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Overview 

This report describes the implementation and impact study findings from an evaluation of the 

relative effectiveness of two approaches to providing job search assistance to cash assistance 

applicants in New York City. From 2015 to 2016, the New York City Department of Social 

Services/Human Resources Administration administered two job search assistance programs 

for “job ready” cash assistance applicants: Back to Work (known as B2W, the pre-existing 

program) and Independent Job Search (IJS, a new program). While cash assistance applicants in 

both programs were generally expected to participate in job search activities or search for work 

for 35 hours per week, B2W had a daily attendance requirement at the program office which 

offered a range of group, one-one-one and job development services, while those in the IJS 

program were only required to attend an in-person meeting at the program office once a week. 

Participation in one of the programs was required during the period the cash assistance 

application was being processed, which could last up to six weeks, and the application was 

denied if the weekly participation requirement was not met. The study examined the effects of 

these programs on  job ready cash assistance applicants, including both families with children 

and single, childless adults, who were determined to be able to work and who might need less 

job search assistance than other applicants. 

Using a rigorous research design, the study did not find a difference in employment rates or 

earnings during the six month follow-up period. However, compared to the IJS program, the 

B2W program increased the rate at which cash assistance applications were denied for not 

meeting application requirements and decreased the receipt of cash assistance and 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits. While participation in job search 

assistance services was high for both groups, compared to IJS, those assigned to the B2W 

program were more likely to participate in group and one-on-one activities and to attend these 

activities for a greater number of hours. 

Primary Research Questions 

Implementation Research Questions for Each JSA Program 

 What is the institutional and community context for delivering job search assistance to cash 

assistance applicants? 

 What elements were intended to be part of the program model? 

 What intervention was actually implemented? Did it deviate from plans or expectations? 

Impact Research Questions for B2W versus IJS  

 Does the receipt of job search assistance differ between the B2W and IJS groups? 

Specifically, are there differences in the level and duration of job search assistance, types of 

services received, and use of job search tools? How did cash assistance applicants in the two 

groups find jobs?  
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 Are there differences in the employment, earnings, and time to employment between the 

B2W and IJS groups? 

 Are there differences in public benefit receipt between the B2W and IJS groups, specifically 

cash assistance programs and payments from SNAP? 

 Are there differences between the B2W and IJS groups for other outcomes such as job 

quality (e.g., hourly wage, work-related benefits, regularity of hours) and motivation to 

search for a job and factors that affect ability to work? 

Purpose 

The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program provides cash assistance to low-

income families with children, as well as employment-related services to help them become 

self-sufficient. Balancing the provision of cash assistance with individual responsibility, TANF 

requires recipients of cash assistance to participate in a specified set of work activities as a 

condition of benefit receipt, including job search assistance (JSA). In addition, some states and 

localities require participation in job search activities during the application process to help 

people find jobs, with the goal of alleviating the need for cash assistance.   In New York State, 

single, childless adults applying for cash assistance also are required to participate these work 

activities. 

There is strong evidence that JSA services are effective in increasing employment, but the 

impacts are modest. Many low-income individuals struggle to find and keep jobs, and families 

remain poor despite the assistance provided. Moreover, JSA can be implemented in different 

ways—for example, in group classes, one-on-one, or in self-directed activities—but there is 

little evidence regarding which ways are more effective. To assess the relative effectiveness of  

the two different job search assistance programs in New York City, this evaluation uses an 

experimental design that randomly assigns job ready cash assistance applicants to the Back to 

Work (B2W) or Independent Job Search (IJS) program and compares their employment and 

public assistance outcomes. 

Key Findings and Highlights 

Implementation Study Findings 

 Though the cash assistance applicants were job ready based on their employment history 

and education, earnings in the year prior to study entry were low. 

 Both the B2W and IJS programs operated largely as designed during the study period, and 

the attendance requirements for both programs were strongly enforced. The B2W program 

offered a range of activities to meet the weekly job search requirement, with group classes 

emphasized, and individuals in the IJS program could access these services on their own.  
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Impacts on Receipt of JSA Services 

 Participation in job search assistance services was high for those assigned to both the B2W 

and IJS program.  However, those assigned to B2W participated in job search assistance 

services for more hours per week and were more likely to participate in group and one-on-

one activities as compared to those assigned to IJS.  As a result, compared to IJS, more 

individuals assigned to B2W reported that they received assistance with developing job 

search skills and learning appropriate workplace behaviors and other soft skills. Although 

applicants assigned to the IJS program were required to meet with staff in the program 

office only once a week, many used the job search assistance services provided by the 

program office more often than required.  

Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Public Assistance Receipt 

 There was no detectable impact on employment in the second quarter after random 

assignment (the study’s confirmatory outcome) for B2W compared to IJS. Thus, with 

respect to this outcome, the evaluation does not identify one program as more effective 

than the other.  

