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Executive Summary 

Introduction 
The experimental program Mehalev, which is the Israeli equivalent of From Welfare to Work and 
has been implemented in four parts of Israel (Ashkelon, Hadera, Jerusalem and Nazareth) since 
August 2005, serves recipients of income support who are required to take an employment test. 
The program is based on legislation stipulating that the implementation of the program is to be 
monitored by an evaluation study. The evaluation aims to help the government and the Knesset 
formulate future policy regarding various aspects of the employment test – the means used to 
establish eligibility for income support. The study findings are intended to provide decision 
makers with the factual foundation on which to base their decision whether to adopt the 
program's guiding principle as policy that should be extended to additional areas of the country 
and, if so, in what format and with which modifications.1 The study indicates the extent to which 
the program's objectives have been achieved and, at the same time, notes its inherent risks, thus 
serving as a source of feedback about the implementation. Its findings provide a foundation for an 
analysis of the program's cost effectiveness and the basis for designing an administrative 
database. The findings from the joint study, conducted by the Myers-JDC-Brookdale Institute and 
the National Insurance Institute (NII), have to date been published in five reports (in Hebrew) on 
the websites of both institutes. 
 
This report discusses the entire set of issues relating to the program and summarizes various 
aspects of the research findings. It also includes findings about the impact of the program on 
participants' employment and wellbeing and their evaluation of the program. As in the earlier 
reports, the analysis of the findings presents the differences among the various groups of 
applicants and among the centers implementing the program. The differences among the centers 
obviously reflect not only the differences in the strategies adopted at each, but also the 
differences in the characteristics of the population registered at each center. 
 
The report monitors persons receiving income support benefits when the program was launched 
(the Stock) over a period of fifteen months from the start of the program and presents findings 
that compare the experimental group with a control group, which makes it possible to appreciate 
the impact of the program. It also presents findings about the program's impact on new applicants 
to the centers (the Flow). The number of respondents in the Flow group was relatively small and 
findings of the analysis of the subgroups should therefore be viewed with caution. 
 
Furthermore, the report devotes considerable space to subjects that were not covered in previous 
reports and to multivariate analyses that make it possible to assess the net effect of the centers 
separately from the effect of the demographic, health, and employment characteristics of the 
program participants. 
                                                 
1 In the course of implementation of the program, several modifications and allowances have been made 
for certain groups of participants. Only a few of these changes were implemented during the period that 
the study was conducted. 
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Study Design  
The study design is quasi-experimental. This type of design allows us to evaluate the impact of 
the program on the participants' status in various areas of life, since it is based on a monitoring of 
two groups: an experimental group, comprising a sample of participants in the four areas where 
the program was tested, and a control group comprising benefit recipients who live in comparable 
areas to the experimental areas and who have similar characteristics to those of the benefit 
recipients in the experimental areas.2 The similarity between the experimental area and the 
control area, coupled with the similarity between the individuals in the experimental area and the 
control area, enabled us to look at the differences between the two groups with regard to various 
output measures of the program's impact. The impact of the program is calculated using the 
"difference in the differences" calculation. This works out the difference between the changes 
that occurred in the experimental group between the two points in time measured in the study 
(before the start of the program in August 2005 and fifteen months later, in November 2006) and 
those that occurred in the control group over the same period.  
 
The information was gathered through telephone interviews, conducted in the appropriate 
language, with the program's participants and with individuals in the control group and from data 
provided by the program's management and from administrative databases of the National 
Insurance Institute (NII).  
 
The experimental group and the control group each had two separate categories: 
1. The Stock – persons receiving income support immediately before implementation of the 

program whom the NII required to take an employment test, i.e., those entitled to benefits on 
the grounds of being "jobseekers" or "earning low wages," who were referred to the program 
in the experimental areas, or recipients of income support immediately prior to 
implementation of the program in the control areas. Interviews were conducted with persons 
in the Stock group at three points in time: At the start of the program, after 7–9 months 
(experimental group only), and 15–17 months after the start of the program. 

2. The Flow – new applicants to the employment centers (or branches of the NII, in the control 
areas) during the second half of the experimental year, i.e., between early February 2006 and 
mid-July 2006, who were required to take an employment test. The interviews with the Flow 
group were conducted at two points in time – when each individual applied for income 
support and again 6-8 months later. 

 

Main Findings 
The report presents findings concerning the impact of the program on four areas of the 
participants' lives: (1) Change in employment status; (2) Receipt of income support; (3) Family 
income from work and other sources; and (4) The wellbeing of the children in families referred to 

                                                 
2 Due to the difficulty finding a control area comparable with the neighborhoods of east Jerusalem, it was 
decided to match the control group with the city's Jewish residents only. 
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the program and their performance in the education system. The report also presents information 
about the services received by individuals in the experimental group at the employment centers 
and their assessment of the program. The Stock population is covered extensively in this report, 
while the Flow group receives less attention. For the convenience of the reader, a box at the start 
of each chapter presents the main findings, which are then itemized in greater details.  
 
