring their clients to activities such 
as free basic education classes, case managers reported that their constrained ability to provide 
participants with vocational training and college — the hallmark components of both the Work 
Plus and the Training Focused program — lowered staff morale.  

In addition to the funding instability, the outlying areas of the county (especially in the 
central and desert regions) never had as many, or as varied, education and training programs as 
existed in the metro Riverside area. For example, Work Plus case managers in Banning noted 
that they often enrolled clients in basic education simply because there were few other educa
tion and training programs in the area, and they wanted some way to maintain their relationship 
with their clients until a suitable program became available. 

How Phase 2 Staff Spent Their Time 
In order to more fully understand the practices of the Phase 2 case managers and what it 

takes to operate such a postemployment program, MDRC administered a time study as part of 
the Phase 2 research. (The same study was administered in the other programs that are also part 
of the ERA evaluation.) The time study captured detailed information on the nature of staff-
client interactions and on the topics covered in these interactions. It also collected information 
on how case managers typically spent their time each day. Phase 2 case managers participated 
in the time study for the period from July 14 through July 27, 2003. A total of 42 Work Plus, 5 
Training Focused, and 17 control group case managers completed time-study booklets during 
this period.16 

Work Plus and Training Focused case managers both averaged 55 clients during the time-
study period. Almost all of the clients on the Work Plus case managers’ caseloads were working, 
compared with only 65 percent (36 out of 55 clients on the average-size caseload) for the Training 
Focused case managers. This difference is not surprising, given the option that Training Focused 
clients had to stop working while they participated in program activities. These numbers fell 
within the range of the average caseload sizes in other programs in the ERA evaluation, which 
varied from 39 to 77 clients. In contrast, control group case managers averaged 11 Phase 2 clients, 
almost all of whom were working. (The rest of their clients were Phase 1 participants.) 

16A review of the time-study booklets for the control group staff indicates that they spent almost no time 
interacting with control group sample members during the two-week time period. It appears that they were 
doing almost all GAIN Phase 1 work as opposed to Phase 2 work. 
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As shown in Figure 2, Work Plus case managers spent 28 percent of their work time in 
contact with clients, and Training Focused case managers spent 32 percent of their work time in 
contact with clients — about two hours per day for both groups. This result was typical across 
the ERA sites. The Work Plus case managers spent far more time interacting with working cli
ents (24 percent of their work time) than with nonworking clients (4 percent of their work time). 
In contrast, Training Focused case managers spent somewhat more time with nonworking cli
ents (19 percent of work time) than with working clients (13 percent of work time).  

Figure 2 further illustrates that case managers in both groups spent a similar proportion 
of time on other types of program activities. However, for the Work Plus and Training Focused 
case managers, the differences in some of the percentages shown in the figure seem to indicate 
that the Work Plus staff devoted more of their time in organizational and client compliance ac
tivities, such as meeting with staff and monitoring client work hours. The differences could be a 
manifestation of the more structured managerial and operational style of DPSS, or they could 
merely reflect the relative scale of program operations in the two organizations: EDA had only 
5 case managers in 3 offices, while DPSS had 46 case managers, plus support staff and adminis
trators, spread across 11 offices. DPSS may have needed to structure and manage staff activities 
more formally in order to operate the Work Plus program efficiently. 

As shown in Table 3, Work Plus case managers had an average of 5.6 client interactions 
a day, with each of these interactions lasting 18.5 minutes, while Training Focused case manag
ers had a similar average number of client interactions a day (5.3), but spent a slightly longer 
time (23.1 minutes) with each client. Again, this was typical across the ERA sites. In compari
son, control group case managers averaged only 3 client contacts and 26 minutes on program 
activities during the entire two-week time study period. Not surprisingly, Work Plus case man
agers saw working clients much more frequently than nonworking clients, whereas Training 
Focused case managers tended to see equal numbers of working and nonworking clients each 
day. Interestingly, both Work Plus and Training Focused case managers spent slightly more 
time in each interaction with nonworking clients than in those with working clients. 

The majority of client contacts for both Phase 2 programs — 69 percent for Work Plus 
and 72 percent for Training Focused — were not in person. (See Table 4.) Most commonly, 
client contacts occurred via telephone. Training Focused case managers spent somewhat more 
time than their Work Plus counterparts on the telephone with clients. Work Plus and Training 
Focused case managers utilized office visits as the next most common form of contact, which 
they employed with similar frequency. Written communication was the third most common 
form of client-staff contact, but case managers in both groups devoted very little time each day 
to this type of contact.  
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Figure 2


Summary of How Riverside Phase 2 Case Managers Typically Spent Their Time


Riverside Phase 2


Work Plus Other activity (72% of 

Interacting with 
education and/or 
training providers 

(4%) 

Staff meetings 
(8%)

Working clients 
(24%) all time) 

Client contact 
(28% of all time) Administrative duties 

(26%) 

Nonworking clients 
(4%) Monitoring client 

participation in 
Other services 
(14%) (8%) 

Monitoring 
employment/work Outreach 

hours status of (6%) 
clients 
(6%) 

Training Focused Working clients 
(13%) Other activity (68% of all 

time) 
Client contact 
(32% of all time) 

Nonworking clients 
(19%) Monitoring client 

participation in 
services 

(5%) 

Interacting with 
education and/or 
training providers 

(2%) 

Monitoring 
employment/work 

hours status of clients 
(2%) 

Administrative duties 
(23%) 

Other 
(27%) Outreach 

(4%) 

Staff meetings 
(5%) 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the ERA time study. 
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Table 3


Extent of Contact Between Case Managers and Clients


Riverside Phase 2


Work Plus Training Focused 
Group Group 

Percentage of work time spent in contact with 
Any client 27.7 32.1 
Working clients 23.5 13.0 
Nonworking clients 4.1 19.1 
Work experience clients NA NA 

Average number of client contacts per day per case manger 
Any client 5.6 5.3 
Working clients 4.8 2.5 
Nonworking clients 0.8 2.8 
Work experience clients NA NA 

Average number of minutes per contact with 
Any client 18.5 23.1 
Working clients 17.7 19.1 
Nonworking clients 21.1 25.4 
Work experience clients NA NA 

Number of case managers time-studied 42


SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the ERA time study.


NOTE: NA = not applicable.
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Table 4


Description of Contact Between Case Managers and Clients 


Riverside Phase 2


Work Focused Training Focused 
Group Group 

Percentage of all client contacts that were: 

In person 30.6 27.6 
Office visit 26.6 26.0 
Home visit 2.6 0.0 
Employer visit 0.6 0.0 
Elsewhere 0.8 1.6 

Not-in person 69.4 72.4 
Phone contact 59.4 63.6 
Written contact 9.3 6.8 
Other type of contact 0.7 2.0 

Percentage of all client contacts that were initiated by: 

Staff member 52.1 45.8 
Client 47.4 54.2 
Another person 0.5 0.0 

Number of case managers time-studied 42 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the ERA time study. 
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As was the case in most ERA programs, Work Plus case managers, as opposed to cli
ents, initiated the majority of contacts (52 percent compared with 47 percent). In contrast, Train
ing Focused clients, as opposed to program staff, initiated the majority of contacts (54 percent 
compared with 46 percent). 

Table 5 presents the breakout of client-staff interactions by contact type and program topic. 
In general, both Work Plus and Training Focused caseworkers preferred to use in-person contacts 
for most types of program topics, especially when broaching subjects for which a more personal 
approach would make the interaction more productive. In particular, both Work Plus and Training 
Focused staff favored face-to-face contacts to recruit prospective clients into the program, discuss 
career goals and advancement, and explore specific employment and training options. 

The most common topics covered during any type of client contact in both programs, in 
order of frequency from most common to least common, were as follows:  

1. Arranging supportive services 

2. Discussing career goals and advancement 

3. Exploring specific employment and training options 

4. Discussing program participation and sanctioning issues 

Taken together, these topics appear geared toward articulating the services and work 
support payments needed to develop clients’ career advancement plans, as well as identifying 
and resolving barriers to participation. One key difference between the two programs is that 
Work Plus case managers spent more time than Training Focused case managers providing re
employment assistance to their clients. Given that Work Plus clients needed to meet the 20-hour 
weekly work requirement in order to maintain their Phase 2 eligibility while Training Focused 
clients did not, this finding is not surprising. 

The range and ordering of these topics is typical for similar postemployment programs in 
the ERA evaluation with one notable exception — discussing participation and sanctioning issues. 
About 23 percent of all client-staff contacts in both the Work Plus and the Training Focused pro
gram dealt with addressing and resolving participation problems. This finding seems to corrobo
rate the challenge that case managers in both groups faced in persuading sample members to en
roll in and persist in program activities while they were also working at least 20 hours per week. 
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Table 5


Topics Covered During Contact Between Case Managers and Clients 


Riverside Phase 2


Work Plus Training Focused 
Group Group 

In-Person Other In-Person Other 

Percentage of all clients that included the following topics:a 

Initial client engagement 11.0 7.2 19.1 12.0 

Supportive service eligibility and issues 37.6 29.4 45.8 41.4 

General check-in 21.3 31.7 13.9 19.2 

Screening/assessment 15.6 1.8 13.0 3.1 

Address on-the-job issues/problems 4.5 3.7 2.9 0.8 

Address personal or family issues 15.4 13.6 16.3 11.3 

Explore specific employment and training options 23.6 15.5 23.6 13.9 

Discuss career goals and advancement 27.7 13.3 32.4 12.2 

Assist with reemployment 18.2 12.6 10.3 11.1 

Discuss issues related to financial incentives or stipends 1.7 0.9 0.0 0.0 

Enrollment in government assistance and ongoing eligiblity 2.4 2.4 0.0 1.0 

Assistance with the EITC 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Participation/sanction issues 23.1 31.3 23.0 23.7 

Schedule/refer for screening/assessment 3.0 5.3 1.2 3.9 

Schedule/refer for job search or other employment services 6.3 6.0 10.3 1.5 

Schedule/refer for education or training 11.9 6.0 9.2 7.2 

Schedule/refer for services to address special or personal issues 3.1 1.6 0.0 0.4 

Number of case managers time-studied 42 5 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the ERA time study. 

NOTE: aThese percentages will add up to more than 100 percent because more than one topic could be 
recorded for each client contact. 
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Impacts on Client-Staff Contacts and Service Receipt 

This section uses results from the ERA 12-Month Survey of clients to describe the ex
tent of client-staff interactions, as well as the Phase 2 programs’ impacts on service receipt. In 
addition, this section presents descriptive findings on the types of education and training activi
ties that sample members participated in, based on data from the special education and training 
survey. (Boxes 1 and 2 describe how participation is measured in the ERA evaluation and how 
to read the tables in this report.) 

Summary of Key Findings 
Several key findings emerged from MDRC’s analysis of the client survey data: 

•	 Only the Training Focused approach produced a statistically significant 
increase in participation relative to the control group. This was the case 
despite the fact that, overall, a higher proportion of sample members in both 
the Work Plus and the Training Focused group, compared with control group 
members, participated in education and training activities during the 12 
months after random assignment,  

•	 Both Phase 2 program approaches increased participation in education 
and training activities, as well as the length of time people spent in those 
activities, relative to the control group. Among sample members who, as 
of random assignment, were working part time (20-31 hours per week), both 
Phase 2 program approaches increased participation in education and training 
activities as well as the length of time people spent in these activities, relative 
to the control group. Among part-time workers, around half of the Work Plus 
and Training Focused survey respondents participated in an education or 
training activity, compared with only about one-third of the control group, 
representing relatively large effects on participation. 

•	 Among sample members who lacked a high school diploma or General 
Educational Development (GED) certificate as of random assignment, a 
similarly large increase in participation was found. This increase was sta
tistically significant for Training Focused group members but not for Work 
Plus group members. 
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Box 1 

Measuring Participation in ERA 

In order to interpret the results of a random assignment evaluation, it is critical to understand 
the “dose” of services that each research group receives. In many studies, this is relatively 
straightforward, because the “treatment” is easy to measure (for example, the number of 
hours of training or the dollar value of incentive payments). In contrast, in many of the ERA 
programs, including Phase 2, services are delivered mostly in one-on-one interactions, during 
which staff advise, coach, or counsel participants. This type of service is inherently difficult 
to measure. In addition, to accurately measure a program’s impact on service receipt, it is 
important to collect data in the same way for both the ERA group and the control group. In 
practice, this means that survey questions cannot refer to the ERA program in particular but, 
instead, must ask in general about the kinds of services that ERA provided. 

MDRC sought to measure service receipt in three main ways, using the ERA 12-Month Sur
vey. Each approach has both strengths and limitations, and each contributes to the overall 
analysis: 

•	 First, the survey asked whether respondents participated in “traditional” employment-
related services, such as job search workshops and training classes, and how many weeks 
they participated (see Table 8). These services are relatively easy to measure, but they are 
not the heart of most ERA programs (including the Phase 2 program).   

•	 Second, the survey asked how frequently respondents had had contact with staff members 
from employment or social service agencies and where those contacts took place (see Table 
6). These questions are more central to the ERA programs, but it is difficult to determine 
which types of staff the respondents were referring to. For example, contact with a worker 
who determines food stamp eligibility is likely to be quite different from contact with a 
Phase 2 case manager. Moreover, it may be difficult for respondents to recall the number of 
such contacts over a one-year period. 

•	 Third, the survey asked whether respondents received assistance in a variety of spe
cific areas, some of which — such as “finding a better job while working” — are cen
tral to Phase 2 (see Table 7). These questions are fairly straightforward, but they do 
not provide any information about the amount of service that was received in each 
area. 
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Box 2 

How to Read the Tables in the ERA Evaluation 

Most tables in this report use a similar format, illustrated below. (Note that only one program 
group is shown in the example.) The table shows a series of participation outcomes for the Work 
Plus group and the control group. For example, it shows that about 12 (12.4) percent of the Work 
Plus group and 7 percent of the control group participated in adult basic education (ABE) or Gen
eral Educational Development (GED) classes. 

Because individuals were assigned randomly either to the Work Plus group or to the control group, 
the effects of the program can be estimated by the difference in outcomes between the two groups. 
The “Difference” column in the table shows the differences between the two research groups’ par
ticipation rates — that is, the program’s impacts on participation. For example, the impact on par
ticipation in ABE/GED can be calculated by subtracting 7.0 from 12.4, yielding a difference of 5.3 
percentage points. 

Differences marked with asterisks are “statistically significant,” meaning that it is quite unlikely 
that the differences arose by chance. The number of asterisks indicates whether the impact is statis
tically significant at the 1 percent, 5 percent, or 10 percent level (the lower the level, the less likely 
that the impact is due to chance). For example, as shown below, the Work Plus group had a statis
tically significant impact of 5.3 percentage points at the 5 percent level on participation in 
ABE/GED. (One asterisk corresponds to the 10 percent level; two asterisks, the 5 percent level; 
and three asterisks, the 1 percent level.) The p-values show the exact levels of significance.  