 B2W reduced the proportion of applications that were approved for cash assistance, and 

reduced the receipt of cash assistance and SNAP benefits compared to IJS. The reduction in 

cash assistance approvals resulting from the B2W program is due to an increase in the 

proportion of applicants that were denied cash assistance due to failure to meet the 

application requirements. 

 There was no detectable difference in earnings or the self-reported characteristics of the 

current or most recent job for those assigned to the B2W and IJS programs, and the jobs 

were generally entry level with low wages.  

Methods 

Conducted in Brooklyn and Queens, the JSA evaluation of the New York City job search 

assistance programs includes parents seeking support from TANF (known as Family Assistance 

in New York State) and other adults applying for New York State’s Safety Net programs. (The 

Safety Net program serves those who are ineligible for Family Assistance, generally because 

they have reached the federal time limit for cash assistance or because they do not have 

children.) The evaluation includes both an implementation study to examine the design and 

operation of the two programs and an impact study using an experimental designed to measure 

difference in employment and public assistance outcomes.  

The evaluation randomly assigned approximately 2,700 cash assistance applicants to either the 

B2W or IJS program. The evaluation uses several types of data, including the National Directory 

of New Hires, administrative data from New York City on cash assistance and SNAP benefit 
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receipt, and a survey administered approximately six months after random assignment. The 

evaluation also included site visits and a staff survey to document program implementation and 

operations. 
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Executive Summary 

The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program provides cash assistance to low-

income families with children, as well as employment-related services to help them become 

self-sufficient. Balancing the provision of cash assistance with individual responsibility, TANF 

requires recipients of cash assistance to participate in a specified set of work activities as a 

condition of benefit receipt, including job search assistance (JSA). In addition, some states and 

localities provide job search activities and requirements during the TANF application process to 

help people find jobs, with the goal of alleviating the need for cash assistance.  

This report presents evaluation results of the Job Search Assistance (JSA) Strategies Evaluation, 

an implementation and impact study of job search assistance strategies for applicants and 

recipients of cash assistance, in New York City.  The JSA evaluation in New York City examines 

the relative impacts of two approaches of providing job search assistance to applicants of their 

cash assistance programs, including both families with children as well as single, childless 

adults. Designed and administered by the New York City Department of Social Services / Human 

Resources Administration (HRA), the two JSA programs target “job ready” cash assistance 

applicants—those determined to be able to work and who might need less job search 

assistance than other applicants.  

 Back to Work (B2W) requires daily meetings with staff and participation in job search 

activities at the program office, generally for a total of 35 hours a week. Services include a 

range of group classes and one-on-one assistance to improve the job search skills of cash 

assistance applicants and help them find jobs. 

 Independent Job Search (IJS) has the same overall weekly requirement (generally 35 hours 

a week) but requires the applicant to conduct independent job search with no restrictions 

on timing or location and only one weekly meeting with staff at the program office. The 

group classes and other job search assistance provided by B2W are available as options, but 

not required.  

Both programs operate in during the period after applicants apply for cash assistance benefits, 

which can last up to six weeks, while their applications are being processed. Applicants who do 

not comply with the participation requirements during this period are denied cash assistance.  

With the goal of understanding the effectiveness of different approaches to providing job 

search assistance, particularly as part of cash assistance programs, the Office of Planning, 

Research, and Evaluation (OPRE), within the Administration for Children and Families at the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services, sponsored this evaluation in New York City. Abt 

Associates conducted the study as part of its larger JSA evaluation.  
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Program Context: Cash Assistance Programs in New York City 

New York State provides cash assistance to eligible families with children through its TANF 

program, called Family Assistance in New York State, up to a 60-month lifetime limit. Those 

who are not exempt from work requirements (e.g., for being incapacitated due to health 

problems) are required to participate in defined employment activities in order to meet the 

federal work participation rate.  In addition to the Family Assistance program, New York State 

operates another cash assistance program for those not eligible for TANF, called Safety Net 

Assistance. This program primarily serves single adults, childless couples, and households with 

dependent children that have reached the 60-month limit on the receipt of TANF benefits.  

Within federal and state guidance, New York State gives individual counties flexibility in 

operating the Family Assistance and Safety Net programs, including the provision of 

employment services. In New York City,  the cash assistance programs and related employment 

service programs are administered by HRA. HRA develops policy and regulations, screens 

applicants for program eligibility, and accepts or denies applications for cash assistance.  