1. Findings about Persons Eligible for Benefits at the Start of the Program 

(the Stock) after Fifteen Months of Implementation  
1.1 Population Characteristics 

The population of income support recipients is heterogeneous with regard to its demographic 
characteristics and the resources and barriers to employment. A large proportion of recipients 
reported health problems and functioning disorders that impair their ability to work. 

 Two-thirds of the individuals referred to the program are women. 

 Fifty-five percent are aged 45+ and 25% are aged 55+. 

 Forty percent are Arabs and 33% are immigrants who arrived in Israel in or after 1990 (about 
half of them have arrived since 1996). 

 Seventeen percent are single parents, 31% are married and have children below age 18 (two-
thirds of them are Arabs), and 52% are married or single and are childless. 

 Approximately 28% of the applicants have children below age 10 and 15% have children 
below the age of 5. 

 Approximately 12% of the families referred have a large number of children (four or more); 
60% of these are Arabs. 

 With regard to the level of education, the population is extremely heterogeneous – about 30% 
of the applicants have up to eight years of schooling, while a similar percentage have 13 or 
more years of education. 

 Some 40% have little or no command of Hebrew. 

 Fifty-two percent of those referred have an employment history of job continuity (at least 
three months at the same place) or temporary employment during the five years prior to the 
start of the program. In contrast, 26% have never worked. 

 Seventy-seven percent reported that their physical and/or mental health limit their ability to 
perform certain types of work and/or restrict the amount of hours they are capable of working, 
and/or said there are times (lasting days or weeks) when they are unable to work at all. About 
50% reported inability in all three respects. 

 Eighteen percent have at least three serious disorders (out of a possible four) in the 
functioning of their upper and lower limbs. 

 Program participants reported suffering from a plethora of illnesses. The most common 
problems are neck and back pain (73%), problems with joints and vision (42%), hypertension 
(35%), pulmonary and respiratory difficulties (31%), and cardiac problems (21%). 
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 Mental problems are also common among program participants: 31% of them reported taking 
regular prescription medication to help them cope with pressure; 10% said they were under 
regular care of a psychologist or psychiatrist, and 45% were identified by the GHQ 
questionnaire (which measures the risk of emotional distress) to be at high risk of emotional 
problems. 

 

1.2 Changes in Employment between August 2005 (Start of the Program) and November 
2006 

During the first fifteen months of the program, the percentage of employed individuals in the Stock 
increased and between August 2005 and November 2006, some of those who were already working 
at the start of the program increased the number of hours in their working week. The program's 
positive impact on employment status (entry to employment plus increased number of weekly hours 
among those already employed at the start of the program) is estimated to be 14.2 percentage 
points. A positive impact was found at all the centers. The greatest impact was on single mothers – 
20 percentage points. An analysis by age revealed that the program had the greatest impact on the 
35–44-years age cohort – 19.3 percentage points. It also had a considerable impact on the 45–54-
years age cohort – 19.3 percentage points – and even on those aged 55–64 – 11.8 percentage 
points. 

 The increase in the percentage of persons employed fifteen months after the start of 
implementation is 10.3 percentage points higher in the experimental group than in the control 
group. In the experimental group, the percentage of employed individuals increased from 
24.7% before implementation to 38.8% in November 2006, an increase of 14.1 percentage 
points, compared with an increase of 3.8 percentage points in the control group during the 
same period. 

 The percentage of individuals in the experimental group who increased their number of 
weekly hours is 3.9 percentage points greater than in the control group. The increase among 
individuals in the experimental population who were employed at the start of the program and 
who increased the (net) number of hours in November 2006 is 7.5 percentage points 
compared with 3.6 percentage points in the control group.  

 The program had a positive impact on employment of 14.2 percentage points. Altogether, 
21.6% of (net) referrals,3 compared with 7.4% in the control population, reported a positive 
change in employment status (i.e., had found work or increased the number of weekly hours 
by at least one hour a week). 

 The percentage of full-time workers increased from 21.3% to 36.2% in the experimental 
group, while it increased from 11.1% to 21.0% in the control group. 

                                                 
3 This is after deducting individuals who stopped working or reduced the number of hours worked. 
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 The program's greatest positive impact on employment status was seen in Ashkelon – 17.3 
percentage points. The figure was 14.1 in Nazareth, 13.2 in Hadera, and 11.9 percentage 
points in west Jerusalem.4 

 The force of the program's impact varies from one age cohort to another. In the 35–44-years 
age cohort, it was 19.3 percentage points; in the 45–54-years age cohort – 12.9 percentage 
points; in the 55+ group, it was 11.8 percentage points (see Figure ES-1).  