Impacts on Participation in Job Search, Education, Training, and Other Activities 

Work Plus Control Difference 
Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Participated in an education/training activity (%) 37.3 32.0 5.4 0.234 
ABE/GED  12.4 7.0 5.3 ** 0.047 
ESL 5.8 2.6 3.2 * 0.077 
College courses  18.0 17.3 0.7 0.842 
Vocational training   8.2 8.3 -0.1 0.974 

NOTE: This table excludes the columns that compare impacts for the Training Focused group with impacts for 
the control group. 
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•	 Among sample members who were working full time, or who were high 
school graduates or GED certificate recipients, neither the Work Plus 
nor the Training Focused program generated statistically significant 
participation impacts. 

Extent and Nature of Contacts Between Clients and Staff 
Approximately 59 percent of the Work Plus survey respondents and 58 percent of the 

Training Focused respondents said that, since entering the study, they had had contact with a 
case manager or a staff person from an employment, welfare, or other agency, or with programs 
that help people find or keep jobs, compared with 50 percent of the control group. (See Table 
6.) For both Phase 2 programs, the increase of 9 percentage points on ever having contact is sta
tistically significant.  

Contacts with case managers or program staff were more likely to be over the telephone 
than in person. Half or slightly more than half of the sample members in the three research 
groups never met face-to-face with their case managers. When face-to-face meetings did take 
place, they almost always occurred at the case manager or staff person’s office. 

The number of contacts sample members had with case managers or program staff mem
bers ranged from an average of 8 (in the control group) to 10 (in the Training Focused group) dur
ing the follow-up period. (These averages include zeroes for people who never had contact with a 
case manager or program staff person in the 12 months following random assignment.) Almost 
one-quarter of survey respondents in each of the three research groups had talked with a case man
ager or staff person in the four weeks prior to the survey. While only about one in eight sample 
members reported that case mangers or program staff had any contact with their employers, Work 
Plus clients were slightly more likely than control group clients to report that their case managers 
had talked with their employers at some point during the follow-up period. 

•	 Among the three research groups, there were few differences relating to 
sample members’ likelihood of receiving help of various types. (See Table 
7.) The few statistically significant differences include the following: Train
ing Focused group members were more likely than control group members to 
receive help with job preparation activities from their case managers. (While 
48 percent of the Training Focused group received assistance to prepare and 
look for a job, only 39 percent of the control group members did. The result
ing impact of 9 percentage points is statistically significant.) 
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Table 6


Year 1, Impacts on Contacts with Program Staff


Riverside Phase 2


Training 
Work Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Any contacts with case manager since random assignmenta (%) 58.9 49.8 9.1 ** 0.048 58.3 49.8 8.5 * 0.061 

Average number of contacts with staff/case manager 8.6 7.9 0.7 0.661 9.9 7.9 2.0 0.224 
In person 3.4 2.9 0.5 0.405 3.3 2.9 0.4 0.534 
By telephone 5.2 5.0 0.2 0.885 6.6 5.0 1.6 0.202 

Talked with staff/case manager in past 4 weeks (%) 23.8 21.6 2.3 0.561 23.7 21.6 2.2 0.572 

Ever met with staff/case manager (%) 49.8 43.3 6.6 0.150 45.1 43.3 1.9 0.680 
At home 4.7 1.2 3.6 ** 0.010 0.8 1.2 -0.4 0.801 
At workplace 1.7 2.9 -1.2 0.444 3.9 2.9 1.0 0.522 
At staff/case manager's office 48.2 42.9 5.3 0.247 42.9 42.9 0.0 0.999 
At school/training program 5.1 3.5 1.6 0.371 3.3 3.5 -0.2 0.931 
In other places 2.5 2.1 0.4 0.796 3.8 2.1 1.7 0.283 

Staff/case manager talked with respondent's employer (%) 
Never 82.8 88.6 -5.8 * 0.065 89.0 88.6 0.3 0.913 
Once or twice 8.3 5.5 2.8 0.225 6.9 5.5 1.4 0.536 
More than two times 1.3 0.9 0.4 0.649 0.8 0.9 0.0 0.976 
Don't know 7.6 5.1 2.5 0.224 3.3 5.1 -1.8 0.399 

Sample size (total = 712) 237 241 234 241 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix B. 
aThis measure includes respondents who said "yes" on the client survey to either of the following questions: "Have you had any experiences with 

programs or organizations that help people find or keep jobs since your random assignment date?" "Since your random assignment date, have you had 
any contact, in-person or by phone, with a case manager or a staff person from an employment, welfare or other agency?" However, subsequent survey 
questions regarding the number and location of contacts were asked only of respondents who said "yes" to the latter question. Therefore, there are 
some respondents who reported contact but were not asked about the number and location of contacts. 
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Table 7 
Impacts on Areas in Which Respondents Received Help 

Riverside Phase 2 
Training 

Work Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 
Outcome (%) Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Received help with support services 63.7 60.3 3.4 0.431 60.9 60.3 0.6 0.892 
Finding or paying for child care 53.7 52.2 1.5 0.724 52.5 52.2 0.3 0.941 
Finding or paying for transportation 34.9 28.7 6.2 0.147 30.5 28.7 1.8 0.675 

Received help with basic needs 38.0 42.5 -4.5 0.320 35.2 42.5 -7.3 0.105 
Housing problems 10.5 10.5 -0.1 0.983 11.0 10.5 0.5 0.859 
Access to medical treatment 29.2 34.1 -4.9 0.253 28.5 34.1 -5.6 0.189 
Financial emergency 8.3 7.8 0.6 0.824 7.0 7.8 -0.8 0.760 

Received help with public benefits 62.2 64.8 -2.6 0.560 67.3 64.8 2.5 0.576 
Getting Medicaid 58.8 60.5 -1.7 0.703 61.5 60.5 1.0 0.821 
Getting food stamps 47.6 50.4 -2.8 0.535 51.6 50.4 1.3 0.783 

Received help with job preparation 46.0 38.9 7.1 0.124 47.9 38.9 9.0 * 0.050 
Enrolling in job readiness or training 25.2 19.4 5.9 0.120 19.0 19.4 -0.4 0.920 
Looking for a job 31.9 28.7 3.2 0.470 35.2 28.7 6.5 0.134 
Finding clothes, tools, or supplies for work 32.2 28.7 3.5 0.417 33.1 28.7 4.4 0.305 

Received help with retention/advancement services 28.9 21.6 7.4 * 0.068 24.1 21.6 2.6 0.524 
Finding a better job while working 11.4 9.4 2.0 0.481 9.9 9.4 0.5 0.857 
Enrolling in life skills classes while working 7.7 8.6 -0.9 0.691 4.3 8.6 -4.4 * 0.061 
Career assessment 15.4 10.3 5.0 0.112 13.5 10.3 3.2 0.306 
Dealing with problems on the job 6.6 7.3 -0.7 0.763 4.6 7.3 -2.6 0.234 
Addressing a personal problem that makes it 

hard to keep a job 8.5 9.6 -1.2 0.653 8.0 9.6 -1.6 0.532 

Sample size (total = 712) 237 241 234 241 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix B. 



•	 Almost 29 percent of the Work Plus group reported getting support from 
their case managers to help them hold onto a job or advance in the labor 
market, compared with 22 percent of the control group. The resulting impact 
of 7 percentage points is statistically significant. In each group, comparable-
percentages of survey respondents (ranging from 60 percent to 67 percent) 
reported having received help finding or paying for support services, such as 
child care and transportation, or obtaining public benefits, such as Medi-Cal 
(California’s Medicaid program) and food stamps. 

Impacts on Service Receipt for the Full Sample 
Overall, approximately 75 percent of survey respondents in each of the three research 

groups reported participating in job search, education or training, unpaid work, or life skills 
classes during the year after they entered the study. (See Table 8.) Notably, compared with the 
control group, only the Training Focused approach led to statistically significant increases in the 
likelihood of sample members attending education and training activities: Slightly over 41 per
cent of the Training Focused group participated in any type of education and training activity, 
compared with 32 percent of the control group, for an impact of 9 percentage points. Across the 
three research groups, only 10 percent to 13 percent of sample members were still participating 
in an education and training activity at the end of Year 1. 

Both Phase 2 programs led to increases — of 5 to 6 percentage points — in sample 
members’ likelihood of attending Adult Basic Education or GED classes. Notably, Work Plus 
and Training Focused staff specifically assessed their clients’ educational skills, referring clients 
in need of basic education to Adult Basic Education and GED courses, both as separate activi
ties and as part of integrated education and training/basic education programs. Control group 
members, in contrast, did not have their educational skills assessed and were not directly re
ferred to basic education classes. 

Surprisingly, survey respondents in the three research groups had comparable participa
tion rates in college (primarily two-year Associate of Arts degree programs) and with slightly 
less occurrence, in vocational training. Approximately 17 percent to 19 percent of the survey 
respondents in the three groups attended college during the 12 months following random as
signment, while about 8 percent to 12 percent participated in vocational training programs. As 
discussed in above (see “Program Flow, Messages, and Services of the Phase 2 Program”), con
trol group members could enroll and participate in education and training programs on their 
own initiative, and many did so. Further, according to the time-study data and the field research 
interviews, control group case managers did not review and approve these self-initiated college 
programs to any significant degree. Thus, some control group members may not have received 
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Table 8


Impacts on Participation in Job Search, Education, Training, and Other Activities


Riverside Phase 2


Training 
Work Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Ever participated in any activitya (%) 78.5 73.3 5.1 0.194 75.3 73.3 2.0 0.609 

Participated in any employment-related activityb (%) 65.6 61.2 4.5 0.311 65.0 61.2 3.8 0.387 

Participated in a job search activity (%) 64.3 60.0 4.2 0.341 62.4 60.0 2.3 0.599 
Group job search/job club 44.8 44.7 0.1 0.980 38.6 44.7 -6.1 0.183 
Individual job search 51.2 48.4 2.8 0.539 50.9 48.4 2.5 0.580 

Participated in an education/training activityc (%) 37.3 32.0 5.4 0.234 41.3 32.0 9.3 ** 0.037 
ABE/GED 12.4 7.0 5.3 ** 0.047 12.8 7.0 5.7 ** 0.032 
ESL 5.8 2.6 3.2 * 0.077 4.3 2.6 1.6 0.355 
College courses 18.0 17.3 0.7 0.842 19.9 17.3 2.5 0.471 
Vocational training 8.2 8.3 -0.1 0.974 12.2 8.3 3.9 0.157 

Currently participating an education/training activity (%) 13.4 9.9 3.6 0.240 13.0 9.9 3.1 0.299 

Participated in unpaid work/subsidized employment (%) 3.6 6.3 -2.7 0.235 9.5 6.3 3.2 0.151 

Participated in education/training 
activity while working (%) 29.6 22.6 7.0 * 0.086 25.9 22.6 3.3 0.418 

Average number of weeks participating in 
Job search activities 4.0 4.9 -0.9 0.321 5.5 4.9 0.6 0.494 
Education/training activities 8.7 5.1 3.5 *** 0.006 6.9 5.1 1.7 0.179 
Unpaid work/subsidized employment 0.4 1.5 -1.1 ** 0.036 1.2 1.5 -0.3 0.536 

Sample size (total = 712) 237 241 234 241 
(continued) 



Table 8 (continued) 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix B. 
a"Any activity" includes employment-related activities, education/training activities, life skills, and other types of activities.

 b"Employment-related activities" include job search activities, unpaid jobs, and on-the-job-training. 
c"Education/training activities" include adult basic education (ABE), General Educational Development (GED), and English as a Second Language 

(ESL) classes. 
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the support service payments (such as child care and transportation) for which many of them 
might have been eligible. 

Finally, Work Plus survey respondents stayed in their education and training activities 
longer than their control group counterparts. The average number of weeks of participation in 
education and training activities for Work Plus sample members amounted to nine weeks, com
pared with five weeks for control group members. (These averages include zeroes for those who 
did not participate in education and training during the follow-up period.) There was a smaller, 
and not statistically significant, difference between the amount of time the Training Focused 
group stayed in education and training activities and the amount that the control group did. 

Notably, many  education and training participants in all three research groups were — 
at some point during the follow-up period — going to school or attending training programs 
while they were working (30 percent of the Work Plus group, 26 percent of the Training Fo
cused group, and 23 percent of the control group). The Work Plus approach produced an impact 
of 7 percentage points relative to the control group, a difference that is statistically significant. 
The difference between the Training Focused and the control group on this outcome is smaller 
and not statistically significant. This follows from the design of the two Phase 2 programs, 
given that sample members in the Training Focused approach were allowed to cut back on or 
cease employment to accommodate education or training participation while those in the Work 
Plus approach were prohibited from doing so. 

Impacts on Service Receipt for Subgroups 
MDRC examined service receipt rates for two key subgroups, defined relative to their 

status at random assignment: (1) sample members working full time versus those working part 
time and (2) sample members with and without a high school diploma or GED certificate. High
lights of these analyses are as follows. (For the complete set of outcomes, see Appendix Tables 
D.1 and D.2.) 

Increases in education and training activities were concentrated primarily among sam
ple members who entered the study working part time. The two Phase 2 approaches had little or 
no effect on participation in education and training activities among those who entered the study 
with full-time work. 

Among the part-time workers, 51 percent of the Work Plus group members and 47 per
cent of the Training Focused group members participated in any education and training activity 
in the 12 months following random assignment, compared with 34 percent for the control 
group. The differences for both groups, relative to the control group rate, are statistically signifi
cant. Of the part-time workers subgroup, 42 percent of the Work Plus and 28 percent of the 
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Training Focused sample members participated in any education and training activity while 
employed, compared with 26 percent of the control group members. The difference between the 
Work Plus group and the control group — 16 percentage points — is statistically significant. 
Work Plus sample members who worked part time at least initially attended their education and 
training activities for 13 weeks on average, compared with 7 weeks for control group members 
— another statistically significant difference. The difference between the Training Focused 
group and the control group is not statistically significant. 

For the Training Focused group, increases in education and training participation were 
concentrated primarily among those who entered the study without a high school diploma or 
GED certificate. The two Phase 2 approaches had little or no effect on participation in education 
and training activities among high school graduates and GED certificate holders. 

Among sample members without a high school diploma or GED certificate, about 48 
percent of Training Focused group members reported participating in any education and train
ing activity (primarily in basic education), a statistically significant increase of 17 percentage 
points above the control group average. About 41 percent of nongraduates in the Work Plus 
group reported participating in any education and training activity, a difference of 10 percentage 
points in comparison with the control group, but this difference is not statistically significant. 
Among those sample members who did not have a high school diploma or a GED certificate, 27 
percent of the Work Plus sample members and 31 percent of the Training Focused sample 
members participated in an education and training activity while employed, compared with 16 
percent of control group members who did. The differences for both Phase 2 groups, compared 
with the control group, are statistically significant. Work Plus and Training Focused sample 
members who lacked a diploma or a GED certificate attended their education and training ac
tivities for seven weeks on average, compared with three weeks for control group members. The 
differences for the two Phase 2 programs are statistically significant. 