At the time of this study, employment services in New York City were provided primarily 

through HRA’s B2W program.  B2W was established in 2013 (but is no longer operational), and 

served both those applying for and those receiving cash assistance through the Family 

Assistance or Safety Net programs. Though HRA designed and oversaw the B2W program, the 

agency contracted with several vendors, a mix of for-profit and non-profit organizations, to 

deliver B2W services across the boroughs. The key steps in the application process were:  

 Apply for cash assistance. As part of the application for Family Assistance or Safety Net 

Assistance, HRA staff referred those applicants who were not exempt from the work 

requirements or otherwise meeting the requirements (e.g., through education and training) 

to the B2W program at a vendor office in their borough.  

 B2W services during application process. During the up to six week period during which the  

application was processed, cash assistance applicants were generally required to participate 

in 35 hours a week (daily from 9am to 4pm) of job search activities at the assigned vendor. 

Applicants who failed to participate in the job search activities were denied cash assistance. 

 B2W for those receiving cash assistance. Those who complied with B2W program 

requirements throughout the processing period and did not find employment sufficient to 

raise their income above cash assistance earnings limits were likely to be approved if all 

other needed documentation was provided. During their benefit period, cash assistance 

recipients continued to participate in the B2W program, often in combination with unpaid 

work experience, typically for a total of 35 hours per week.  

When it was established by HRA, the B2W program was designed to serve all work-able cash 

assistance applicants and recipients, most of whom had low educational attainment and often 

limited work experience and thus might have trouble executing a successful job search on their 
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own. In 2015, HRA’s Family Independence Administration created a job search program for 

those more job ready cash assistance applicants that was more flexible than B2W. Called 

Independent Job Search, the program still required applicants to search for jobs and participate 

in other work activities, generally for 35 hours a week. Like those assigned to the B2W program, 

those assigned to the IJS program had all of B2W’s vendor job search resources at their 

disposal. However, unlike B2W participants, IJS participants could conduct their job searches 

from home or at other locations during times that worked for their schedule and meet with 

vendor staff only once a week. Exhibit ES-1 shows the key elements of each program.  

Exhibit ES-1. Comparison of Key Elements of the Back to Work and Independent Job Search Programs 

Element Back to Work Independent Job Search 

Participation 
requirement 

Generally, 35 hours per week, with daily 
attendance (Monday-Friday) required at vendor 
program office during application period. 

Generally, 35 hours per week, with attendance 
required once per week at vendor program 
office during application period. 

Job search 
assistance services 
provided 

Provided by vendor staff in program office. 

Participation requirement met through: 

 Group job search classes. 

 One-on-one meetings with case managers. 

 Referrals from job developers with access 
to labor market information, employers, 
and job openings. 

 Short-term training. 

Self-directed by applicant. 

Participation requirement met through:  

 Independent job search. 

 Available, not required—B2W services 
provided by vendor staff in program office 
(i.e., group and one-on-one assistance, job 
development, and short-term training). 

 

Consequences for 
noncompliance (not 
meeting participation 
requirement) 

Cash assistance case denied. Cash assistance case denied. 

 

The JSA Evaluation in New York City: Theory and Research Design 

To learn more about these approaches, HRA’s Office of Evaluation and Research chose to 

rigorously test the relative effectiveness of the B2W and IJS programs through the JSA 

Strategies Evaluation. This theory of change motivates the research design for the evaluation, 

which is also described below.  

Theory of Change 

At the outset of the evaluation, it was not clear to the program designers at HRA, or to the 

study team, whether B2W or IJS would produce better employment and/or public assistance 

outcomes. On the one hand, B2W could be expected to increase the receipt of job search 

assistance services and development of job search and workplace behavior skills compared to 

IJS, and as a result increase employment and earnings and reduce public benefit receipt. 

However, because the B2W program also imposed a more demanding participation 
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requirement on cash assistance applicants than did IJS, it is possible that the participation 

requirements of B2W might have induced applicants to drop out of the program, without 

finding a job, and be denied cash assistance due to noncompliance. Such an outcome would 

decrease public benefit receipt without necessarily increasing employment and earnings. 

In contrast, the IJS program was designed to be more flexible than B2W and potentially more 

tailored to individual interests and less costly.  Because the study targeted job ready cash 

assistance applicants, these applicants might have already had the skills and knowledge to be as 

effective or possibly more effective with the level of assistance provided by IJS.   Those assigned 

to the B2W program may also have been more likely to take lower paying jobs they found 

through the program, while those in the IJS program might have spent more time looking for 

jobs that were better matches for their qualifications (and higher paying). In addition, if B2W’s 

onerous participation requirement deterred a sufficiently high proportion of those in the B2W 

program from participating, then by comparison, those in the IJS program might have received 

higher levels of job search assistance. In this case, the IJS program could result in superior 

employment and earnings outcomes, or those that are at least comparable, to the B2W 

program. If so, the IJS program could be seen as preferable to B2W, given the former’s 

presumably lower individual burden and lower staff costs, likely resulting in cost reduction 

(costs are not examined in this study).   