 

Figure ES-1: Program's Positive Impact on Employment Status of the Stock Group, by Age 
Cohort (Percentage Points) 

 

 The program's positive impact on employment status does not differ significantly between 
men and women (14.7 percentage points, compared with 14.0 percentage points, 
respectively). 

 The program's positive impact on the employment status of single mothers is 20 percentage 
points and on married individuals with children, 14.4 percentage points (see Figure ES-2). 

 

                                                 
4 In analyses based on a comparison with the control group, the experimental population in west Jerusalem 
does not include Arabic speakers from east Jerusalem, who account for a quarter of all referrals to the 
program in this area. This is due to the difficulty finding a suitable corresponding control area. The 
population therefore only includes people from west Jerusalem. 
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Figure ES-2: Program's Positive Impact on Employment Status of the Stock Group, by 
Family Status (Percentage Points) 

 
 The program has had a greater impact on immigrants (17.6 percentage points) and Arabs 

(14.4 percentage points) than on the non-immigrant Jewish population (10.3 percentage 
points) (see Figure ES-3). 

 
Figure ES-3: Program's Positive Impact on Employment Status of the Stock Group,  
                   by Population Group (Percentage Points) 
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report any disability, the impact was 13.5 percentage points, since there was considerable 
improvement in the corresponding group in the control group as well (see Figure ES-4).  

 
Figure ES-4: Program's Positive Impact on Employment Status in the Stock Group, by 

Physical Disability Reports (Percentage Points) 

 
 The program's impact declines as the likelihood of emotional problems increases. It is 

estimated at 16.5 percentage points among individuals with a low risk of emotional problems, 
14.6 percentage points among individuals with a medium risk, and 12.7 percentage points 
among high-risk individuals (see Figure ES-5).  

 
Figure ES-5: Program's Positive Impact on the Employment Status of the Stock Group, by 

Score in Measure of Risk of Emotional Problems (GHQ) (Percentage Points) 
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1.3 Changes in Average Monthly Wage among Individuals Employed in August 2005 (Start 
of the Program) and Those Employed in November 2006  

The increase in the average monthly wage was significantly higher among employed persons in the 
experimental group than among their counterparts in the control group. Since no significant 
difference was found between the groups in the hourly wages of employed persons, the greater 
increase in the average monthly wage in the experimental group stems mainly from the higher 
proportion of individuals employed full time in the experimental group and from the fact that the 
individuals in the experimental group who had part time work worked for more hours than those in the 
control group. There was no difference between the change in the average monthly wage of full-time 
employees in the experimental group and that of those in the control group. The difference in the 
increase of average monthly wages only partially reflects the program's impact, since those who 
began to work in the experimental group include individuals with a greater number of barriers than 
those who began to work in the control group and therefore their wage-earning ability is different. 

 No significant difference was found between the hourly wage of employed individuals in the 
experimental group and that of those in the control group. The average hourly rate of pay was 
close to the minimum wage. 

 The average monthly wage of employed persons in the experimental group increased by 
NIS 400 more than it did in the control group. In the experimental group, the average monthly 
wage rose from NIS 1,745 to NIS 2,479, i.e., an increase of NIS 734. In the control group, it 
rose from NIS 1,527 to NIS 1,859, an increase of NIS 332. 

 The greater wage increase among employed individuals in the experimental group in 
comparison with the control group derives from an increase in the number of weekly hours 
worked in the experimental group. 

 The average monthly wage of part-time employees in the experimental group increased by 
NIS 358 more than it did in the control group. In the experimental group, the increase was 
NIS 436, compared with NIS 78 in the control group. As noted, this difference can be 
attributed to the higher percentage of individuals in the experimental group who increased 
their number of working hours. 

 

1.4 Other Measures of Quality of Employment among Newly Employed Individuals 
(Unemployed at the Start of the Program and Employed 15 Months Later) 

The distribution of occupations and general satisfaction among those placed in employment is similar 
among individuals in the experimental group and those in the control group, although the percentage 
of those with barriers is higher among the newly employed individuals in the experimental group than 
in the control group. 

 Approximately 75% of the newly employed in the experimental group are employed directly 
by their place of work and 25% are employed through employment agencies or contractors. 

 Thirty-five percent found unskilled work, mainly cleaning; 33% were employed in sales and 
services, chiefly as nursing caregivers; 17% found skilled work in construction and industry; 
16% are employed in academia, the liberal professions, and technical and clerical work. The 
distribution of occupations within the experimental and control groups is similar.  
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 For a considerable proportion of those placed in jobs, physical difficulties are intrinsic to the 
work. Some 40% of the employed individuals (over 60% of those reporting restricted limb 
function) complained that the need to stand for a long time and/or carry heavy loads makes it 
hard to perform their work. 