Impacts on Degree and Certificate Receipt 
MDRC analyzed the effects of the Phase 2 programs on the receipt of degree and voca

tional certificates for the full sample and the key subgroups. The Work Plus approach generated 
small but statistically significant impacts on GED receipt for the entire sample, and somewhat 
larger increases for nongraduates and part-time workers. The Training Focused program pro
duced an increase of 7 percentage points in the receipt of trade or occupational certificates for 
full-time workers. This finding is somewhat surprising given the lack of participation impacts 
for this subgroup. (See Appendix Table D.4 for the full set of outcomes and Box 3 for informa
tion about the evaluation’s special education and training survey.)  
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Box 3 

Results from the Special Education and Training Survey 

Because the education and training participation rates reported by control group members in 
the 12-month client survey were higher than anticipated, MDRC conducted a special survey 
of a subsample of 12-month client survey respondents who reported participating in educa
tion and training activities. Because the special survey sample is a subsample of only educa
tion and training participants, the findings from this special education and training survey are 
nonexperimental. Nonetheless, they offer valuable insights into the types of education and 
training programs that clients attended, the likelihood of clients’ completing their programs, 
and clients’ views on the challenges of combining work and school or training. 

•	 The survey verified that, in fact, the education and training participation reported in the 12
month survey was “real” and that education and training participation rates were comparable 
across the three research groups. 

•	 Among the education and training participants, 60 percent had taken college classes (typi
cally, at a community college); 25 percent had taken vocational training classes (almost all as 
part of a program leading to a certificate); and 25 percent had taken basic education classes. 
In all, 43 percent of the education and training participants noted that getting a two- or four-
year college degree was their eventual goal.  

•	 Across the three research groups, the most popular types of college or vocational training ac
tivities in which individuals enrolled were in the nursing/medical field (usually Certified 
Nurse Assistant [CNA] and Licensed Vocational Nurse [LVN] programs) and in computer 
graphics and programming.  

•	 By the end of the 17- to 28-month follow-up period of the special education and training 
study, about one-third of respondents to the special survey were still participating in their 
course of study. The proportion currently participating was highest among respondents who 
attended college programs and lowest among basic education participants.  

•	 When survey respondents were asked about their biggest challenge in combining work and 
school or training, they most frequently mentioned time issues. When asked what type of as
sistance from an agency or organization was most helpful when going to school or training 
while working, they most frequently mentioned financial assistance. 
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Conclusions 
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 have attended 
education and training activities, and their levels of participation in these activities would have 
to have greatly exceeded the participation level of the control group. For several reasons, these 
benchmarks proved difficult to achieve, although the two approaches attained greater success 
with certain groups of sample members than with others. 

At least two factors appear to explain why the Work Plus and Training Focused ap
proaches did not produce larger impacts on education and training engagement for the sample 
as a whole, including relatively high levels of education and training participation among the 
control group: (1) the difficulty of getting working single-parent TANF recipients to enroll in 
school or training in numbers greater than the number who were likely to do this on their own 
and (2) frequent job loss among sample members (described in detail in the next section), which 
usually diverted people’s focus to job search and away from education or training.  

These findings point to the need to develop strategies that might substantially increase 
voluntary participation in education or training programs — enrollment in such programs as well 
as completion of them — among individuals not likely to seek out and meet these milestones on 
their own. The findings also suggest a need to devise strategies that might help such individuals 
achieve increased participation in education and training programs without forcing them to choose 
between obtaining higher incomes by working more hours and shooting for long-term, uncertain 
increases by earning a GED certificate, training certificate, or college degree. 
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The Effects of the Work Plus 

and Training Focused Approaches 


on Employment, Public Assistance, and Income 


This section analyzes the effects of the Work Plus and Training Focused approaches on 
sample members’ employment, earnings, receipt of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF) and food stamps, and combined income from earnings and public assistance. The 
analysis uses statewide unemployment insurance (UI) wage data to estimate effects on em
ployment and earnings for two years (eight quarters), following each sample member’s date of 
random assignment. Only one year of follow-up data was available from Riverside County’s 
automated TANF and food stamp payment system for estimating effects on receipt of public 
assistance. A portion of the sample, 712 single parents, provided information on job characteris
tics and other outcomes by responding to a survey interview around 12 months after their date 
of random assignment. 

Average employment and public assistance outcomes for the control group represent 
what happens when employed TANF recipients rely solely on their own initiative to enroll in 
education and training activities. As discussed earlier, Riverside County has many private and 
public institutions that offer degree-granting and non-degree-granting instruction to low-wage 
workers. Furthermore, as elsewhere, many low-wage workers may obtain Pell Grants and other 
forms of support for education and training activities with the help of their educational institu
tion’s financial aid officers. 

Differences in average outcomes between the Work Plus and control groups represent 
the effects, or impacts, of the DPSS’s longstanding postemployment approach beyond what 
working recipients could attain on their own initiative. Similarly, differences in average out
comes represent the effects, or impacts, of EDA’s more strongly training-focused approach 
(relative to receiving no assistance in enrolling in skill-building activities). It is also possible to 
directly compare results for the Work Plus and Training Focused groups. Such a comparison 
may show that one approach’s mix of services, mandates, and messages leads to better out
comes than that of the other approach, but that finding would only be meaningful if the group 
with better outcomes also had better outcomes than the control group. MDRC reports impacts 
as true program effects when the impacts are statistically significant at the 10 percent level or 
less — meaning that it is unlikely that the differences occurred by chance. Unless otherwise 
noted, all impacts discussed in this report are statistically significant. 

As discussed previously, sample members were already working at their time of ran
dom assignment, although some were employed at jobs not recorded by California’s UI system. 
Under such circumstances, employment levels for members of all three research groups can 
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only go downward over time. Nonetheless, one or both Phase 2 approaches may increase em
ployment retention above the control group level by helping Work Plus and Training Focused 
group members stay on the job longer or move sooner to new jobs. The two approaches could 
also increase members’ total earnings above the control group’s by helping Work Plus and 
Training Focused group members keep their jobs longer, increase their hours of work or their 
hourly pay, or move to more stable or higher-paying jobs. 

Most employment outcomes presented in this report cover the first two years after ran
dom assignment. The results include each approach’s effects on employment levels and stabil
ity, earnings, and advancement in the labor market. These results are important, but they are not 
the final word on the Phase 2 program, as MDRC will ultimately track employment and earn
ings outcomes for the study’s participants for at least three years. 

Expected Effects 
Previous random assignment evaluations of preemployment education or training pro

grams for welfare recipients have shown that such programs rarely lead to increases in em
ployment and earnings during the first year of follow-up. Typically during Year 1, individuals 
assigned to basic education, postsecondary education, or vocational training programs attend 
classes and cut back on or forgo employment. Several programs (like some in the study of the 
National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies) led to increases in employment and earn
ings during the second year of follow-up.17 It is possible that the same pattern will occur for 
postemployment initiatives like the Work Plus and Training Focused approaches. For this rea
son, the analysis will pay particular attention to results from Year 2 and from Quarter 9, the fi
nal quarter of that year. 

The pattern of delayed program effects described above assumes that the program led to 
a relatively large increase in participation in at least one type of education and training activity 
beyond the level recorded for members of the control group. As noted in the previous section, 
based on survey responses, neither Phase 2 approach resulted in large increases in participation 
for the sample as a whole, suggesting that employment and earnings impacts should also be 
small. On the other hand, Work Plus group members averaged somewhat longer spells of atten
dance than control group members. Furthermore, among certain subgroups, sizable impacts on 
participation were found for one or both approaches. Finally, it should be noted that the Work 
Plus and Training Focused approaches may result in gains in employment and earnings relative 
to the control group even in the absence of impacts on participation. For instance, case manag
ers from DPSS and EDA may have helped members of the two Phase 2 program groups enroll 

17Hamilton et al. (2001), pp. 95-100. 
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in types of education or training activities that offered better prospects for employment in stable 
and well-paying jobs, compared with the education or skills training activities in which control 
group members enrolled on their own initiative. 

Employment Patterns for Control Group Members  
As expected, nearly all (92.1 percent) control group members worked for pay in a UI-

covered job for at least one quarter during the first two years of follow-up. (See Table 9 and 
Figure 3.) However, many control group members experienced difficulty retaining employment. 
The percentage of control group members who worked in UI-covered jobs decreased quarter-
by-quarter during Years 1 and 2. About 60 percent of control group members were working in 
UI-covered jobs during Quarter 9 (the final quarter of Year 2) — including some control group 
members who returned to employment after a spell of joblessness earlier in the follow-up pe
riod. On average, control group members remained employed for 5.4 out of the eight follow-up 
quarters, equivalent to an average quarterly employment rate of 67 percent. A slightly smaller 
proportion of control group members (63.2 percent) remained employed for at least four con
secutive quarters during Years 1 and 2 — a key indicator of employment retention. 

As is often the case for welfare recipients who find jobs, members of the control group 
received low earnings during Years 1 and 2: a total of $16,707 from UI-covered jobs — or a 
little more than $8,000 per year. (This average includes zeroes for the small segment of the con
trol group with no earnings reported to California’s UI system.) More than one-third (36.8 per
cent) of the control group received $20,000 or more in earnings over two years, another impor
tant indicator of employment retention. On average, control group members earned about the 
same in Year 2 as in Year 1. However, the number of control group members who worked at 
UI-covered jobs decreased during this period. These findings suggest that a portion of the con
trol group earned more over time.18 

Impacts on Employment and Earnings 
•	 Over the two-year follow-up period, neither Phase 2 approach led to in

creases relative to the control group on measures of employment reten
tion or total earnings. 

To date, findings on employment and earnings are not encouraging for either approach. 
During Years 1 and 2, members of the Work Plus group and the control group recorded a very 

18In Year 2, 77.4 percent of control group members worked at a UI-covered job for at least one quarter. 
They earned an average of $8,360/.774 = $10,800. The corresponding average for control group members who 
worked at a UI-covered job in Year 1 was $8,346/.892 = $9,360. 
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Table 9


Years 1-2, Impacts on UI-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 

Years 1-2 
Ever employed (%) 91.5 92.1 -0.6 0.609 90.7 92.1 -1.4 0.325 
Average quarterly employment (%) 65.1 67.0 -1.9 0.219 63.5 67.0 -3.5 ** 0.045 
Number of quarters employed 5.2 5.4 -0.1 0.219 5.1 5.4 -0.3 ** 0.045 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 61.0 63.2 -2.2 0.305 58.8 63.2 -4.4 * 0.076 
Total earnings ($) 16,189 16,707 -517 0.418 16,661 16,707 -45 0.951 
Earned over $20,000 (%) 36.0 36.8 -0.8 0.712 35.8 36.8 -1.1 0.666 

Year 1 
Ever employed (%) 88.7 89.2 -0.5 0.732 86.8 89.2 -2.4 0.145 
Employed in last quarter of Year 1 (%) 63.4 66.5 -3.1 0.155 62.2 66.5 -4.3 * 0.081 
Average quarterly employment (%) 70.0 72.4 -2.4 0.132 67.5 72.4 -4.9 *** 0.008 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 48.8 51.8 -2.9 0.189 47.3 51.8 -4.4 * 0.085 
Total earnings ($) 8,055 8,346 -291 0.348 8,022 8,346 -325 0.366 
Earned over $10,000 (%) 35.9 37.4 -1.5 0.474 34.7 37.4 -2.7 0.273 

Year 2 
Ever employed (%) 75.7 77.4 -1.7 0.374 76.5 77.4 -0.9 0.677 
Employed in last quarter of Year 2 (%) 58.2 59.9 -1.7 0.433 58.2 59.9 -1.7 0.512 
Average quarterly employment (%) 60.2 61.6 -1.4 0.457 59.5 61.6 -2.2 0.308 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 42.9 44.8 -2.0 0.374 41.3 44.8 -3.5 0.166 
Total earnings ($) 8,134 8,360 -226 0.562 8,640 8,360 279 0.536 
Earned over $10,000 (%) 36.0 38.6 -2.6 0.227 37.9 38.6 -0.7 0.786 

Sample size (total = 2,907) 1,466 723 718 723 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix C.
     This table includes only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the California unemployment insurance (UI) program. It does not include 
employment outside California or in jobs not covered by UI (for example, "off-the-books" jobs, some agricultural jobs, and federal government jobs). 
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Figure 3


Impacts of the Work Plus Strategy on UI-Covered

Employment and Earnings Over Time


Riverside Phase 2
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SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix D.
 This figure includes only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the California unemployment 

insurance (UI) program. It does not include employment outside California or in jobs not covered by UI 
(for example, "off-the-books" jobs, some agricultural jobs, and federal government jobs).

  Significance levels are indicated as: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 
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similar pattern of employment and earnings. (See Table 9 and Figure 3.) Each group worked at 
UI-covered jobs for about the same number of quarters and earned about the same amount during 
each year of follow-up. Similar percentages of Work Plus and control group members were work
ing during the final quarter of Year 2, suggesting the likelihood that the Work Plus approach will 
not lead to employment and earnings gains relative to the control group in later years. 

A different pattern of results emerged for the Training Focused approach. (See Table 9 
and Appendix Table E.1.) As discussed earlier, EDA, the agency that operated the Training Fo
cused approach, encouraged enrollees to reduce, or even to forgo, employment temporarily to 
participate in longer-term skill-building activities. In fact, during Year 1, when most Training 
Focused group members were expected to attend school or training, Training Focused group 
members remained employed for a somewhat shorter period of time than their counterparts in 
the control group. (See Figure 4.) Specifically, about 67.5 percent of Training Focused group 
members worked at a UI-covered job during a typical quarter in Year 1, a decrease of nearly 5 
percentage points below the control group average. By a similar margin, a smaller percentage of 
Training Focused group members were working during the final quarter of Year 1. The follow
ing year, the differences between the Training Focused and control groups in measures of em
ployment retention diminished and ceased to be statistically significant. Furthermore, by the end 
of Year 2, a similar percentage of each group worked at a UI-covered job, and members of each 
group averaged about the same amount in earnings. This trend suggests the possibility that the 
Training Focused approach will lead to employment and earnings gains relative to the control 
group in later years; subsequent reports will address this issue.19 

Impacts on Public Assistance Receipt and Payments 
•	 The Work Plus and Training Focused approaches had little effect on re

ceipt of public assistance relative to the control group during the first 
year of follow-up. 

As noted above, TANF and food stamp payment data were available for only one year 
of follow-up. (See Table 10.) Education-focused programs can lead to temporary increases in 
receipt of TANF and food stamps if enrollees substitute attendance at education or training ac
tivities for employment. However, in Riverside, members of the three research groups recorded 
similar levels of participation and employment during Year 1; thus, little, if any, difference in 
receipt of public assistance should be expected. 