JSA Evaluation Design 

The study uses a random assignment research design to compare the B2W and IJS programs. 

The B2W and IJS programs were operated by America Works and Goodwill Industries, with each 

organization operating both of the programs in both their Brooklyn and Queens offices (a total 

of four offices).  For the evaluation, the four offices operated both the B2W program and IJS 

program between October 2015 and October 2016. Cash assistance applicants referred to each 

location were determined job ready based on their education and employment history. Vendor 

staff randomly assigned approximately 2,700 job ready applicants evenly between the B2W 

program and the IJS program. Because the evaluation focuses on a job ready population of cash 

assistance applicants in New York City, it is not representative of the entire population of 

applicants in these two boroughs or across the city.  

The evaluation includes both an implementation study to examine program design and 

operation and an impact study using a random assignment research design to examine how 

the programs changed outcomes. Specifically, the impact study measures “differential 

impacts”—differences in outcomes between applicants assigned to each of the two programs.1 

The evaluation pre-selected employment in the second quarter after random assignment as the 

                                                           

1  Random assignment ensures that the two groups will be alike in their observed and unobserved 
characteristics, and that any systematic differences in their outcomes can be attributed to the differences in 
program requirements and access to program services. 
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confirmatory outcome—a significant difference in this outcome between the groups identifies one 

program as more effective than the other. Reported differential impacts on other outcomes, such 

as earnings and receipt of cash assistance and food assistance through the Supplemental Nutrition 

Assistance Program (SNAP), are exploratory, intended to provide additional information on possible 

impacts, aid in interpretation of the confirmatory finding, and generate hypotheses for future 

research. The impact evaluation also examines differential impacts on the types and duration of 

job search assistance received by those assigned to the B2W and IJS programs.  

The evaluation uses several types of data. Surveys conducted at study enrollment provide 

baseline information on demographics, education, and employment background. The National 

Directory of New Hires provides employment and earnings data. New York City administrative 

data provide information on Family Assistance/Safety Net and SNAP benefit receipt.  A six 

month study participant follow-up survey provides information on other outcomes not 

available in the National Directory of New Hires or in program administrative data. Finally, the 

evaluation draws on interviews with program staff and a staff survey. 

Implementation Study Findings 

Findings from the implementation study are summarized below. 

 Though the cash assistance applicants were determined to be job ready based on their 

employment history and education, earnings in the year prior to study entry were low. 

Only 10 percent of sample members reported they were working at the time of application, and 

22 percent reported that they had not worked for pay in the past two years. Earnings over the 

four quarters prior to study enrollment, based on data from the National Directory of New 

Hires, averaged $10,856 (this includes those who never worked). These levels of income put the 

typical applicant below the federal poverty level, which in 2016 was $16,020 for a two-person 

household. Consistent with their limited earnings, applicants had a history of past reliance on 

government income support, with more than 40 percent receiving Family Assistance or Safety 

Net benefits in the two years prior to their current application and 74 percent receiving SNAP.  

More than half (57 percent) of the study sample was female and had at least one child in the 

household (54 percent). This diversity of household composition reflects that the sample 

includes both Family Assistance and Safety Net applicants.  Almost half had received a 

postsecondary certificate. Still, 20 percent had not finished high school.  

 Both the B2W and IJS programs operated as designed during the study period and the 

attendance requirements for both programs were strongly enforced.  

Operating the way it had before the JSA evaluation, the B2W program continued to instruct 

applicants to conduct their job search based on the employment plan developed with their case 

manager. Compliance with the employment plan was enforced through daily attendance 

requirements at the vendor office and tracked on timesheets. In contrast, those assigned to the 
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IJS program were allowed to job search independently, with no required verification of their 

activities other than meeting with vendor staff once per week. 

 Those in the B2W program participated in a range of activities to satisfy their weekly job 

search requirement, with group job search classes emphasized.  

Both America Works and Goodwill Industries offered a number of group classes to help cash 

assistance applicants find a job, bolster their skills to make them more competitive job 

candidates, and improve their ability to retain a job. These classes included instruction in job 

search skills, as well as soft skills such as workplace behaviors and communication skills. Staff 

reported that they generally encouraged those assigned to the B2W program to attend group 

job search classes both because those classes provided skills to help them find and keep jobs 

and because they helped applicants meet the weekly participation requirement.  

One-on-one, individualized job search assistance was also made available to applicants through 

meetings with their case manager and a staffed computer lab that applicants could use to 

conduct their job search online. Finally, applicants in both programs had access to a strong set 

of job development services at the vendors. Although they were not required to do so, staff 

reported that some of those assigned to the IJS program accessed the B2W job search 

assistance services at the vendor office. 