 Nevertheless, 65% are satisfied with their work in general, particularly with relationships with 
their colleagues and their superiors (85%–92%), but less with the possibility of applying their 
knowledge and skills and the content of the work (59%–66%); only 30% are satisfied with the 
pay and promotion opportunities. A similar proportion of individuals in the control group are 
satisfied or very satisfied with their work. 

 

1.5 Changes in Receipt of the Income Support Benefit 

In November 2006, fifteen months after the program was launched, the percentage of families in the 
experimental group who reported they were eligible for the income support benefit was lower than the 
corresponding percentage in the control group by 27 percentage points. The percentage of families 
that reported being ineligible for the benefit was 47% in the experimental group and 20% in the 
control group. Fifty-six percent of the ineligible families in the experimental group reported that they 
earned income from work; the percentage in the control group was similar (54%). The positive 
change in the employment status can explain 43% of the decline in the number of families that were 
ineligible for benefits in the experimental group, which was similar to the percentage in the control 
population (40%). Among ineligible families, the percentage of those without income from either work 
or a benefit was similar in both control and experimental groups. However, since a much higher 
percentage of families in the experimental group were ineligible for income support than in the control 
group, we found that 13% of all families in the experimental Stock population were ineligible for 
income support and did not receive income from work or other NII benefits either, compared with 5% 
in the control group, i.e., a difference of 8 percentage points (see figure ES-6 and ES-7). The group 
of ineligible persons with no income from work or other benefits is particularly weak in terms of 
education, work experience, and risk of emotional problems. It also has a much higher concentration 
of single people, young people, and Arabs. 

 Forty-seven percent of the families in the experimental group that reported they were eligible 
for income support in August 2005 were no longer eligible in November 2006, compared with 
20% in the control population. 

 Individuals referred to the program who did not report to the centers at the start of the 
program and did not receive benefits (approximately 5% of all referrals) constitute a small 
percentage of those who were ineligible for the benefit in November 2006. 

 Twenty-six percent of all families in the experimental population that were referred to the 
program (56% of the families that were not eligible in November 2006) were not entitled to 
income support but were earning income from work. Eight percent of all the families (16% of 
the ineligible families) were not eligible for income support and were not earning income 
from work, but they were receiving a different type of NII benefit (half were receiving a 
disability pension). In other words, 34% of all families referred to the program (72% of 
ineligible families) had income either from work or from other types of benefit. 
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 Among families ineligible for income support, the percentage of those with no income from 
work or other benefit is similar in both the control and experimental groups. However, since 
the percentage of families ineligible for income support is very much higher in the 
experimental group than it is in the control group, it was found that 13% of all Stock families 
in the experimental group were ineligible for income support and did not have income from 
work or from another form of NII benefit, compared with 5% in the control group. In other 
words, there was a difference of 8 percentage points (see figures ES-6 and ES-7).  

 An extremely low percentage reported income from pension plans from work. 

 We did not carry out an in-depth examination of income from sources other than benefits and 
work. Some of the families reported they were receiving help from their families in the form 
of financial support or being allowed to share accommodation. Note that the law does not 
place responsibility for supporting those who are no longer eligible on their families and we 
did not examine the implications of providing such help to a family member for the family as 
a whole. 

 A comparison of the characteristics of eligible and ineligible persons revealed the group of 
ineligibles to be stronger in many ways than the group of those still eligible. It has fewer 
people aged 50+ (33% vs. 49%, respectively), fewer people with only up to eight years of 
education (22% vs. 31%), more people with employment experience in the previous five years 
(56% vs. 47%), fewer people unable to work due to physical disability (62% vs. 83%) and/or 
mental problems (29% vs. 47%, respectively), and a lower percentage of individuals with a 
high risk of emotional problems (36% vs. 52%) (figures ES5 and ES6). 

 The group of persons ineligible for income support in effect comprises two subgroups – those 
who have income from work or other benefits and those who do not (Figure ES-6).  

 
Figure ES-6: Change in Sources of Income for the Experimental Group Compared with the 

Control Group within the General Population (Percent) 
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Figure ES-7: Changes in Sources of Income for the Experimental Group Compared with 
the Control Group among Individuals Ineligible for Income Support (Percent) 

 

 The group of persons ineligible for income support in fact comprises two subgroups: those 
who have income from work or other benefits and those who do not have any income of that 
kind. 