19For an early cohort with three years of follow-up (representing about two-thirds of the sample), neither ap
proach led to impacts on employment or earnings during Year 3. (This finding is not shown anywhere in this report.) 
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Figure 4


Impacts of the Training Focused Strategy on UI-Covered

Employment and Earnings Over Time 

Riverside Phase 2 
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SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix D.
     This figure includes only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the California unemployment 
insurance (UI) program. It does not include employment outside California or in jobs not covered by UI 
(for example, "off-the-books" jobs, some agricultural jobs, and federal government jobs).
        Significance levels are indicated as: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 
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Table 10


Year 1, Impacts on Public Assistance, Employment and TANF Receipt, and Income


Riverside Phase 2


Work Training 
Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Year 1 
Number of months receiving TANF 7.0 6.8 0.2 0.374 7.0 6.8 0.2 0.395 
Amount of TANF received  ($) 3,117 3,079 39 0.722 3,271 3,079 192 0.126 
Number of months receiving food stamps 7.0 6.6 0.4 * 0.077 6.8 6.6 0.2 0.374 
Amount of food stamps received ($) 1,452 1,393 58 0.252 1,428 1,393 34 0.561 

Total measured income ($)a 12,624 12,819 -195 0.487 12,720 12,819 -98 0.762 

Quarter 5 
Ever received TANF (%) 50.4 50.2 0.2 0.946 53.4 50.2 3.2 0.217 
Amount of TANF received ($) 647 666 -19 0.580 729 666 63 0.114 
Ever received food stamps (%) 53.6 52.2 1.5 0.493 53.7 52.2 1.5 0.543 
Amount of food stamps received ($) 345 340 5 0.760 343 340 3 0.874 

Employed and not receiving TANF (%) 32.7 34.8 -2.1 0.321 32.6 34.8 -2.2 0.367 
Employed and receiving TANF (%) 30.8 31.7 -1.0 0.641 29.6 31.7 -2.2 0.371 
Not employed and receiving TANF (%) 19.6 18.5 1.1 0.534 23.8 18.5 5.3 ** 0.011 
Not employed and not receiving TANF (%) 17.0 15.0 1.9 0.239 14.1 15.0 -1.0 0.612 

Sample size (total = 2,907) 1,466 723 718 723 

SOURCES and NOTES: See Appendix C. 
This table includes only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the California unemployment insurance (UI) program. It does not include employment 

outside California or in jobs not covered by UI (for example, "off-the-books" jobs, some agricultural jobs, and federal government jobs).
 aThis measure represents the sum of UI earnings, TANF, and food stamps. 



During Year 1, control group members exited from assistance at a relatively rapid pace. 
By Quarter 5, the final quarter of Year 1, only half of the control group received TANF benefits, 
and a similar percentage received food stamps.20 On average, control group members received 
TANF and food stamps for a little less than 7 out of the 12 months in Year 1.  

In general, the two Phase 2 approaches had little effect on receipt of public assistance 
during Year 1. Members of the Work Plus group received food stamps for a slightly longer du
ration during Year 1 than members of the control group — a statistically significant difference 
of 0.4 months (less than two weeks). However, during Year 1, Work Plus group members re
ceived about the same amount of food stamp dollars as control group members, and the Work 
Plus approach resulted in no impact on TANF receipt and dollars.21 

Similarly, members of the Training Focused and control groups received TANF and 
food stamps for about the same number of months during Year 1. On the other hand, Training 
Focused group members received somewhat more in TANF payments compared with the con
trol group. The differences between the two groups in average TANF dollars received during 
Year 1 ($192, or 6 percent) and in Quarter 5 ($63, or 9 percent) were just above the 10 percent-
level of statistical significance (p-values = 0.126 and 0.114) — reflecting, perhaps, the lower 
employment levels by Training Focused group members during Year 1. 

Finally, neither approach led to statistically significant effects on combined income 
from earnings in UI-covered jobs, TANF payments, and food stamps during Year 1. Members 
of each group received just under $13,000 in income from these sources. (See Table 10.) 

20Elsewhere in the United States, at least some groups of former TANF recipients are more likely to con
tinue their receipt of food stamps. For instance, in the Chicago site of the ERA demonstration, which, like 
Phase 2, provided advancement services for employed TANF recipients, half of control group members re
ceived TANF, but over 90 percent were receiving food stamps during the final quarter of Year 1 (Bloom, Hen
dra, and Page, 2006, Figure 3.2). 

21Surprisingly, at the end of Year 1, survey respondents in the Work Plus group reported considerably 
lower levels of TANF receipt than their counterparts in the control group. (See Appendix Table E.4.) It is not 
clear why this result varied from impacts calculated with administrative data. On the other hand, Work Plus 
respondents reported an equally large increase (nearly 10 percentage points) relative to the control group in 
receipt of publicly funded post-TANF medical coverage for themselves and their children. Respondents in the 
Training Focused group reported a slightly smaller increase in medical coverage relative to the control group. 
Possibly, greater contact with program staff members facilitated Work Plus and Training Focused group mem
bers’ higher enrollment in transitional Medi-Cal, the Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP), and other 
programs providing coverage to low-income families. However, it was beyond the scope of this report to inves
tigate program effects on levels of medical coverage (other than those reported by survey respondents for a 
single month at the end of Year 1). 
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Impacts for Selected Subgroups 
The impact findings presented so far may mask significant variation in program effects 

among the different welfare populations that make up the research sample. To explore this is
sue, the analysis presents separate impact estimates for subgroups based on sample members’ 
educational attainment and current and recent work history at their time of random assignment. 
The analysis considers two key issues for the Work Plus and Training Focused groups:  

1.	 Did subgroups that recorded impacts on participation in education or training 
activities relative to the control group also show impacts on employment and 
earnings? 

2.	 Were impacts larger for sample members who entered the study with rela
tively strong educational credentials and work experience or for sample 
members who had fewer advantages in the labor market? 

For this evaluation, these questions are closely related. As discussed in the previous sec
tion (and as shown in Appendix Tables D.1 through D.3), the Work Plus and Training Focused 
approaches led to impacts on participation in skill-building activities among more disadvan
taged subgroups, including nongraduates, part-time workers, and sample members without em
ployment in a UI-covered job in the quarter prior to random assignment. In contrast, the two 
approaches did not increase participation relative to the control group among high school gradu
ates and GED certificate recipients, full-time workers, and sample members who worked at a 
UI-covered job in the quarter prior to random assignment — subgroups with better chances of 
employment retention and advancement. 

•	 Over two years, neither approach raised employment and earnings out
comes above control group levels for subgroups based on current em
ployment status, recent work history, or educational attainment. Results 
were more negative for the more disadvantaged subgroups. 

Not surprisingly, nongraduates, part-time workers, and sample members with no recent 
work history earned less over two years than their counterparts without these barriers — among 
control group members, the differences in total earnings ranged from $2,300 to $3,600. (See 
Table 11.) In general, the two Phase 2 approaches led to few impacts on measures of employ
ment and earnings for any subgroup. Less positively, all differences with the control group that 
reached the level of statistical significance or close to it (with p-values of between 10 percent 
and 15 percent) pointed to less stable employment and lower earnings for members of the Work 
Plus or Training Focused group. Notably, all of these differences were concentrated among 
members of the more disadvantaged subgroups. Among nongraduates, for example, 55.3 per
cent of Training Focused group members worked at a UI-covered job for at least four consecu
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Table 11


Years 1-2, Impacts on UI-Covered Employment and Earnings for Selected Subgroups of Single Parents


Riverside Phase 2


Work 
Plus Control Difference 

Training 
Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Educational status at random assignment 

No high school diploma or GED 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

63.9 
59.5 

14,868 

66.0 
62.2 

14,800 

-2.0 
-2.7 

68 

0.381 
0.421 
0.938 

60.6 
55.3 

14,255 

66.0 
62.2 

14,800 

-5.3 ** 
-6.9 * 

-545 

0.050 
0.075 
0.593 

Sample size (total = 1,215) 599 320 296 320 

High school diploma or GED 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

66.2 
62.3 

17,289 

68.3 
64.6 

18,283 

-2.1 
-2.3 

-994 

0.300 
0.422 
0.274 

65.2 
61.2 

18,257 

68.3 
64.6 

18,283 

-3.1 
-3.4 
-26 

0.177 
0.312 
0.980 

Sample size (total = 1,668) 856 394 418 394 

Employment status in quarter prior 
to random assignment 

Not employed 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

56.8 
51.7 

13,645 

62.1 
58.9 

15,410 

-5.3 ** 
-7.2 ** 

-1,765 * 

0.034 
0.035 
0.079 

57.7 
53.1 

14,999 

62.1 
58.9 

15,410 

-4.5 
-5.8 

-411 

0.123 
0.140 
0.722 

Sample size (total = 1,263) 642 311 310 311 
(continued) 
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Table 11 (continued) 

Work Training 
Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Employed 
Average quarterly employment (%) 71.7 70.5 1.2 0.519 67.9 70.5 -2.5 0.249 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 68.3 66.2 2.0 0.468 63.1 66.2 -3.1 0.340 
Total earnings ($) 18,215 17,670 546 0.512 17,853 17,670 183 0.849 

Sample size (total = 1,644) 824 412 408 412 

Hours per week of work at random 
assignment 

Part time: 20 to 31 hours 
Average quarterly employment (%) 63.6 66.5 -3.0 0.186 62.5 66.5 -4.1 0.126 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 59.6 62.9 -3.3 0.318 57.8 62.9 -5.1 0.186 
Total earnings ($) 14,494 14,685 -191 0.829 15,050 14,685 365 0.725 

Sample size (total = 1,261) 650 312 299 312 

Full time: 32 or more hours 
Average quarterly employment (%) 66.4 66.7 -0.3 0.868 64.7 66.7 -2.0 0.398 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 62.1 62.7 -0.5 0.853 60.4 62.7 -2.3 0.493 
Total earnings ($) 17,511 18,269 -758 0.406 17,871 18,269 -398 0.703 

Sample size (total = 1,620) 800 404 416 404 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix C. 
This table includes only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the California unemployment insurance (UI) program. It does not include 

employment outside California or in jobs not covered by UI (for example, "off-the-books" jobs, some agricultural jobs, and federal government jobs). 



tive quarters (a key indicator of employment retention), a decrease of nearly 7 percentage points 
below the control group. Similarly, over two years, Work Plus group members with no recent 
UI-covered employment earned, on average, $1,765 (or 11 percent) less than their counterparts 
in the control group, a relatively substantial decrease. This pattern of employment and earnings 
differences looks about the same when only Year 2 results are considered, meaning that there is 
no discernable trend toward positive effects for either approach in later years. The one possible 
exception concerns part-time workers in the Training Focused group, whose members earned 
several hundred dollars less than members of the control group in Year 1 (not shown) and sev
eral hundred more in Year 2. However, these differences in earnings are not statistically signifi
cant for either year, meaning that it is not certain whether the Training Focused approach had 
any effect on earnings for this subgroup. (See Table 11 and Appendix Table E.2.) 

Neither strategy led to statistically significant differences in employment and earnings 
measures for high school graduates, full-time workers, or sample members with recent UI-
covered employment. Considering the trend in earnings outcomes, differences with the control 
group became more positive over time for both approaches for the subgroup with recent UI-
covered employment. For instance, during Year 1, Training Focused group members earned about 
$400 less than the control group (not shown), but nearly $600 more in Year 2 (Appendix Table 
E.2). A similar trend occurred for Training Focused group members in the high school graduate 
subgroup — but for neither approach among full-time workers. These results suggest the possibil
ity that, in later years, at least one education-focused approach will realize earnings gains above 
the control group level for subgroups with greater advantages in the labor market. It should be 
kept in mind, however, that none of these earnings differences is statistically significant.22 

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 

22Other studies have found statistically significant differences of $350 to $600 in annual earnings (see, for 
example, Hamilton et al. 2001, Appendix Table C.2, pp. 355-357), but with larger sample sizes. It is often dif
ficult to estimate precise earnings impacts for subgroups because smaller sample sizes tend to magnify the 
variation in earnings within each research group. In particular, small sample sizes make calculations of group 
means and differences especially sensitive to the effect of a few sample members with unusually high earnings. 
To test whether small sample sizes are responsible for the absence of statistical significance in estimates for the 
subgroup with recent UI-covered employment, MDRC combined the Work Plus and Training Focused groups 
into a single program group and compared mean earnings of this group for Year 2 with mean earnings for the 
control group in the same period. Once again, the difference in earnings is not statistically significant. More 
troubling, a second test, which excluded the 10 highest earners (0.6 percent of subgroup members) showed that 
differences were highly affected by results for a few sample members. Results from both of these tests suggest 
that the trend in earnings differences is not as positive as it initially appeared. 
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study so far underscore the difficulty of implementing education and training initiatives for low-
income adults under the conditions that governed the study. Problems that may have hindered 
the success of Work Plus and Training Focused approaches to date include: 

•	 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. 

•	 Most enrollees were already working full-time hours. 

•	 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.  

•	 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 scarce hours not devoted to work and family — that can 
enable them to engage in skill-building activities. Moreover, it appears from the participation 
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 and training beyond their counterparts 
in the control group — than to part-time workers and nongraduates. For the latter, more disad
vantaged TANF populations, the Work Plus and Training Focused approaches increased atten
dance in skill-building activities — particularly in adult basic education or GED certificate 
preparation classes — but have not led so far to higher levels of employment or earnings be
yond 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 programs that involve other low-income populations and 
have shown promise in previous or ongoing evaluations include mandatory, education-focused, 
preemployment programs for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) or TANF re
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cipients in Atlanta, Georgia, and Columbus, Ohio (two of seven programs evaluated in the Na
tional Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies [NEWWS] that stressed education or training); 
and an initiative involving two community colleges in the New Orleans, Louisiana, area (part of 
the Opening Doors demonstration) that offer low-income parents enhanced scholarships if they 
remain enrolled and maintain 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 ad
ministrators and policymakers to understand the longer-term effects of the Work Plus and 
Training Focused approaches, as well as those of alternative approaches to combining work 
with education or training. 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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Appendix A 

Supplementary Tables for “Introduction” 



The Employment Retention and Advancement Project


Appendix Table A.1


Description of ERA Models


State Location Target Group Primary Service Strategies 
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Advancement projects 

Illinois Cook County (Chicago) TANF recipients who have worked at 
least 30 hours per week for at least 6 
consecutive months 

California Riverside County Phase 2 
(Work Plus) 

Newly employed TANF recipients 
working at least 20 hours per week 

California Riverside County Phase 2 
(Training Focused) 

Newly employed TANF recipients 
working at least 20 hours per week 

Minnesota Hennepin County (Minneapolis) 

Placement and retention (hard-to-employ) projects 

Long-term TANF recipients who were 
unable to find jobs through standard 
welfare-to-work services 

Oregon Portland Individuals who are cycling back onto 
TANF and those who have lost jobs 

A combination of services to promote career advancement 
(targeted job search assistance, education and training, 
assistance in identifying and accessing career ladders, etc.) 