Impacts on Receipt of JSA Services 

Differences in the level and content of job search services received could affect employment 

and public assistance receipt. This section describes participation in job search assistance and 

other employment-focused activities during the early weeks after random assignment, as 

reported by study participants on the six month follow-up survey. This time frame roughly 

aligns with the up to six week period it generally took applications for cash assistance to be 

processed, during which participation in job search assistance activities was required.  

 Participation in job search assistance services was high for both B2W and IJS with no 

differences between the groups. 

As also shown on Exhibit ES-2, among both groups, job search assistance (which included 

participation in group and one-on-one sessions) was commonly attended, with more than 85 

percent of each group participating. The high levels for both groups are not surprising given 

that both B2W and IJS required participation in job search assistance services for cash 

assistance applicants. There were no differences between the two programs in participation 

levels for other activities, such as occupational classes or unpaid work experience, and 

participation rates were low (15 percent or less). 
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Exhibit ES-2. Impacts on Receipt of Job Search Assistance 

 

Source: Six Month Follow-up Survey.  

Sample: Sample includes 1,580 (768 B2W; 812 IJS) survey respondents. Sample sizes vary for outcomes due to item nonresponse. 

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.  

 

 During the initial weeks of the application period, those assigned to B2W participated in job 

search assistance services for more hours per week and were more likely to participate in 

group and one-on-one activities as compared to those assigned to IJS.  

Given the B2W program’s more rigorous attendance requirement, it is not surprising that those 

assigned to B2W participated in job search activities more than IJS group members did. 

Specifically, B2W group members reported an average of 21 hours compared to IJS group 

members’ 19 hours (these averages include those who did not participate in job search 

services). In addition, more B2W participants reported meeting one-on-one with program staff 

for help finding a job (82 percent vs. 78 percent). For those assigned to the B2W program, 

vendor staff reported that they encouraged participation in group job search classes, or in some 

cases required participation. Group classes were optional for those assigned to the IJS program. 

Nevertheless, results from the study participant survey indicate that about half of applicants 

assigned to the IJS program (51 percent) participated in group job search activities, most 

commonly two to three times per week.  
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 More individuals assigned to B2W received assistance with developing job search skills and 

learning appropriate workplace behaviors and other soft skills, relative to IJS.  

Job search assistance could help applicants develop two competencies: (1) job search skills, 

such as how to fill out a job application or interviewing techniques, and (2) workplace 

behaviors, or soft skills that help people succeed in the workplace as well as in their job search. 

More of those assigned to B2W received assistance with job search skills than did those 

assigned to IJS, particularly finding specific job leads, identifying the right job or career goal, and 

learning about messages sent with dress and speech. As shown in Exhibit ES-2, those assigned 

to the B2W program reported higher levels of attendance in group classes. Consistent with this 

pattern of differential service receipt, those in the B2W group also received more assistance 

with workplace skills, including handling stress and anxiety, communicating in the workplace, 

managing anger and frustrations, proper workplace behaviors, having a good work ethic, 

problem solving, balancing work and family, and handling rejection.  

Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Public Assistance Receipt 

This section examines the differential impact of B2W compared to IJS on employment levels 

and earnings based on data from the National Directory of New Hires, self-reported 

employment and job characteristics from the six month follow-up survey, and public benefits 

receipt using administrative records from HRA. 

  We do not detect an impact on employment in the second quarter after random assignment 

for B2W compared to IJS. Thus, with respect to the confirmatory outcome—measured by 

earnings in the second quarter after randomization—the evaluation does not identify one 

program as more effective than the other.  

In the second quarter after random assignment, 67 percent of those assigned to the B2W 

program and 68 percent of those assigned to the IJS program were employed (see Exhibit ES-3). 

Similar to the second-quarter result, we do not detect a difference in employment in the first 

quarter after random assignment or over the combined two quarter follow-up period.   Data 

are available for a longer follow-up period of one year also show and no difference in 

employment rates between the two groups. 
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Exhibit ES-3. Impacts on Employment and Earnings 

 

Source: National Directory of New Hires.  

Sample: Sample includes 2,686 (1,335 B2W; 1,351 IJS) individuals. 

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

 

 B2W did not increase cumulative earnings over the first and second quarters after random 

assignment, compared to IJS. 

We not detect a difference in average cumulative earnings during the two quarter follow-up 

period. The earnings for those assigned to the B2W program were $5,633 and $5,249 for those 

assigned to IJS, and the difference is not significant.  No differences in earnings were detected 

over the longer one year follow-up also examined as part of the study. 

 No differences in self-reported employment or the characteristics of the current or most 

recent job for those assigned to the B2W and IJS programs were detected, and the jobs were 

generally low paying.  