 The group of ineligibles who do not have income from work or other benefits has a higher 
percentage of single people than does the group of ineligibles who do have an income from 
work or benefits (55% vs. 30%). It also has a higher percentage of younger people aged 18–
35 (36% vs. 26%) and Arabs (47% vs. 36%) and a lower percentage of immigrants (16% vs. 
30%) and single-parent families (6% vs. 14%). The group of ineligibles with no wages or 
income from benefits is weaker than that of ineligibles who do have income from work or 
other benefits. It has fewer individuals with 12 or more years of education, fewer individuals 
with work experience, more people with a high risk of emotional problems, and more people 
with emotional disabilities hindering their ability to work. 

 A comparison between the ineligibles without income from work or other benefits and those 
eligible for income support revealed demographic differences (more singles, young people, 
and Arabs in the ineligible group) and found they had fewer physical and emotional 
disabilities. Both the groups are weaker than the group of ineligibles who have income from 
work or other benefits. 
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1.6 Impact of the Program on Family Income 

In examining the impact of the program on family income, we examined the changes that occurred in 
the main sources of income among the population of income support recipients: income from work, 
income support and disability pensions, and housing subsidies. Disposable income from work – for 
those who started working – was calculated after deducting the non-refundable expenses associated 
with going out to work, such as childcare arrangements and travel expenses. The program was found 
to have a positive impact on couples' disposable income from work and, as expected, a negative 
impact on what they received in income support benefits. When we examined overall family income 
from all the above sources, the program was not found to have an impact on change in income in the 
general population. A positive impact was, however, found among families where there had been a 
positive change in the employment status of at least one of the spouses. The program's impact on 
income from various sources and on total income was found to differ from one center to another. 

 In the experimental population, the average family income from work increased between the 
start of the program and November 2006 by NIS 415 more than it had in all families in the 
control group. The couples' average income from work, after deducting the associated 
expenses, increased from NIS 556 to NIS 1,140 – an increase of NIS 584. The corresponding 
increase in the control group was from NIS 434 to NIS 603 – i.e., NIS 169 (Figure ES-8). 

 The program had the greatest impact on income from work in Nazareth (NIS 537) and 
Ashkelon (NIS 464). It had the least impact in Jerusalem and Hadera (NIS 305 and NIS 317, 
respectively). 

 Family income from income support in the experimental group declined by NIS 370 more 
than it did in the control group. In the experimental group, there was a decline of NIS 868, 
compared to NIS 498 in the control group (Figure ES-8). 

 

Figure ES-8: Program's Impact on Total Income and Disposable Income from Work and 
Income Support, Fifteen Months after Start of Program (NIS) 
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 The program had the greatest impact on income support in Hadera (a decline of NIS 528) and 
the least impact in Ashkelon (a decline of NIS 228). Nazareth and Jerusalem were in the 
middle (a decline of NIS 340 and NIS 404, respectively). 

 A higher percentage of people in the experimental group than in the control group began 
receiving disability pensions. Five percent of the experimental group began receiving 
disability pensions. In the control group, there was no such increase; in fact, there was a 
decline. 

 The program was not found to have an impact on the percentage of persons receiving 
reductions in their municipal property taxes. In contrast, it was found to have a negative 
impact on the percentage of persons receiving rent subsidies. In the experimental group, this 
declined from 12.4% to 7.2%, i.e., a decline of 5 percentage points. In the control group, there 
was almost no change in the percentage of persons receiving rent subsidies. 

 The program did not affect the total family income from all sources because the increase in 
income from work was offset by a decline in that from income support (Figure ES-8). 
Ashkelon was the only place where the program was found to have a positive impact 
(NIS 296). 

 The total income in families where there had been a positive change in employment status 
increased in both the experimental and control groups. However, the increase in the 
experimental group was NIS 261 more than in the control group (Figure ES-9). 

 The total income of families where there was a negative change or no change in employment 
status declined significantly in the experimental group and the control group; however the 
decline was greater in the experimental group (Figure ES-9). 

 

Figure ES-9: Change in Income among Stock Families, by Change in Employment Status, 
Fifteen Months after Start of the Program (NIS) 
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1.7 Differences in the Program's Impact among the Centers  

When controlling for differences in population characteristics and regional characteristics, e.g., the 
labor market, we found no significant differences from one center to another with regard to the impact 
on employment status fifteen months after the start of the program among individuals who were 
unemployed at the start of the program. Nor did we find significant differences among the centers 
regarding change in the number of weekly hours worked by all individuals referred to the program. 
 
The program's impact on the change in the amount of weekly hours worked by individuals who were 
employed at the start of the program in Jerusalem was found to be three hours greater than in 
Hadera, after controlling for differences between areas and population characteristics. No significant 
differences were found among the other centers. 
 