Operated by the county welfare department; connects 
employed TANF recipients to education and training 
activities 

Operated by the county workforce agency; connects 
employed TANF recipients to education and training 
activities with the option of reducing or eliminating their 
work hours 

In-depth family assessment; low caseloads; intensive 
monitoring and follow-up; emphasis on placement into 
unsubsidized employment or supported work with referrals 
to education and training, counseling, and other support 
services 

Team-based case management, job search/job readiness 
components, intensive retention and follow-up services, 
mental health and substance abuse services for those 
identified with these barriers, supportive and emergency 
services 

(continued) 
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Appendix Table A.1 (continued) 

State Location Target Group Primary Service Strategies 

Placement and retention (hard-to-employ) projects (continued) 

New York New York City PRIDE 
(Personal Roads to Individual 
Development and Employment) 

TANF recipients whose employability 
is limited by physical or mental health 
problems 

New York 

Projects with mixed goals 

California 

New York City Substance 
Abuse (substance abuse case 
management) 

Los Angeles County EJC 
(Enhanced Job Club) 

TANF recipients with a substance 
abuse problem 

TANF recipients who are required to 
search for employment 

California Los Angeles County 
(Reach for Success program) 

Newly employed TANF recipients 
working at least 32 hours per week 

California Riverside County PASS (Post-
Assistance Self-Sufficiency 
program) 

Individuals who left TANF due to 
earned income 

Two main tracks: (1) Vocational Rehabilitation, where 
clients with severe medical problems receive unpaid work 
experience, job search/job placement and retention 
services tailored to account for medical problems; (2) 
Work Based Education, where those with less severe 
medical problems participate in unpaid work experience, 
job placement services, and adult basic education 

Intensive case management to promote participation in 
substance abuse treatment, links to mental health and other 
needed services 

Job search workshops promoting a step-down method 
designed to help participants find a job that is in line with 
their careers of interest 

Stabilization/retention services, followed by a combination 
of services to promote advancement:  education and 
training, career assessment, targeted job development, etc. 

Family-based support services delivered by community-
based organizations to promote retention and advancement 
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Appendix Table A.1 (continued) 

State Location Target Group Primary Service Strategies 

Projects with mixed goals (continued) 

Ohio Cleveland Low-wage workers with specific 
employers making under 200% of 
poverty who have been in their 
current jobs less than 6 months 

Regular on-site office hours for counseling/case 
management; Lunch & Learn meetings for social support 
and presentations; and supervisory training for employer 
supervisors 

Oregon Eugene Newly employed TANF applicants 
and recipients working 20 hours per 
week or more; mostly single mothers 
who were underemployed 

Emphasis on work-based and education/training-based 
approaches to advancement and on frequent contact with 
clients; assistance tailored to clients’ career interests and 
personal circumstances 

Oregon Medford Newly employed TANF recipients 
and employed participants of the 
Oregon Food Stamp Employment and 
Training program and the 
Employment Related Day Care 
program; mostly single mothers 

Emphasis on work-based and on education/training-based 
approaches to advancement and on frequent contact with 
clients; assistance tailored to clients’ career interests and 
personal circumstances; access to public benefits 
purposefully divorced from the delivery of retention and 
advancement services 

Oregon Salem TANF applicants Job search assistance combined with career planning; once 
employed, education and training, employer linkages to 
promote retention and advancement 

South Carolina 6 rural counties in the Pee Dee 
Region 

Individuals who left TANF (for any 
reason) between 10/97 and 12/00 

Individualized case management with a focus on 
reemployment, support services, job search, career 
counseling, education and training, and use of 
individualized incentives 

Texas Corpus Christi, Fort Worth, and 
Houston 

TANF applicants and recipients Individualized team-based case management; monthly 
stipends of $200 for those who maintain employment and 
complete activities related to employment plan 



The Employment Retention and Advancement Project


Appendix Table A.2


Selected Characteristics of Single Parents


Riverside Phase 2


Work Plus Training Focused Control 
Characteristic Group Group Group Total 

Gender (%) 
Female 91.3 93.7 92.9 92.3 
Male 8.7 6.3 7.1 7.7 

Age (%) 
20 years or younger 9.5 8.6 8.9 9.1 
21 to 30 years 47.1 48.5 46.9 47.4 
31 to 40 years 31.9 30.9 31.8 31.6 
41 years or older 11.5 12.0 12.4 11.9 

Average age (years) 30.1 30.1 30.2 30.1 

Number of children in household (%) 
None 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.5 
1 34.9 33.3 34.0 34.3 
2 30.5 30.6 28.6 30.1 
3 or more 34.2 35.7 36.5 35.1 

Average number of children 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.2 

Age of youngest child in household 
Less than 3 years 45.2 44.8 48.3 45.9 
3 to 5 years 23.4 22.6 19.8 22.3 
6 years and older 31.4 32.6 32.0 31.8 

Race/ethnicity (%) 
Hispanic 44.3 45.8 47.4 45.4 
Black, non-Hispanic 20.9 20.2 19.4 20.4 
White, non-Hispanic 31.6 31.5 30.4 31.3 
American Indian 0.8 0.4 0.8 0.7 
Asian 2.5 2.1 2.0 2.3 

Primary language (%) 
Spanish 11.8 12.3 11.8 11.9 
English 86.9 86.5 86.9 86.8 

Speaks English adequately for employment (%) 94.7 93.2 94.6 94.3 

Education (%) 
California High School Proficiency Exam 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.2 
GED 10.0 9.5 8.7 9.5 
High school diploma 42.7 40.9 39.4 41.4 
Technical/associate's degree/2-year college 4.7 6.9 5.5 5.4 
4-year (or more) college 1.4 0.7 1.5 1.2 
None of the above 41.2 41.5 44.8 42.1 

High school diploma/GED or higher (%) 58.8 58.5 55.2 57.9 

(continued) 
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Appendix Table A.2 (continued) 

Work Plus Training Focused Control 
Characteristic Group Group Group Total 

Housing status (%) 
Rent, public housing 6.8 6.2 6.8 6.6 
Rent, subsidized housing 5.9 5.7 6.6 6.0 
Rent, other 74.0 73.7 72.5 73.5 
Emergency/temporary housing 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.1 
Owns home or apartment 2.3 2.1 2.6 2.3 
Other 9.0 10.1 9.5 9.4 

Employed at random assignment (%) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Hours worked per week (%) 
Less than 20 1.1 0.4 1.0 0.9 
20 to 31 44.3 41.6 43.2 43.4 
32 or more 54.6 57.9 55.9 55.7 

Average hours worked per weeka 31.3 31.5 31.7 31.5 

Hourly wages (%) 
Less than $6.25 0.7 1.3 1.2 1.0 
$6.25 to $6.99 47.6 48.1 47.4 47.7 
$7.00 to $9.99 44.0 42.9 43.7 43.7 
$10.00 or more 7.7 7.8 7.6 7.7 

Average hourly wages ($) 7.43 7.46 7.41 7.43 

Months employed in past 3 years (%) 
Did not work 5.1 6.8 5.6 5.7  * 
Less than 6 24.0 25.7 26.7 25.1 
7 to 12 19.6 18.1 22.2 19.9 
13 to 24 23.1 24.5 19.9 22.7 
More than 24 28.2 24.8 25.6 26.7 

Type of employment in past 3 years 
(among those ever employed) (%) 

Mostly part time 37.9 36.3 38.4 37.6 
Mostly full time 49.5 49.0 50.1 49.5 
Equal amounts part time and full time 12.6 14.8 11.5 12.9 

Total prior AFDC/TANF receipt (%) 
NA (applicant) 5.4 4.6 6.6 5.5 
Less than 1 year 34.7 37.0 35.5 35.5 
1 year to less than 2 years 19.0 16.6 16.5 17.8 
2 to 5 years 25.1 23.4 24.2 24.5 
6 to 10 years 8.5 10.9 10.3 9.5 
Over 10 years 7.3 7.5 6.9 7.2 

Sample size (total = 2,907) 1,466 718 723 2,907 
(continued) 
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Appendix Table A.2 (continued) 

SOURCE: Data recorded in Riverside County's Department of Public Social Services automated tracking 
system, the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS). 

NOTES: A Chi-squared test for categorical variables and ANOVA for continuous variables were run to 
determine whether there is a difference in the distribution of the characteristics across research groups. 
Significance levels are indicated as: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

aBecause of the Phase 2 research design and baseline data sources, 100 percent of the sample members in all 
three research groups were employed at the end of their random assignment into the study. 
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Appendix B 

Source and Notes for Tables and Figures 
Displaying Impacts Calculated with Responses 

to the ERA 12-Month Survey 



Source for Tables 6, 7, and 8 and Appendix Tables D.1, D.2, D.3, D. 4, E.3, and E.4: MDRC 
calculations from responses to the ERA 12-Month Survey. 

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random as
signment 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 indi
cated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent. 

Italics indicate comparisons that are nonexperimental. These measures are computed only for 
sample members who were employed. Since there may be differences in the characteristics of 
program group and control group members who were employed, any differences in outcomes 
may not necessarily be attributable to the ERA program. Statistical tests were not performed. 

Unless otherwise stated, results are for single-parent sample members who were randomly as
signed from October 2, 2001, to December 31, 2003. 
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Appendix C 

Sources and Notes for Tables and Figures 

Displaying Results Calculated 


with Administrative Records Data 




Source for Tables 9 and 11, Appendix Tables E.1 and E.2, and Figures 3 and 4: MDRC calcula
tions from California Employment Development Department unemployment insurance (UI) 
records. 

Sources for Table 10: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Depart
ment unemployment insurance (UI) records and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF) and food stamp administrative records from Riverside County. 

Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random as
signment 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 indi
cated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; and *** = 1 percent. 

“Year 1” refers to Quarters 2 to 5. “Year 2 “refers to Quarters 6 to 9. Quarter 1 is the quarter in 
which random assignment took place. 

Dollar averages include zero values for sample members who were not employed or were not 
receiving TANF or food stamps. 

Unless otherwise stated, results are for single-parent sample members who were randomly as
signed from January 17, 2001, to September 30, 2003. 
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Supplementary Tables for Impacts on Client Contacts  
and Service Receipt 
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Appendix Table D.1


Impacts on Participation in Education and Training, by Level of Educational Attainment


Riverside Phase 2


Training 
Work Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

High school graduate or GED recipient 

Ever participated in any activitya (%) 75.8 78.4 -2.6 0.607 77.5 78.4 -0.9 0.861 

Participated in any employment-related activityb(%) 64.1 64.5 -0.4 0.942 66.6 64.5 2.1 0.713 

Participated in a job search activity (%) 61.9 63.1 -1.2 0.837 63.8 63.1 0.7 0.906 
Group job search/job club 40.4 44.7 -4.3 0.479 38.8 44.7 -5.8 0.327 
Individual job search 49.5 50.4 -0.9 0.888 51.5 50.4 1.1 0.862 

Participated in an education/training activityc (%) 32.3 33.2 -0.9 0.877 38.1 33.2 4.9 0.395 
ABE/GED 1.6 1.4 0.2 0.903 2.6 1.4 1.2 0.473 
ESL 2.6 0.2 2.4 * 0.064 0.7 0.2 0.5 0.672 
College courses 24.8 24.4 0.4 0.940 27.7 24.4 3.3 0.533 
Vocational training  7.3 9.5 -2.2 0.555 14.9 9.5 5.4 0.143 

Currently participating in an education/training activity (%) 15.1 11.2 3.9 0.359 15.3 11.2 4.2 0.322 

Participated in education/training while working (%) 29.3 27.1 2.2 0.686 23.8 27.1 -3.3 0.541 

Average number of weeks participating in 
Job search activities 2.1 3.3 -1.2 0.200 3.5 3.3 0.2 0.859 
Education/training activities 9.4 6.6 2.8 0.132 7.2 6.6 0.6 0.745 
Unpaid work/subsidized employment 0.6 1.9 -1.3 0.125 1.4 1.9 -0.5 0.538 

Sample size (total = 426) 141 144 141 144 
(continued) 
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Appendix Table D.1 (continued) 

Training 
Work Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Nongraduate 

Ever participated in any activitya (%) 79.9 66.9 13.1 ** 0.044 72.1 66.9 5.3 0.426 

Participated in any employment-related activityb(%) 65.9 58.0 7.9 0.247 61.9 58.0 3.9 0.579 

Participated in a job search activity (%) 66.2 56.9 9.4 0.175 59.5 56.9 2.6 0.711 
Group job search/job club 51.0 44.7 6.3 0.379 37.4 44.7 -7.3 0.320 
Individual job search 53.2 46.6 6.6 0.358 48.6 46.6 2.0 0.785 

Participated in an education/training activityc (%) 41.1 30.8 10.3 0.159 48.2 30.8 17.4 ** 0.020 
ABE/GED 28.0 15.9 12.1 * 0.055 29.1 15.9 13.2 ** 0.040 
ESL 11.0 5.3 5.8 0.155 9.4 5.3 4.2 0.311 
College courses 5.0 7.6 -2.6 0.508 10.0 7.6 2.4 0.551 
Vocational training  8.4 6.2 2.2 0.582 8.0 6.2 1.8 0.660 

Currently participating in an education/training activity (%) 9.8 7.2 2.6 0.559 12.0 7.2 4.8 0.285 

Participated in education/training while working (%) 27.2 16.4 10.7 * 0.091 30.5 16.4 14.0 ** 0.030 

Average number of weeks participating in 
Job search activities 2.6 3.1 -0.4 0.706 4.0 3.1 0.9 0.460 
Education/training activities 6.8 3.2 3.6 ** 0.032 6.7 3.2 3.4 ** 0.046 
Unpaid work/subsidized employment -0.1 1.2 -1.3 *** 0.009 1.1 1.2 -0.1 0.795 

Sample size (total = 281) 95 96 90 96 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix B.

a"Any activity" includes employment-related activities, education/training activities, life skills, and other types of activities.


 b"Employment-related activities" includes job search activities, unpaid jobs, and on-the-job-training. 

c "Education/training activities" includes adult basic education (ABE), General Educational Development (GED), and English as a Second 


Language (ESL) classes. 
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Appendix Table D.2


Impacts  on Participation in Job Search, Education, Training, and Other Activities,  

by Full-Time or Part-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment


Riverside Phase 2


Training 
Work Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Worked 32 hours or more per week 

Ever participated in any activitya (%) 73.3 70.8 2.5 0.654 72.4 70.8 1.6 0.769 

Participated in any employment-related activityb(%) 63.3 59.8 3.5 0.556 65.2 59.8 5.4 0.361 

Participated in a job search activity (%) 62.4 59.3 3.1 0.604 62.1 59.3 2.8 0.636 
Group job search/job club 48.1 45.9 2.2 0.724 37.9 45.9 -8.0 0.188 
Individual job search 50.0 47.3 2.6 0.670 51.7 47.3 4.4 0.480 

Participated in an education/training activityc (%) 26.5 29.8 -3.2 0.581 37.0 29.8 7.3 0.210 
ABE/GED 13.3 7.9 5.4 0.136 11.6 7.9 3.7 0.313 
ESL 4.2 4.1 0.1 0.957 3.6 4.1 -0.4 0.856 
College courses 8.8 14.1 -5.3 0.207 17.8 14.1 3.7 0.372 
Vocational training 5.9 8.8 -2.9 0.419 12.7 8.8 4.0 0.271 