With one exception, no differences in job characteristics were detected. The exception was 

hours worked per week, which was two hours greater for those assigned to B2W compared to 

IJS. Earnings were low, with weekly earnings of $377 and an hourly wage of approximately 

$13.50 for those assigned to B2W who had reported earnings. Across both groups, 

approximately 40 percent had jobs with health insurance, and about half worked a regular 

daytime schedule.  
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 B2W reduced the proportion of applications that were approved for TANF or Safety Net cash 

assistance relative to IJS. 

As shown on Exhibit ES-4, B2W decreased the approval rate of applications for cash assistance 

by six percentage points relative to IJS (51 approval rate for B2W vs. 58 percent for IJS).  This 

difference in approval rates between the B2W and IJS groups appears to be linked to the more 

rigorous requirements of the B2W program. The IJS program resulted in a seven percentage 

point reduction (25 percent vs. 32 percent) in individuals having their applications denied for 

failure to complete requirements compared to the IJS program. 

Exhibit ES-4. Impacts on Cash Assistance Receipt 

 

Source: New York City Human Resources Administration Records.  

Sample: Sample includes 2,684 (1,336 B2W; 1,348 IJS) individuals with administrative records. 

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

FA stands for Family Assistance. 

  

Relative to IJS, B2W also lowered Family Assistance or Safety Net receipt by nine percentage 

points (59 percent vs. 68 percent) and reduced the amount of cash benefits received over the 

first two quarters after random assignment by $99. Family Assistance and Safety Net receipt 

over the two quarters of follow-up could result from the application for cash assistance that 

coincided with study entry or from subsequent applications.  Thus, the impact of B2W 

compared to IJS on cash assistance receipt appears to be due in part to the higher rate of 

rejection due to failure to complete requirements.  
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 B2W reduced the receipt of SNAP benefits relative to IJS. 

As shown on Exhibit ES-5, the rate of SNAP participation over the two quarters of follow-up was 

two percentage points lower for the B2W group compared to the IJS group (85 percent vs. 87 

percent). The B2W group received an average of $90 less in SNAP benefits in the two quarters 

after random assignment than the IJS group. Because approval for SNAP benefits was not 

contingent on participation in B2W or IJS—participation was only required for cash assistance—

the reduction in SNAP benefits is likely not directly due to the enforcement of program 

requirements. Nevertheless, it appears that the denial of the Family Assistance or Safety Net 

application resulting from the B2W program had an effect on the SNAP applications as well, 

potentially because applicants did not follow through on necessary steps for their SNAP 

application after their application had been denied.  

Exhibit ES-5. Impacts on SNAP Receipt 

 

Source: New York City Human Resources Administration Records.  

Sample: Sample includes 2,684 (1,336 B2W; 1,348 IJS) individuals with administrative records. 

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

 

Conclusions 

There is considerable interest at the federal, state, and local levels in the effects of job search 

assistance services and participation requirements on employment and public assistance 

outcomes for applicants for cash assistance and other public benefits such as SNAP. The New 

York City JSA evaluation results have a number of implications for policymakers and program 

administrators to consider.  
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 The evidence suggests that the B2W program’s more rigorous participation requirement 

reduced the proportion of applicants meeting the requirements for being approved for cash 

assistance. 

Compared to IJS, B2W reduced the proportion of applicants who were approved for cash 

assistance. This reduction could be because the requirements of the B2W program compared to 

IJS were more difficult to meet and failure to meet those requirements automatically resulted 

in the denial of cash assistance benefits. Failure to comply with program requirements was 

more common for those assigned to B2W than for those assigned to IJS. 

 Although applicants assigned to the IJS program were required to meet with staff in the 

program office only once a week, many accessed more office services than required. 

More than half of those assigned to the IJS program reported that they attended at least one 

group job search class and more than one third reported they met one-on-one with a staff 

person at least two to three times per week.  This usage pattern indicates that some cash 

assistance applicants will participate in job search assistance services, particularly if they are 

easily accessible, even if they are not mandated to do so.  

 The relatively small difference in receipt of job search assistance services produced small 

changes in public assistance receipt.  

Group and one-on-one job search assistance services were easily accessible at the vendor 

office, and a significant proportion of participants in the IJS program used them. This indicates 

that the impact of a B2W-type program requiring daily attendance compared to an IJS-type 

program requiring only weekly attendance might be larger if the IJS group did not have access 

to a broad range of robust job search assistance services. 

 Operational costs of the B2W program are likely higher than for IJS, but are offset to some 

extent by B2W’s lower benefit costs.  