The program was not found to have a significant impact on income in Hadera and Jerusalem fifteen 
months after the start of the program, after controlling for differences among the regions and 
population characteristics. In Ashkelon and Nazareth, the program was found to have a positive 
impact on income, reflected in an average supplement of NIS 354 and NIS 417, respectively. 

 

1.8 Services Provided by the Centers 

The findings indicate that in the first fifteen months of implementation of the program, the centers 
applied the philosophy of "placement first" rather than "upgrading human capital." Although there was 
an increase in the percentage of participants who took a vocational and/or academic course, the 
centers still chiefly provided short activities that focused on soft skills. Looking for work independently 
and participating in workshops to enhance life skills and job-hunting skills were the main activities of 
about half of the participants at the centers. The group of people who continued to come to the center 
after the first seven months, which included people with greater barriers whom the center was unable 
to place, participated more in occupational testing, vocational training, and academic courses during 
the second period than they did in the first. 

 During the first fifteen months of implementation of the program, 51% of the participants 
took part in independent job hunting, 46% in workshops to learn life skills and job-seeking 
skills, 29% in community service, 31% in academic courses (mostly Hebrew studies), and 
22% in vocational courses. 

 Compared with the first 6–9 months (the data were published in Report No. 2), there were 
increases in the percentage of referrals to community service (from 24% to 29%) and 
workshops teaching life skills and job-hunting skills (from 40% to 46%). However, by far the 
greatest increase was in the percentage of participants taking vocational courses (from 13% to 
22%) and academic courses (from 20% to 31%). Despite the small numbers, there was a 
significant increase in the percentage of participants undergoing occupational testing (from 
2% to 7%). 

 Twenty-six percent of the participants who attended the centers during both periods reported 
that they did not participate in any training or studies. 

 Fourteen percent of all the participants reported that they did not participate in any activity 
other than meetings with the case manager. Approximately 40% of them were working at the 
time of interview and evidently came to the center only to hand in their wage slip. 
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1.9 Evaluation of the Program's Contribution by Participants who Remained at the Centers 
after the First Fifteen Months  

The participants who continued going to the centers during the second period retained their low 
evaluation of the program's contribution to helping them integrate into work. Their evaluation of their 
case manager was more positive than their evaluation of their center itself. It was, however, lower in 
all aspects than the evaluation given by participants from the first period. The difference may reflect 
the fact that the population that had to participate in the program for a long time without finding work 
felt that the program had contributed less to them. 

 With regard to each of the five measures of the program's contribution to integration at work 
(e.g., increasing motivation to work, enhancing the effectiveness of job seeking), 7%–11% of 
all participants in the second period believed that the program had helped strengthen their 
ability to integrate into work. 

 Twenty percent of the participants in the second period reported that the program had helped 
them in at least one respect, compared with 25% in the first period. 

 Forty-three percent of the participants in the second period (compared with 63% in the first) 
felt that the case manager wanted to help them. Twenty-six percent (compared with 40%) 
reported that he/she had given them job offers; 19% (compared with 29%) reported that 
he/she had offered them courses that could help them integrate into work. 

 Only about 17% felt that the center "cared about them" to a great or very great extent and 
fewer than 10% felt that it helped them seek work and provide suitable courses to a great or 
very great extent. Twenty-eight percent felt that the center "pressured" them to accept 
unsuitable work. 

 

1.10 Program's Impact on the Children's Wellbeing and Performance in the Education 
System 

The following aspects of the children's wellbeing were examined: performance in school, participation 
in leisure activities outside of school, parental care and supervision, children's material wellbeing, 
and non-normative behavior. In most of these, the program was not found to have an impact on the 
children, but a positive impact was found in several measures of scholastic performance. 

 The program had a positive impact on three measures of children's performance in the 
education system: the percentage of children failing two or more subjects; the percentage of 
children with a good or very good grade average; and the percentage of children who 
regularly did their homework. In contrast, the program had a negative impact on the absence-
from-school measure. 

 The program was not found to have an impact on participation in leisure activities, parental 
care and supervision of the children, children's material wellbeing, and non-normative 
behavior. 
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1.11 Special Groups 

The continuation of the From Welfare to Work program, Lights to Employment, will develop tailor-
made tracks for groups such as college graduates, immigrants, people with disabilities, and long-
standing recipients of income support, who have been registered at the centers for over a year 
without at least one placement. There is a large degree of overlap among these four groups. 
Additionally, there is a large group of individuals aged 45+ who are being transferred to the care of 
the employment service but are eligible to remain in the program if they so wish. The program's 
impact on the employment status of college graduates, immigrants, and those aged 45+ is similar to 
its impact on the employment status of all the participants in general. 

 
Participants Aged 45+ 
 Fifty-six percent of all those referred are aged 45–64. 

 Forty-three percent of those aged 45+ are immigrants. 