Currently participating in an education/training activity (%) 7.9 6.4 1.5 0.680 13.2 6.4 6.8 * 0.059 

Participated in unpaid work/subsidized employment (%) 3.7 3.7 0.0 0.996 9.0 3.7 5.4 * 0.058 

Participated in education/training 
activity while working (%) 19.9 18.3 1.6 0.756 24.9 18.3 6.7 0.193 

Average number of weeks participating in 
Job search activities 2.4 3.3 -0.9 0.321 3.1 3.3 -0.2 0.840 
Education/training activities 5.6 3.8 1.7 0.219 5.4 3.8 1.6 0.259 
Unpaid work/subsidized employment 0.4 1.1 -0.7 0.364 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.961 

Sample size (total = 405) 131 140 134 140 
(continued) 
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Appendix Table D.2 (continued) 

Training 
Work Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Worked 20 to 31 hours per week 

Ever participated in any activitya (%) 85.2 75.3 9.9 0.104 79.3 75.3 4.0 0.502 

Participated in any employment-related activityb(%) 68.3 62.4 5.8 0.424 64.4 62.4 2.0 0.781 

Participated in a job search activity (%) 66.6 60.2 6.3 0.392 62.4 60.2 2.1 0.768 
Group job search/job club 41.1 42.3 -1.2 0.876 40.2 42.3 -2.0 0.781 
Individual job search 54.0 49.9 4.1 0.591 48.4 49.9 -1.5 0.840 

Participated in an education/training activityc (%) 51.4 33.5 18.0 ** 0.016 47.0 33.5 13.5 * 0.064 
ABE/GED 11.8 5.2 6.6 0.131 13.7 5.2 8.4 ** 0.050 
ESL 8.2 0.6 7.6 ** 0.012 4.9 0.6 4.3 0.146 
College courses 29.1 20.9 8.1 0.194 23.5 20.9 2.6 0.675 
Vocational training 12.1 7.0 5.1 0.279 11.6 7.0 4.6 0.320 

Currently participating in an education/training activity (%) 21.2 13.0 8.2 0.141 13.4 13.0 0.4 0.941 

Participated in unpaid work/subsidized employment (%) 4.1 10.0 -6.0 0.151 10.0 10.0 0.0 1.000 

Participated in education/training 
activity while working (%) 42.2 26.0 16.2 ** 0.021 27.9 26.0 1.9 0.778 

Average number of weeks participating in 
Job search activities 2.8 3.3 -0.5 0.732 3.9 3.3 0.6 0.662 
Education/training activities 13.0 6.6 6.4 *** 0.010 8.7 6.6 2.1 0.379 
Unpaid work/subsidized employment 0.6 2.1 -1.5 * 0.099 1.3 2.1 -0.8 0.358 

Sample size (total = 301) 104 97 100 97 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix B. 
a"Any activity" includes employment-related activities, education/training activities, life skills, and other types of activities.

 b"Employment related activities" includes job search activities, unpaid jobs, and on-the-job-training. 
c "Education/training activities" include adult basic education (ABE), General Educational Development (GED), and English as a Second Language (ESL) 

classes. 
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Appendix Table D.3


Impacts on Participation in Education and Training, by Employment Status


Riverside Phase 2


Training 
Work Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Employed 

Ever participated in any activitya (%) 75.0 72.6 2.4 0.669 71.7 72.6 -0.9 0.875 

Participated in any employment-related activityb(%) 61.5 58.2 3.3 0.592 60.9 58.2 2.7 0.655 

Participated in a job search activity (%) 59.6 56.7 2.9 0.638 60.4 56.7 3.7 0.553 
Group job search/job club 41.3 41.5 -0.2 0.977 37.5 41.5 -4.0 0.523 
Individual job search 49.8 46.2 3.6 0.567 51.3 46.2 5.1 0.414 

Participated in an education/training activityc (%) 39.2 38.7 0.5 0.934 38.8 38.7 0.1 0.984 
ABE/GED 11.8 9.0 2.8 0.447 10.4 9.0 1.4 0.705 
ESL 4.8 2.4 2.5 0.262 2.2 2.4 -0.2 0.916 
College courses 19.5 22.1 -2.6 0.620 20.4 22.1 -1.6 0.750 
Vocational training 9.2 8.7 0.5 0.892 12.6 8.7 3.9 0.303 

Currently participating in an education/training activity (%) 12.5 12.1 0.3 0.936 12.0 12.1 -0.1 0.976 

Participated in education/training while working (%) 31.0 29.5 1.5 0.795 23.2 29.5 -6.3 0.271 

Average number of weeks participating in 
Job search activities 2.8 2.8 -0.1 0.960 4.3 2.8 1.5 0.169 
Education/training activities 7.3 6.2 1.1 0.525 7.0 6.2 0.8 0.629 
Unpaid work/subsidized employment 0.5 1.4 -0.8 0.223 0.9 1.4 -0.5 0.451 

Sample size (total = 386) 125 138 123 138 
(continued) 
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Appendix Table D.3 (continued) 

Training 
Work Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Not employed 

Ever participated in any activitya (%) 83.3 73.3 10.1 * 0.083 79.5 73.3 6.3 0.268 

Participated in any employment-related activityb(%) 72.4 62.8 9.6 0.149 69.6 62.8 6.8 0.299 

Participated in a job search activity (%) 71.5 62.1 9.4 0.165 64.9 62.1 2.8 0.671 
Group job search/job club 49.5 47.8 1.7 0.815 40.0 47.8 -7.8 0.269 
Individual job search 54.2 49.7 4.4 0.540 50.6 49.7 0.8 0.908 

Participated in an education/training activityc (%) 34.4 25.0 9.4 0.161 43.0 25.0 18.1 *** 0.006 
ABE/GED 11.6 5.6 6.1 0.147 15.5 5.6 10.0 ** 0.015 
ESL 7.4 2.9 4.5 0.137 6.1 2.9 3.3 0.271 
College courses 16.0 11.8 4.2 0.400 18.8 11.8 7.0 0.156 
Vocational training 7.3 7.8 -0.5 0.905 11.5 7.8 3.7 0.357 

Currently participating in an education/training activity (%) 14.9 6.4 8.5 * 0.062 14.2 6.4 7.9 * 0.077 

Participated in education/training while working (%) 28.4 13.3 15.1 ** 0.011 28.4 13.3 15.1 *** 0.010 

Average number of weeks participating in 
Job search activities 2.1 3.6 -1.5 0.140 3.0 3.6 -0.6 0.542 
Education/training activities 10.0 4.0 6.0 *** 0.004 6.8 4.0 2.8 0.163 
Unpaid work/subsidized employment 0.4 1.9 -1.5 * 0.092 1.4 1.9 -0.4 0.626 

Sample size (total = 326) 112 103 111 103 

SOURCE and NOTES:  See Appendix B.

a"Any activity" includes employment-related activities, education/training activities, life skills, and other types of activities.


 b"Employment-related activities" includes job search activities, unpaid jobs, and on-the-job-training. 

c "Education/training activities" includes adult basic education (ABE), General Educational Development (GED), and English as a Second Language


(ESL) classes. 
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Appendix Table D.4


Impacts on Receipt of Educational Credentials After Random Assignment, by Subgroup


Riverside Phase 2


Outcome (%) 
Work Plus 

Group 
Control 
Group 

Difference 
(Impact) P-Value 

Training 
Focused 

Group 
Control 

Group 
Difference 

(Impact) P-Value 

Full sample 
Any degree, license, or certificate 

GED 
Trade or occupational license or certificate 

11.2 
1.7 
8.2 

11.1 
0.3 

10.8 

0.1 
1.4 * 

-2.7 

0.986 
0.086 
0.343 

13.6 
0.5 

12.2 

11.1 
0.3 

10.8 

2.4 
0.2 
1.4 

0.410 
0.831 
0.610 

Sample size (total = 712) 237 241 234 241 

Educational status at random assignment 

High school graduate or GED recipient 
Any degree, license, or certificate 

GED 
Trade or occupational license or certificate 

11.2 
0.0 
9.7 

15.4 
0.0 

15.5 

-4.1 
0.0 

-5.8 

0.339 
0.000 
0.167 

16.3 
0.0 

15.7 

15.4 
0.0 

15.5 

1.0 
0.0 
0.3 

0.816 
0.000 
0.950 

Sample size (total = 426) 141 144 141 144 

Nongraduate 
Any degree, license, or certificate 

GED 
Trade or occupational license or certificate 

9.1 
4.4 
4.1 

4.9 
0.5 
4.4 

4.2 
3.9 * 

-0.3 

0.285 
0.064 
0.938 

10.7 
1.5 
7.6 

4.9 
0.5 
4.4 

5.7 
1.0 
3.3 

0.153 
0.629 
0.342 

Sample size (total = 281) 95 96 90 96 
(continued) 
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Training 
Work Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome (%) Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Hours per week of work at random 
assignment 

Part time: 20 to 31 hours 
Any degree, license, or certificate 12.4 12.8 -0.4 0.928 9.7 12.8 -3.2 0.506 

GEDa 2.9 0.0 2.9 ** 0.021 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.601 
Trade or occupational license or certificate 9.2 13.3 -4.1 0.368 8.5 13.3 -4.8 0.288 

Sample size (total = 301) 104 97 100 97 

Full time: 32 or more hours 
Any degree, license, or certificate 10.0 9.5 0.5 0.894 16.1 9.5 6.7 * 0.086 

GED 1.6 0.9 0.7 0.580 0.6 0.9 -0.3 0.785 
Trade or occupational license or certificate 7.0 8.4 -1.4 0.703 15.1 8.4 6.7 * 0.068 

Sample size (total = 405 ) 131 140 134 140 

SOURCE: See Appendix B. 

NOTES: a In rare cases, negative values among the control group were changed to zero. This occurred because the impact analysis uses ordinary least squares 
regression, which can result in estimates slightly below zero. For example, if ordinary least squares regression estimated that 3 percent of ERA group members 
and negative 0.2 percent of control group members participated in job club, MDRC would change the control group participation rate estimate to zero percent 
and the ERA group to 3.2 percent so that the value of the impact estimate remains unchanged. 
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Appendix Table E.1


Impacts on Quarterly UI-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 

Ever employed (%) 

Quarter of random assignment 85.8 89.5 -3.7 *** 0.009 88.0 89.5 -1.6 0.349 
Q2 79.4 81.0 -1.6 0.364 76.9 81.0 -4.2 ** 0.045 
Q3 70.6 73.0 -2.3 0.252 67.8 73.0 -5.1 ** 0.029 
Q4 66.5 69.0 -2.5 0.242 63.1 69.0 -5.9 ** 0.017 
Q5 63.4 66.5 -3.1 0.155 62.2 66.5 -4.3 * 0.081 
Q6 62.5 65.9 -3.5 0.108 60.4 65.9 -5.5 ** 0.026 
Q7 61.0 60.2 0.8 0.713 59.9 60.2 -0.3 0.920 
Q8 59.4 60.4 -1.0 0.635 59.3 60.4 -1.2 0.647 
Q9 58.2 59.9 -1.7 0.433 58.2 59.9 -1.7 0.512 

Earnings ($) 

Quarter of random assignment 1,954 2,016 -62 0.332 1,949 2,016 -67 0.365 
Q2 2,102 2,230 -128 0.114 2,065 2,230 -165 * 0.079 
Q3 2,013 2,057 -44 0.620 1,962 2,057 -96 0.355 
Q4 1,933 2,014 -82 0.386 1,928 2,014 -87 0.426 
Q5 2,007 2,044 -37 0.709 2,067 2,044 23 0.846 
Q6 2,049 2,090 -42 0.693 2,080 2,090 -10 0.932 
Q7 2,028 2,063 -36 0.741 2,146 2,063 83 0.503 
Q8 2,040 2,096 -55 0.618 2,149 2,096 53 0.679 
Q9 2,018 2,111 -94 0.409 2,264 2,111 153 0.243 

Sample size (total = 2,907) 1,466 723 718 723 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix C. 
This table includes only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the California unemployment insurance (UI) program. It does not include 

employment outside California or in jobs not covered by UI (for example, "off-the-books" jobs, some agricultural jobs, and federal government jobs). 

� 
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Appendix Table E.2


Year 2, Impacts on UI-Covered Employment and Earnings for Selected Subgroups of Single Parents


Riverside Phase 2


Work 
Plus Control Difference 

Training 
Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Educational status at random assignment 

No high school diploma or GED 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

58.9 
40.3 

7,317 

59.7 
42.9 

7,349 

-0.8 
-2.6 
-32 

0.763 
0.433 
0.951 

54.6 
37.2 

7,198 

59.7 
42.9 

7,349 

-5.1 
-5.7 

-151 

0.119 
0.141 
0.806 

Sample size (total = 1,215) 599 320 296 320 

High school diploma or GED 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

61.5 
45.0 

8,814 

63.7 
47.4 

9,212 

-2.3 
-2.4 

-398 

0.351 
0.420 
0.477 

62.5 
44.1 

9,588 

63.7 
47.4 

9,212 

-1.3 
-3.3 
376 

0.645 
0.338 
0.560 

Sample size (total = 1,668) 856 394 418 394 
(continued) 
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Appendix Table E.2 (continued) 

Work 
Plus Control Difference 

Training 
Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Employment status in quarter prior 
to random assignment 

Not employed 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

52.6 
34.7 

6,843 

57.5 
41.5 

7,895 

-4.9 * 
-6.8 ** 

-1,052 * 

0.090 
0.043 
0.082 

53.6 
35.2 

7,695 

57.5 
41.5 

7,895 

-3.9 
-6.3 

-200 

0.242 
0.102 
0.774 

Sample size (total = 1,263) 642 311 310 311 

Employed 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

66.3 
49.3 

9,162 

64.5 
47.2 

8,717 

1.8 
2.0 

445 

0.444 
0.501 
0.387 

63.9 
46.0 

9,308 

64.5 
47.2 

8,717 

-0.7 
-1.3 
591 

0.811 
0.709 
0.321 

Sample size (total = 1,644) 824 412 408 412 

Hours per week of work at random 
assignment 

Part time: 20 to 31 hours 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

58.9 
41.4 

7,453 

61.8 
43.0 

7,559 

-3.0 
-1.6 

-106 

0.274 
0.621 
0.852 

60.4 
41.5 

8,308 

61.8 
43.0 

7,559 

-1.4 
-1.5 
749 

0.650 
0.699 
0.260 

Sample size (total = 1,261) 650 312 299 312 

Full time: 32 or more hours 
Average quarterly employment (%) 
Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 
Total earnings ($) 

61.3 
43.9 

8,637 

60.6 
45.5 

8,968 

0.8 
-1.6 

-331 

0.759 
0.598 
0.542 

59.5 
41.5 

8,930 

60.6 
45.5 

8,968 

-1.1 
-4.0 
-38 

0.699 
0.250 
0.951 

Sample size (total = 1,620) 800 404 416 404 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix C. 
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Appendix Table E.3 