This study did not specifically estimate program costs, but it is clear that because the more 

intensive B2W program required more staff time —including case managers, timekeepers, job 

developers and instructors—B2W was more expensive to operate than the weekly meetings of 

the IJS program. However, these costs are offset at least to some extent by reduced benefit 

receipt and by the IJS group participating in job search assistance services at a higher level than 

required. A benefit-cost study of the two approaches would be an important future research 

project. In particular, it is important to determine whether the benefit reductions achieved by 

more rigorous participation requirement offset the increased costs of operating this type of 

program and to consider the high rate of service receipt among the IJS group. 

 This evaluation focused on a relatively job ready segment of applicants for cash assistance, 

and the local economy was robust. Most sample members worked during the follow-up 

period, but their earnings remained very low. 
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Past studies have shown that in general, despite the provision of job search assistance, low-

income individuals struggle to find and keep jobs and families remain poor. The results of this 

evaluation confirm those from earlier studies, with the job search assistance provided generally 

having a limited effect on getting people “better” jobs. While the vast majority of participants 

in both programs worked during the follow-up period (more than 85 percent), many only 

worked part-time and most did not have health insurance. Furthermore, even among those 

who worked, cumulative earnings over the six month follow-up period were approximately 

$7,000, and the hourly wage was estimated to be around $13.50 per hour for both groups. 

Particularly in a high-cost city such as New York City, this level of income cannot support a 

family without other sources of support. Inasmuch as the goal of the program is to move 

people out of poverty, different strategies could be needed to change workers’ earnings 

trajectories. (Note:  Subsequent to the JSA evaluation, HRA replaced the B2W and IJS programs 

with one that has a greater focus on human capital development.)   

 Whether the B2W or IJS program is preferable could depend on program goals in providing 

job search assistance services as part of income support programs.  

The requirement to participate in job search assistance established by the TANF program is 

designed to achieve multiple objectives including moving individuals to work, establishing a 

quid pro quo for receiving benefits, and ultimately reducing cash assistance expenditures. The 

results of this evaluation suggest that there is a tradeoff among these goals; programs that are 

effective toward one goal are less effective toward other goals. Specifically, if reducing cash 

assistance expenditures is a primary goal, B2W might be the more attractive option. It reduced 

cash assistance expenditures without decreasing employment rates.  However, B2W reduced 

TANF and SNAP benefit receipt without increasing employment rates, which could raise 

concerns about how applicants denied benefits are supporting themselves and their families 

without jobs.   

Overall, this study provides new, rigorous experimental evidence on the differential effects of 

two approaches to job search assistance for applicants for cash assistance—one approach 

requiring daily time and mandatory activities in a program office, the other requiring only 

weekly check-ins. More demanding requirements that included participation in robust job 

search assistance services led to fewer applicants receiving cash assistance, no differential 

effect on employment, and moderately higher earnings. The study highlights some of the 

challenges and tradeoffs in achieving multiple, sometimes conflicting goals.  
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 Introduction 

Established by the Personal Responsibility and Work 

Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, the 

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 

program is intended to foster economic security and 

stability for low-income families with children. TANF 

funds monthly cash assistance payments to low-

income families with children, as well as a wide range 

of services that address the program’s four broad 

purposes.2  

Balancing the provision of cash assistance with 

individual responsibility, TANF requires its recipients 

to participate in a specified set of work  

activities as a condition of benefit receipt. TANF work 

activities typically include some type of job search 

assistance (JSA) intended to help parents receiving the 

cash assistance to transition quickly to work. In 

response to concerns that families receiving support 

might find it hard to leave the welfare system, some 

states and localities use “diversion” programs to keep 

families whose needs could be met through other 

means from coming onto the welfare rolls 

(Rosenberg, 2007). Some of these diversion programs 

also provide job search activities to help applicants for cash assistance find unsubsidized jobs 

instead of receiving cash assistance.  

There is strong evidence that job search assistance services are effective in increasing 

employment, but the impacts are modest and short-term (Klerman et al., 2012). Some low-

income individuals still struggle to find and keep jobs and many families remain poor despite 

the assistance provided (Hendra and Hamilton, 2015). Moreover, JSA can be implemented in 

different ways—for example, in group classes, one-on-one, or in self-directed activities—but 

there is little evidence regarding which ways are more effective.  

                                                           

2  TANF has four broad purposes: (1) provide assistance to needy families so that children can be cared for in 
their own homes or in the homes of relatives; (2) end the dependence of needy parents on government 
benefits by promoting job preparation, work, and marriage; (3) prevent and reduce the incidence of out-of-
wedlock pregnancies; and (4) encourage the formation and maintenance of two-parent families. In creating 
TANF, the Act repealed the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, which had previously 
provided cash assistance to needy families. 

Key Features of the JSA 
Evaluation in New York City 

 Included applicants to New York 

State’s Family Assistance and Safety 

Net Assistance cash assistance 

programs. 