 Again, this is a very heterogeneous population with regard to its demographic characteristics 
and employment resources/barriers. For example, 34% have 13+ years of education and 35% 
have 0–8 years. Fifty percent have worked at some time during the previous five years while 
23% have never worked at all. 

 As expected, a high percentage reported physical and/or mental disabilities; the percentage is 
higher among those with little education than it is among the educated. 

 The program's impact on the overall positive change in employment status among those aged 
45+ was 12.4 percentage points, which is only slightly lower than its impact on all the 
participants in general (14.2) and younger persons aged 18–34 (13.2). 

 

College Graduates 
 Twelve percent of those referred to the program are college graduates. 

 Seventy-eight percent of them are immigrants. 

 Seventeen percent are single parents. 

 Approximately 50% are aged 55-64.  

 Forty-seven percent reported three disabilities impairing their ability to work, a similar 
percentage to that found among all persons referred, although the graduates are older. 

 Forty-five percent were working when the program began – double the percentage of all 
referrals together – and only 10% had never worked, compared with 28% of all referrals as a 
whole. 

 The program had a very much greater positive impact on the employment status of graduates 
referred to the program than on all referrals as a whole – 22 percentage points vs. 14.2 
percentage points. 

 
Immigrants 
 Immigrants make up 33% of all persons referred to the program. 

 Twenty-eight percent of the immigrants are single mothers. 
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 The immigrants are generally older than the other referrals – 68% are aged 45+. 

 The immigrants are better educated: 64% have 13+ years of education (compared with 30% of 
the referrals in general). 

 Forty-one percent were working at the start of the program (compared with 25% of all 
referrals) and only 13% (vs. 26%) had never worked. 

 One of the main barriers for immigrants is that they have little or no command of Hebrew 
(56%). 

 Thirty-seven percent have been receiving income support for five or more years. 

 Nevertheless, the program has had a greater impact on immigrants than on referrals in general 
– 17.6 percentage points compared with 14.2 percentage points. 

 

Long-standing Recipients of Income Support  
 Among those who have been in the system for a long time, there is a higher proportion of 

women, Arabs, participants aged 45+, and people with 0–11 years of education than among 
all referrals in general. 

 The percentage of persons reporting three disabilities impairing their ability to work is very 
much higher among long-standing recipients of income support than among all referrals in 
generally – 76% vs. 51%. 

 

2. Findings about the Flow (New Applicants) Six Months after Applying for 
Income Support Benefits 

This section examines the Flow, i.e., the new applicants in the experimental population who applied 
for the income support benefit during the period between early February and mid-July 2006. We 
examined their status six months after they submitted their application and compared it to a 
comparable group in the control areas. The new applicants were found to be a stronger group than 
those in the Stock with regard to their occupational resources. The program's impact on the new 
applicants is reflected both in the lower percentage of families that became eligible for income 
support (49% vs. 69% in the control group) and in the higher percentage of eligible persons who 
were no longer in the income-support system after six months (60% vs. 46%). The database 
available to us did not allow for an examination of another aspect of the program's impact, namely its 
effect on patterns of application to the income-support system. We examined only the new applicants 
and do not have information about those who would have applied were it not for From Welfare to 
Work. At the end of the six months, 20% of the participants in the experimental group, compared with 
37% in the control group, were eligible for income support. As was found with the Stock, the program 
was again found to have a positive impact on the employment status and ability to leave the income-
support system for those in the Flow group. All applicants who went to a center participated chiefly in 
independent job seeking and in workshops to acquire job-seeking skills. The percentage of those 
receiving help with transportation was slightly lower. In general, the patterns of services received 
were similar to those received by participants in the Stock and were for a similar duration. 
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2.1 Characteristics of the Flow versus the Stock 
 The new applicants form a stronger group than the Stock. They have a higher proportion of 

men, young people, people with 12+ years of education, Hebrew speakers, people with 
computer skills, people who do not have physical disabilities impeding their ability to work, 
and people who are not at risk of emotional problems. They have more work experience, a 
higher proportion of them were working when they applied, and a higher percentage of those 
who were working were employed full time. 

 
2.2 Program's Impact on Employment 
 In the case of the Flow, we report only entries into employment. The report does not include 

increases in the number of hours worked among those who were working when they applied.  

 The increase in the employment rates among the experimental group was higher after six 
months by 8 percentage points than the increase among the control group; this finding reflects 
the impact of the program. 

 The program's impact was similar across the age cohorts, with the exception of the 18–34 age 
group, on which the program did not have an impact, because there was a similar increase in 
the percentage of people entering work in both the experimental and control groups. However, 
the number of respondents on which the analysis by age group was based was small and the 
findings should therefore be treated with caution. 