Impacts on Job Characteristics of Current Job, Recorded from Survey Responses at End of Year 1 

Riverside Phase 2 
Training 

Work Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 
Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Employment status 

Ever employed since random assignment (%) 93.5 89.3 4.3 0.107 90.3 89.3 1.0 0.694 
No longer employed 23.5 25.2 -1.6 0.694 31.9 25.2 6.7 * 0.098 
Currently employed 70.0 63.7 6.4 0.150 58.4 63.7 -5.3 0.231 

Current working status (%) 
Full time 53.7 51.1 2.6 0.574 45.1 51.1 -6.1 0.187 
Part time 16.3 12.5 3.8 0.245 13.3 12.5 0.8 0.807 

Currently employed at a "good job"a (%) 29.4 25.6 3.8 0.350 26.0 25.6 0.4 0.918 

Hours 

Average hours per week 25.0 22.8 2.2 0.216 20.4 22.8 -2.5 0.155 

Total hours per week (%) 
Less than 30 16.3 12.5 3.8 0.245 13.3 12.5 0.8 0.807 
30-34 11.9 10.1 1.8 0.498 6.6 10.1 -3.5 0.196 
35-44 33.4 33.4 0.0 0.991 34.3 33.4 0.9 0.843 
45 or more 8.4 7.6 0.8 0.734 4.2 7.6 -3.4 0.142 

Average hourly wage (%) 
Less than $5.00 2.3 2.1 0.2 0.901 2.8 2.1 0.6 0.656 
$5.00-$6.99 10.8 12.8 -2.0 0.481 7.9 12.8 -5.0 * 0.084 
$7.00-$8.99 36.4 27.1 9.3 ** 0.027 22.8 27.1 -4.3 0.307 
$9.00 or more 20.5 21.6 -1.1 0.778 24.9 21.6 3.3 0.379 

(continued) 
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Outcome 

Earnings 

Average weekly earnings ($) 

Total earnings per week (%) 
Less than $200 
$201-$300 
$301-$500 
$500 or more 

Benefits 

Employer provided benefits at current job (%) 
Sick days with full pay 
Paid vacation 
Paid holidays other than Christmas and New Year 
Dental benefits 
Retirement plan 
Health plan or medical insurance 

Schedule (%)b 

Regular 
Split 
Irregular 
Evening shift 
Night shift 
Rotating shift 
Other schedule 
Odd job 

Sample size (total = 712) 

Appendix Table E.3 (continued) 

Work Plus Control Difference 
Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

215 202 12 0.498 

15.0 13.1 1.9 0.552 
21.2 23.3 -2.1 0.573 
31.1 20.8 10.3 *** 0.009 

2.8 6.5 -3.7 * 0.069 

26.4 20.7 5.6 0.148 
34.0 31.0 3.0 0.484 
29.7 29.8 -0.1 0.973 
23.9 20.7 3.2 0.395 
23.3 20.3 3.0 0.408 
30.0 28.1 2.0 0.632 

42.3 33.9 8.4 * 0.056 
1.6 0.4 1.2 0.151 
4.6 5.3 -0.7 0.743 

11.9 8.0 4.0 0.105 
4.4 1.9 2.5 0.168 
3.1 11.1 -8.0 *** 0.001 
1.3 2.4 -1.2 0.302 
0.9 0.3 0.6 0.512 

237 241 

Training 
Focused Control Difference 

Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

188 202 -14 0.424 

12.4 13.1 -0.7 0.824 
17.7 23.3 -5.6 0.134 
22.0 20.8 1.2 0.761 

6.3 6.5 -0.2 0.937 

22.9 20.7 2.1 0.585 
26.8 31.0 -4.2 0.318 
23.0 29.8 -6.8 * 0.099 
20.3 20.7 -0.4 0.919 
17.5 20.3 -2.8 0.451 
24.0 28.1 -4.1 0.315 

35.9 33.9 2.1 0.640 
0.5 0.4 0.1 0.922 
5.8 5.3 0.5 0.809 
2.8 8.0 -5.2 ** 0.033 
5.6 1.9 3.7 ** 0.039 
5.6 11.1 -5.5 ** 0.016 
0.9 2.4 -1.5 0.190 
1.3 0.3 1.0 0.230 

234 241 
(continued) 



Appendix Table E.3 (continued) 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix B. 
aA "good job" is a job in which a respondent works 35 or more hours per week, makes $7 per hour, and receives health insurance. If a job does not offer 

health insurance, a "good job" is a job in which a respondent works 35 or more hours per week  and makes $8.50 or more per hour  (Johnson and Corcoran,  
2003). 

bA split shift is one consisting of two distinct periods each day. An irregular schedule is one that changes from day to day. A rotating shift is one that changes 
regularly from days to evenings to nights. 
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Appendix Table E.4


Impacts on Household Income and Health Care Coverage


Riverside Phase 2


Outcome 
Work Plus 

Group 
Control Difference 
Group (Impacts) P-Value 

Training 
Focused 

Group 
Control Difference 
Group (Impacts) P-Value 

Household income 

Percentage with each income source (%) 
Own earnings 
Earnings of other members 
Child support 
Public assistance 

TANF 
Food stamps 
SSI or disability 

74.9 
37.0 
11.9 
60.6 
32.0 
50.7 
11.8 

72.1 
36.1 
15.1 
61.9 
42.4 
51.3 
16.3 

2.8 
0.9 

-3.2 
-1.3 

-10.5 ** 
-0.5 
-4.5 

0.498 
0.829 
0.323 
0.766 
0.018 
0.904 
0.161 

68.6 
37.4 
16.5 
60.3 
40.6 
50.1 
12.7 

72.1 
36.1 
15.1 
61.9 
42.4 
51.3 
16.3 

-3.5 
1.3 
1.4 

-1.6 
-1.8 
-1.1 
-3.5 

0.407 
0.765 
0.671 
0.716 
0.678 
0.793 
0.265 

Total household income in prior month ($) 1,632 1,608 24 0.835 1,868 1,608 260 ** 0.025 

Percentage of household income that is respondent's (%) 75.2 74.2 1.0 0.724 72.7 74.2 -1.5 0.615 

Health care coverage 

Respondent has health care coveragea (%) 
Publicly funded 
Publicly funded and not covered by TANF or SSI 
Privately funded 

93.3 
86.6 
35.4 
13.9 

84.9 
78.5 
23.3 
16.3 

8.4 *** 
8.1 ** 

12.1 *** 
-2.4 

0.004 
0.022 
0.004 
0.472 

88.2 
79.7 
27.4 
15.7 

84.9 
78.5 
23.3 
16.3 

3.3 
1.2 
4.1 

-0.6 

0.245 
0.729 
0.315 
0.862 

All dependent children have health care coverage (%) 89.1 84.1 5.0 0.111 86.9 84.1 2.8 0.376 

All dependent children have health care coverage 
and respondent is not covered by TANF or SSI (%) 40.5 29.0 11.5 *** 0.008 35.6 29.0 6.6 0.129 

Respondent and all children have health care coverage (%) 87.6 77.7 9.9 *** 0.004 85.1 77.7 7.4 ** 0.031 

Sample size (total = 712) 237 241 234 241 
(continued) 



Appendix Table E.4 (continued) 

SOURCE and NOTES: See Appendix B. 
aMeasures of health care coverage combine data from the survey's sections on employment, health coverage, and income section and from  administrative 

records of public assistance receipt. A respondent could be receiving both public and private care health coverage. 
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Appendix F 

Survey Response Analysis 



Overview 

This appendix assesses the reliability of impact results from the ERA 12-Month Survey. 
It also examines whether the impacts for the survey respondents can be generalized to the im
pacts for the research sample. The appendix describes how the survey sample was selected, dis
cusses the response rates for the survey sample for the three research groups, and examines dif
ferences in background characteristics between survey respondents and survey nonrespondents, 
analyzing differences by research group among survey respondents. It then compares the im
pacts on employment, earnings, and receipt of public assistance as calculated with administra
tive records data across the survey samples and the report sample. Finally, it compares levels for 
each research group and impacts on employment and public assistance measures as calculated 
with survey and administrative records.  

With some caution, the appendix concludes that the ERA 12-Month Survey for the 
Riverside Phase 2 program is reliable and that results for the survey respondent sample can be 
generalized to the report sample. A comparison between research groups among the survey re
spondents shows no systematic differences among the groups in characteristics that would af
fect respondents’ likelihood of remaining employed and advancing in the labor market. Fur
thermore, impacts on respondents’ employment and welfare receipt as calculated with adminis
trative records data resemble the impacts for the report, eligible, and fielded samples (defined 
below). On the other hand, differences between the survey and administrative records were 
found in responses and impacts relating to employment items. This finding suggests that results 
from the survey should be taken cautiously.  

Survey Sample Selection 
As noted in the first section of this report, “Introduction,” the report sample includes 

2,907 sample members randomly assigned between January 2001 and September 2003. MDRC 
used a two-step process to select the sample for the ERA 12-Month Survey: 

•	 First, the “eligible sample” was selected. It includes 1,214 sample members, 
42 percent of the report sample, who were randomly assigned from October 
2001 to December 2002, aged 18 years or older at their time of random as
signment, and able to speak English or Spanish. The random assignment pe
riod for the eligible sample covers less than half of the entire sample intake 
period, which raises some concern about the generalizability of the findings. 

•	 Next, MDRC randomly selected 911 eligible sample members to be inter
viewed. This sample is referred to as the “fielded sample” and includes 311 
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Work Plus group members, 302 Training Focused group members, and 298 
control group members. (Sample members who completed the ERA 12
Month Survey are referred to as “survey respondents,” or the “respondent 
sample,” while sample members who were not interviewed are known as 
“nonrespondents,” or the “nonrespondent sample.”) 

Box F.1 

Key Analysis Samples 

Report sample. Single parents who were randomly assigned from January 2001 through 
September 2003. 

Eligible sample. Sample members in the report sample who were randomly assigned from 
October 2001 through December 2002 and who met the criteria for inclusion. 

Fielded sample. Sample members who were randomly selected from the survey-eligible 
sample to be interviewed for the survey. 

Respondent sample. Sample members in the fielded sample who completed the ERA 12
Month Survey. 

Nonrespondent sample. Sample members in the fielded sample who were not inter
viewed because they could not be found or refused to be interviewed or because of other 
reasons. 

Survey Response Rates 
Approximately 78 percent of the fielded sample, or 712 sample members, completed 

the survey. The response rate varied moderately among research groups, with 76 percent of the 
Work Plus group, 77 percent of the Training Focused group, and 81 percent of the control group 
responding. About 80 percent of the nonrespondent sample could not be located or were located 
after the fielding period expired. (The remaining 20 percent of the nonrespondent sample were 
not interviewed because they were incapacitated, institutionalized, or refused to be interviewed.)  

A response rate of nearly 80 percent inspires confidence that findings calculated form 
survey responses may be generalized to all members of the report sample. However, response 
bias may occur even with a relatively high response rate, as when, for example, respondents 
from different research groups vary in background characteristics that may affect employment 
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and welfare receipt. In addition, survey results would be less reliable if a large proportion of 
members of a key subgroup did not complete an interview. 

Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents Within the  
Survey Sample 

MDRC used ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to examine whether respondents 
and nonrespondents differed systematically in background characteristics. For this analysis, 
MDRC measured the strength of association between a series of background characteristics 
measures and an indicator of being a survey respondent. Appendix Table F.1 shows the esti
mated regression coefficients for the probability of being a respondent. As can be noted from 
this table, besides background characteristics such as race/ethnicity, age, employment history, 
and other measurable qualities, a research status indicator was included in the model.1 The first 
column of the table provides the parameter estimates that indicate the effect of each variable on 
the probability of completing the survey. The asterisks and p-values show the statistical signifi
cance of this relationship. 

In general, the results show no consistent differences in background characteristics be
tween respondents and nonrespondents. A few measures predict greater or smaller likelihood of 
responding, and they attain statistical significance –– including history of TANF receipt, Eng
lish speaking ability, and educational attainment. However, the R-square statistic suggests that 
only approximately 4 percent of variance is explained by these significant factors, meaning that 
knowing a fielded sample member’s background characteristics would not help much in pre
dicting whether she or he responded to the survey.  

Comparison of the Research Groups in the Survey Respondent  
Sample 

Appendix Table F.2 shows baseline characteristics of the Training Focused, Work Plus, 
and control group members. In general, differences among the research groups are relatively 
small and not statistically significant — a positive result. The only exception to this finding is 
that males make up a somewhat larger proportion of Work Plus respondents than the other two 
groups do. MDRC ran a more rigorous test of differences in background characteristics, using 
ordinary least squares regression, and obtained a similar finding (results not shown). 

1Sample members from both ERA programs, Training Focused and Work Plus, were pooled together to 
create the research status dummy. Therefore, a sample member in either research group received a value of 1 
for the ERA program group measure. 
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Appendix Table F.1


Estimated Regression Coefficients for the Probability of Being a Respondent

to the ERA 12-Month Survey


Riverside Phase 2


Survey Sample 
Parameter 

Estimate P-Value 

ERA group -0.041 0.159 
Relative month of random assignment -0.003 0.285 
Female 0.067 0.224 
No high school diploma or GED -0.080 *** 0.007 
Number of children 0.000 0.978 
Black, non-Hispanic -0.125 0.500 
Hispanic -0.018 0.922 
White -0.034 0.856 
Asian 0.126 0.560 
Youngest child 3 years old or younger -0.011 0.749 
Youngest child 6 years old or older 0.042 0.272 
Limited English 0.102 * 0.092 
Employed in the prior quarter 0.011 0.776 
Earnings in prior quarter 0.000 0.854 
Employed in the prior year -0.012 0.760 
Received TANF in prior year -0.117 ** 0.012 
Long term TANF recipient 0.068 ** 0.024 

R-square (0.0421) 
F-statistic (2.31) 
P-value of F-statistic (0.002) 

Sample size 911 

SOURCE: Data recorded in Riverside County's Department of Public Social Services automated 
tracking system, the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS). 
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Appendix Table F.2


Background Characteristics of Survey Respondents


Riverside Phase 2


Work Plus Training Focused Control 
Characteristic Group Group Group 

Relative month of random assignment (%) 19.8 19.9 19.9 

Female (%) 89.9 95.3 96.3 *** 

Age (%) 
20 years or younger 10.1 11.5 10.0 
21 to 30 years old 48.5 48.7 43.2 
31 to 40 years old 30.0 28.2 37.8 
41 years or older 11.4 11.5 9.1 

Race (%) 
Hispanic 48.5 47.4 50.6 
Black 17.3 19.7 17.8 
White 30.4 30.8 30.7 
American Indian 0.8 0.4 0.4 
Asian 3.0 1.7 0.4 

Age of youngest child (%) 
Under 3 years 45.1 45.3 46.5 
3 to 5 years 19.8 23.5 20.3 
6 years and older 35.0 31.2 33.2 

Average number of children 2.2 2.2 2.2 

Limited English (%) 6.3 7.7 6.6 

No high school diploma or GED (%) 40.3 39.0 40.0 

Employed during the quarter prior to random assignment (%) 52.7 52.6 57.3 

Earnings in quarter prior to random assignment ($) 715 826 802 

Employed during the year prior to random assignment (%) 73.8 71.4 73.9 

Earnings in year prior to random assignment ($) 3,641 4,122 3,840 

Long term TANF recipient (%) 40.1 40.6 38.2 

Received TANF in prior year (%) 90.7 85.9 90.0 

Sample size (total = 712) 237 234 241 

SOURCE: Data recorded in Riverside County's Department of Public Social Services automated tracking 
system, the GAIN Employment Activity and Reporting System (GEARS). 

NOTES: Chi-square (categorical) and ANOVA tests were used to assess the differences in characteristics across 
research groups. Significance levels are indicated as: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.

 The period of random assignment is from October 2001 to December 2002. 
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Comparison of Survey Respondents with the Fielded Sample 
and the Report Sample 

Using administrative records data, this section discusses whether respondents’ impacts 
can be generalized to the fielded, eligible, and report samples. Consistency of impact findings 
among the samples is considered to be the best result, suggesting that impacts on measures cal
culated from survey responses can be generalized to the report sample. Survey results may be 
considered unreliable because of response bias when impacts for survey respondents calculated 
with administrative data differ in size and direction from results for all other samples. Other pat
terns of inconsistency point to additional problems with the survey findings. Limiting sample 
selection to certain months of sample intake may introduce a “cohort effect”— a pattern of im
pacts that also occurs in the fielded and eligible samples but differs from the pattern when all 
members of the report sample are included. Alternatively, an unlucky sample draw may be in
ferred when impacts for the respondent sample resemble results for the fielded sample, but find
ings for both samples vary from those for the eligible and report samples from which they were 
drawn. 

Appendix Table F.3 shows the adjusted means and impacts on employment and public 
assistance for the report, eligible, fielded, and respondent samples during the first year of the 
follow-up period.2 Overall, the analysis found considerable similarity across the samples in im
pacts on employment, earnings, and receipt of public assistance. Among all samples, the Work 
Plus approach had no impact on any measure of employment, employment stability, or earn
ings. Results for the Training Focused approach were also consistent, except that the negative 
impact on one measure of employment stability (employment during all four quarters of Year 1) 
was somewhat larger for the respondent sample. With one exception (a small cohort effect), 
impacts on receipt of public assistance for the respondent sample also resemble impacts of the 
report, eligible, and fielded samples. The Work Plus program led to a small increase in food 
stamp receipt in Year 1 for the report sample, whereas the program did not have a significant 
effect for the eligible, fielded, or respondent samples. 

2All the impacts are regression-adjusted within each sample to control for differences in background char
acteristics, prior employment, prior public assistance, and period of sample intake. 
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Appendix Table F.3


Comparison of Impacts for the Report, Eligible, Fielded, and Respondent Samples


Riverside Phase 2


Work Training 
Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Year 1 

Ever employed (%) 
Report sample 88.7 89.2 -0.5 0.733 86.8 89.2 -2.4 0.145 
Eligible sample 88.5 87.8 0.6 0.778 87.2 87.8 -0.6 0.803 
Fielded sample 89.7 88.2 1.6 0.540 87.1 88.2 -1.0 0.688 
Respondent sample 90.1 89.7 0.4 0.878 88.6 89.7 -1.1 0.706 

Average quarterly employment (%) 
Report sample 70.0 72.4 -2.4 0.132 67.5 72.4 -4.9 *** 0.008 
Eligible sample 70.6 71.9 -1.4 0.581 67.9 71.9 -4.0 0.155 
Fielded sample 71.2 72.2 -1.0 0.712 67.9 72.2 -4.3 0.127 
Respondent sample 72.7 75.4 -2.8 0.381 69.6 75.4 -5.8 * 0.065 

Number of quarters employed 
Report sample 2.8 2.9 -0.1 0.132 2.7 2.9 -0.2 *** 0.008 
Eligible sample 2.8 2.9 -0.1 0.581 2.7 2.9 -0.2 0.155 
Fielded sample 2.8 2.9 0.0 0.712 2.7 2.9 -0.2 0.127 
Respondent sample 2.9 3.0 -0.1 0.381 2.8 3.0 -0.2 * 0.065 

Employed 4 consecutive quarters (%) 
Report sample 48.8 51.8 -2.9 0.189 47.3 51.8 -4.4 * 0.085 
Eligible sample 52.1 51.1 1.1 0.756 46.6 51.1 -4.4 0.269 
Fielded sample 52.2 51.3 0.9 0.823 46.6 51.3 -4.7 0.249 
Respondent sample 55.2 56.4 -1.2 0.790 48.4 56.4 -8.0 * 0.079 

(continued) 
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Work Training 
Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Total earnings ($) 
Report sample 8,055 8,346 -291 0.348 8,022 8,346 -324 0.367 
Eligible sample 8,431 8,450 -19 0.969 8,059 8,450 -391 0.487 
Fielded sample 8,142 8,491 -349 0.517 8,066 8,491 -426 0.431 
Respondent sample 8,467 8,991 -525 0.394 8,230 8,991 -761 0.214 

Ever received TANF (%) 
Report sample 86.6 84.7 1.9 0.212 86.7 84.7 2.0 0.271 
Eligible sample 86.2 86.0 0.2 0.927 81.9 86.0 -4.1 0.153 
Fielded sample 86.3 86.1 0.2 0.955 81.8 86.1 -4.4 0.130 
Respondent sample 87.2 85.2 2.0 0.533 82.0 85.2 -3.2 0.329 

Amount of TANF received ($) 
Report sample 3,117 3,079 39 0.723 3,271 3,079 192 0.126 
Eligible sample 3,065 3,066 0 0.999 3,123 3,066 57 0.769 
Fielded sample 3,216 3,056 160 0.400 3,106 3,056 51 0.791 
Respondent sample 3,225 2,997 228 0.283 3,138 2,997 141 0.505 

Ever received food stamps (%) 
Report sample 83.5 80.5 3.0 * 0.062 81.5 80.5 1.0 0.594 
Eligible sample 82.1 80.7 1.4 0.590 77.7 80.7 -3.0 0.303 
Fielded sample 80.2 80.6 -0.4 0.895 77.7 80.6 -2.9 0.326 
Respondent sample 80.1 79.5 0.6 0.851 77.1 79.5 -2.4 0.458 

Amount of food stamps received ($) 
Report sample 1,452 1,394 58 0.252 1,428 1,394 34 0.561 
Eligible sample 1,412 1,427 -15 0.848 1,381 1,427 -45 0.617 
Fielded sample 1,376 1,426 -50 0.578 1,378 1,426 -48 0.593 
Respondent sample 1,375 1,362 13 0.896 1,370 1,362 8 0.937 

(continued) 
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Work Training 
Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Total measured income ($) 
Report sample 12,624 12,819 -195 0.487 12,720 12,819 -98 0.762 
Eligible sample 12,908 12,942 -35 0.936 12,563 12,942 -379 0.447 
Fielded sample 12,734 12,973 -239 0.621 12,550 12,973 -423 0.382 
Respondent sample 13,067 13,351 -283 0.603 12,738 13,351 -612 0.257 

Last quarter in Year 1 

Ever employed (%) 
Report sample 63.4 66.5 -3.0 0.156 62.2 66.5 -4.3 * 0.081 
Eligible sample 65.6 65.5 0.1 0.970 60.9 65.5 -4.6 0.232 
Fielded sample 67.1 65.8 1.3 0.730 61.0 65.8 -4.8 0.216 
Respondent sample 70.6 68.9 1.7 0.693 63.5 68.9 -5.5 0.199 

Ever received TANF (%) 
Report sample 50.4 50.2 0.2 0.946 53.4 50.2 3.2 0.217 
Eligible sample 48.1 51.4 -3.3 0.343 50.5 51.4 -0.9 0.818 
Fielded sample 50.2 51.3 -1.2 0.770 50.0 51.3 -1.3 0.748 
Respondent sample 51.6 53.0 -1.4 0.754 52.1 53.0 -0.9 0.842 

Ever received food stamps (%) 
Report sample 53.6 52.2 1.5 0.493 53.7 52.2 1.5 0.543 
Eligible sample 50.8 51.5 -0.7 0.828 51.2 51.5 -0.3 0.943 
Fielded sample 51.2 51.3 -0.1 0.978 50.9 51.3 -0.4 0.922 
Respondent sample 55.0 51.5 3.4 0.430 52.8 51.5 1.3 0.761 

(continued) 



Appendix Table F.3 (continued) 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department unemployment insurance records and TANF and food 
stamp administrative records from Riverside County. 

NOTES: This table includes only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the California unemployment insurance (UI) program. It does not 
include employment outside California or in jobs not covered by UI (for example, "off-the-books" jobs, some agricultural jobs, and federal 
government jobs).
     The report sample includes 2,907 sample members; Work Plus group: 1,466; Training Focused group: 718; control group: 723.

     The eligible sample includes 1,214 sample members; Work Plus group: 614; Training Focused group: 302; control group: 298.

     The fielded sample includes 911 sample members; Work Plus group: 311; Training Focused group: 302; control group: 298.

     The respondent sample includes 712 sample members; Work Plus group: 237; Training Focused group: 234; control group: 241.
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Consistency of Outcomes and Impacts Calculated with Survey 
and Administrative Data 

This section compares outcomes and impacts on employment and receipt of public 
assistance as calculated from survey responses with findings on similar measures as calcu
lated from administrative data for survey respondents. Several factors lead to differences in 
reported employment rates between the survey and unemployment insurance-covered (UI
covered) employment. First, some respondents may underreport employment on surveys, 
while others may claim employment when they are not working. In addition, employment 
data reported in surveys include jobs not covered by the UI system, such as self-
employment, informal employment, and out-of-state jobs. The mismatch on welfare meas
ures are also discussed in this section.  

For this analysis, survey results are considered to be less reliable when members of 
one research group show a greater propensity to underreport their employment or receipt of 
public assistance than their counterparts in the other research groups. Underreporting occurs 
when a respondent does not report employment or receipt of TANF or food stamps, even 
though administrative data show employment or receipt. MDRC performed a match analy
sis on employment and found some variation by research group in the level of underreport
ing. About 16 percent of Training Focused group respondents and 13 percent of control 
group respondents reported that they were not working at the end of Year 1, even though 
the UI records indicate employment, compared with only 7 percent of respondents in the 
Work Plus group (results not shown). 

Appendix Table F.4 shows a comparison of impacts from administrative records and 
survey responses for the survey respondent sample. As mentioned, Training Focused and con
trol group respondents showed a similar propensity to underreport their employment. As a re
sult, the survey shows lower employment rates for both groups at the end of Year 1, compared 
with levels calculated using UI wage records, but differences between the groups did not vary. 
In contrast, the lower rate of underreporting among Work Plus respondents resulted in a bigger 
difference in employment when calculated from survey responses. However, the 6.4 percentage 
point increase for the Work Plus group was just above the 10 percent level of statistical signifi
cance (p-value = 0.150). For reasons that are not clear, Work Plus group members were much 
less likely to report receipt of TANF at the end of Year 1, compared with respondents in the 
other two research groups. (See Appendix Table F.4.) This discrepancy led to a large and statis
tically significant decrease in receipt that appears only in the survey. Considerable underreport
ing of food stamp receipt occurred, but the pattern was consistent among all research groups. 
Therefore, the survey and administrative records impacts on food stamp receipt are small and 
not statistically significant.  
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Appendix Table F.4


Comparison of Impacts from Administrative Records and Survey Responses for the Survey Respondent Sample


Riverside Phase 2


Work Training 
Plus Control Difference Focused Control Difference 

Outcome (%) Group Group (Impact) P-Value Group Group (Impact) P-Value 

Employed in Year 1 
Records impact 90.1 89.7 0.4 0.878 88.6 89.7 -1.1 0.706 
Survey impact 93.5 89.3 4.3 0.107 90.3 89.3 1.0 0.694 

Employed at end of Year 1 
Records impact 70.6 68.9 1.7 0.693 63.5 68.9 -5.5 0.199 
Survey impact 70.0 63.7 6.4 0.150 58.4 63.7 -5.3 0.231 

Received TANF at end of Year 1 
Records impact 51.6 53.0 -1.4 0.754 52.1 53.0 -0.9 0.842 
Survey impact 32.0 42.4 -10.4 ** 0.018 40.6 42.4 -1.8 0.685 

Received food stamps at end of Year 1 
Records impact 55.0 51.5 3.4 0.430 52.8 51.5 1.3 0.761 
Survey impact 50.7 51.3 -0.5 0.901 50.1 51.3 -1.1 0.795 

Sample size (total = 712) 237 241 234 241 

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from California Employment Development Department unemployment insurance (UI) records and from responses 
to the ERA 12-Month Survey. 

NOTES: See Appendixes C and D.
 Employment impacts based on records include only employment and earnings in jobs covered by the California unemployment insurance (UI) 

program.  This does not include employment outside California or in jobs not covered by UI (for example, "off-the-books" jobs, some agricultural 
jobs, and federal government jobs). 
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About MDRC


MDRC is a nonprofit, nonpartisan social and education policy research organization dedicated 
to learning what works to improve the well-being of low-income people. Through its research 
and the active communication of its findings, MDRC seeks to enhance the effectiveness of so
cial and education policies and programs. 

Founded in 1974 and located in New York City and Oakland, California, MDRC is best known 
for mounting rigorous, large-scale, real-world tests of new and existing policies and programs. 
Its projects are a mix of demonstrations (field tests of promising new program approaches) and 
evaluations of ongoing government and community initiatives. MDRC’s staff bring an unusual 
combination of research and organizational experience to their work, providing expertise on the 
latest in qualitative and quantitative methods and on program design, development, implementa
tion, and management. MDRC seeks to learn not just whether a program is effective but also 
how and why the program’s effects occur. In addition, it tries to place each project’s findings in 
the broader context of related research — in order to build knowledge about what works across 
the social and education policy fields. MDRC’s findings, lessons, and best practices are proac
tively shared with a broad audience in the policy and practitioner community as well as with the 
general public and the media. 

Over the years, MDRC has brought its unique approach to an ever-growing range of policy ar
eas and target populations. Once known primarily for evaluations of state welfare-to-work pro
grams, today MDRC is also studying public school reforms, employment programs for ex-
offenders and people with disabilities, and programs to help low-income students succeed in 
college. MDRC’s projects are organized into five areas: 

• Promoting Family Well-Being and Child Development 

• Improving Public Education 

• Raising Academic Achievement and Persistence in College 

• Supporting Low-Wage Workers and Communities 

• Overcoming Barriers to Employment 

Working in almost every state, all of the nation’s largest cities, and Canada and the United 
Kingdom, MDRC conducts its projects in partnership with national, state, and local govern
ments, public school systems, community organizations, and numerous private philanthropies. 
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