 

2.3 Program's Impact on Eligibility for the Income Support Benefit  
 Not all applicants were granted eligibility; in some cases, the application was rejected. The 

reasons for rejection may have been connected to the NII eligibility criteria, e.g., education, 
amount of income, car ownership, etc., and/or to failing the employment test, which – in the 
case of the experimental group – means non-participation in the centers' activities as required. 
Therefore, the program's impact is reflected both in different percentages in the control and 
experimental groups of applicants who became eligible and in the change of the percentage of 
eligible persons over time, i.e., the rate of exit from income support. 

 A lower percentage of families in the experimental groups became eligible after applying: 
49% compared with 69% in the control group. This disparity may stem from the decision 
made by some applicants to forego their application to the center and the difficulty fulfilling 
the program's demands experienced by other applicants. In addition, note that applicants are 
required to participate in activities at the center from the moment they submit their application 
and it is therefore possible that some use the center to find work, succeed in so doing, and are 
therefore not eligible for income support. 

 Sixty percent of eligible persons in the experimental group, vs. 46% in the control group, had 
left the income-support system after six months. 

 At the end of six months, 20% of families in the experimental group, vs. 37% in the control 
group, were eligible for income support. 
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2.4 Services Provided by the Centers 
 As expected, applicants who became eligible participated in more activities than those who 

were not found to be eligible, but the latter also participated in activities, particularly in job-
seeking workshops and independently seeking work. 

 In general, the percentages of eligible persons who participated in activities are similar to the 
equivalent percentages among the Stock during the first eight months of program 
implementation, except that a lower percentage in the Flow was referred to community 
service and a higher percentage took vocational courses. This corresponds to the 
modifications to the personal plans element of the program made in 2006.   

 

3. Entries Into and Exits From the Income Support System in the 
Experimental and Control Areas and Nationwide 

Analysis of the NII administrative files concerning those eligible for income support in the 
experimental area, the control area, and nationwide indicate that there was a considerable decline in 
the number of benefit recipients in the experimental area compared with a slight decline in the control 
area and throughout Israel. This indicates that the program had a considerable impact on the amount 
of benefit recipients. Note that in other parts of the country, there was a moderate, but persistent 
decline in the number of benefit recipients as from mid-2006. 
 
The total decline in the number of recipients does not derive from any change in the pattern of 
applications for the benefit; rather, it is largely due to a change in the pattern of exiting the system of 
income support. The trend of entries in the experimental area shows similar stability to that in the 
control areas and the rest of Israel. In contrast, there was a considerable increase in the number of 
exits from the income support system in the experimental area at the start of the program, which 
diminished greatly over time during the second year of implementation of the program. In the control 
area and the rest of the country, the quantity of exits was stable until mid-2006, since when there 
have been signs of a moderate increase in the number of exits from the benefits system. 

 
The number of individuals in the experimental area who received the benefit declined steadily 
from approximately 18,500 in January 2005 to 8,550 in January 2007, a decline of 54%. In the 
rest of Israel and in the control area, in contrast, there was a relatively small change in the number 
of people who had received benefits through the employment test eligibility clause since early 
2005. The number of recipients declined from around 122,000 at the start of 2005 to 116,000 in 
the country as a whole and from 46,000 to approximately 42,500 in the control area, a decline of 
5% and 7%, respectively. The decline in the number of benefit recipients slowed down in the 
second half of 2006 in the experimental area. In the control area and the rest of the country, there 
was a moderate decline in the number of benefit recipients. The four centers experienced a 
decline in the number of recipients, the largest of them in Hadera (62%). 
 
Prior to implementation of the program, every month benefits were discontinued for about 5% of 
those who received them on the basis of the employment test requirement eligibility clause – 
about one percent were transferred into another category and the remaining 4% ceased to receive 
any benefit. Since the program has been implemented, the exit rate has stabilized at around 9%–
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11%, out of which only 1%–2% have been transferred to other categories. In the final months of 
2006, we observed a slight decline in the percentage of those leaving the program (around 8%–
9%), which is still higher than it was before the program started. In the rest of Israel and the 
control area, no real changes were noted in the exit patterns throughout the entire period and the 
exit rates range from around 3%–5%. 
 
When the program began, there was no significant change in the number and percentage of 
people who entered the income support system in the experimental area. The percentage of new 
recipients every month was between 4.5% and 6% of those eligible. Since mid-2006, the 
percentage of new recipients has risen slightly to 6%–7%. In the control areas and the rest of the 
country, no real changes were observed in the entry patterns throughout the whole period. The 
rate of new entries ranges from around 4%–5%. 
 
The findings have been presented to the program management and to the public committee on the 
program to integrate benefit recipients into the cycle of employment (Yaari Commission) and 
other forums.  
 
The study was commissioned and funded by the Government of Israel. 
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