 Conducted in Brooklyn and Queens, 

New York City. 

 Cash assistance applicants were 

randomly assigned to one of two JSA 

programs:  

o Back to Work (B2W), where 

applicants participated in job 

search assistance activities daily 

at a program office; or  

o Independent Job Search (IJS), 

where applicants met weekly at a 

program office and search for 

employment primarily on their 

own. 

 The evaluation measured “differential 

impacts”—differences in outcomes 

between those assigned to the two 

programs in terms of types of job 

search services received, 

employment and earnings, and public 

benefit receipt. 
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This report presents evaluation results for New York City of the multi-site Job Search Assistance 

(JSA) Strategies Evaluation, an implementation and impact study of job search assistance 

strategies for cash assistance applicants and recipients. The JSA evaluation is sponsored by the 

Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation (OPRE), within the Administration for Children and 

Families at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.  

The JSA evaluation in New York City provides rigorous evidence on the relative impacts of two 

approaches that provide job search assistance to applicants of cash assistance in an effort to 

help them find jobs instead of receiving cash assistance. Designed by the New York City 

Department of Social Services / Human Resources Administration (HRA) and operated by its 

vendors, the two JSA programs targeted “job ready” cash assistance applicants—including 

families with children and single, childless adults—who were determined to be able to work 

and thereby might need less job search assistance than other applicants.  

 Back to Work (B2W), which predated the evaluation, generally required 35 hours of 

participation in JSA services per week provided primarily at the B2W program office, with 

attendance at the program office required daily. Services included a range of group classes 

and one-on-one meetings to improve the job search skills of cash assistance applicants and 

help them find jobs. 

 Independent Job Search (IJS), a new approach, generally required cash assistance 

applicants to search for employment independently for 35 hours per week and to meet with 

staff at the program office, but only once a week. The group classes and other job search 

assistance provided by B2W were available as options, but not required. This self-directed 

approach was designed to limit burden on applicants, and potentially to reduce program 

costs, while still helping applicants move to employment. 

Both programs operated during the period after applicants applied for cash assistance benefits, 

while their applications were being processed, which could last up to six weeks.3 Applicants 

who did not comply with the participation requirements during this period were denied cash 

assistance.  

Conducted in Brooklyn and Queens between 2015 and 2016, the JSA evaluation includes 

parents seeking Family Assistance support and other adults applying for New York State’s Safety 

Net program, which serves single, childless adults and households with dependent children that 

                                                           

3   The length of time before an application was approved was generally between four and six weeks, but could 
vary.  If an application was rejected, the B2W or IJS program ended when this occurred.  If an application was 
accepted, those assigned to IJS continued in this program for six weeks while those assigned to B2W 
continued for approximately two more weeks after their case was accepted.  As discussed further below, after 
the B2W or IJS program for cash assistance applicants, new recipients must participate in a range of work-
related activities through the B2W program or face sanctions for noncompliance.   
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have reached the federal time limit on the receipt of TANF benefits. The evaluation includes 

both an implementation study to examine their design and operation and an impact study 

using a random assignment research design. The impact study measures “differential 

impacts”—differences in outcomes between applicants assigned to each of the two programs 

related to employment, public benefit receipt (including for cash assistance but also for the 

food assistance program for low-income individuals, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 

Program (SNAP), and other outcomes over a six month follow-up period.4 It also examines 

differential impacts on the types and duration of job search assistance received by those 

assigned to the two applicant groups.  

The remainder of this chapter summarizes findings from the research literature on job search 

assistance, describes the broader JSA Evaluation in greater detail, and provides a roadmap to 

the rest of the report.  

1.1. The Research and Policy Context 

The JSA evaluation is designed to build on and strengthen the research evidence on effective 

strategies to help people find employment. Employment is critical in providing economic 

stability, but for some—particularly low-income and low-skilled individuals—employment is 

hard to get and keep.  

Employment is typically preceded by some form of job search, which could continue after an 

individual has found an initial job. Job search assistance programs—short-term, relatively low-

intensity and low-cost programs to help job seekers find jobs—are a component of many 

government-funded assistance programs, including TANF and Unemployment Insurance. JSA 

programs could focus on helping job seekers find a job more quickly than they would on their 

own, or on helping them find a better job (one with higher pay, benefits, job security, and 

stable work hours) than they would on their own, or both.  

Job search assistance programs can affect a job seeker’s job search through two mechanisms: 

assistance and enforcement.  

 The assistance mechanism helps job seekers find jobs, both directly and by teaching the 

skills and motivation required for job search. Activities aligned with the assistance 

mechanism include group training in job search skills (identifying job openings, preparing a 

resume, completing job applications, interview skills), one-on-one help with their job 

search, and group and one-on-one help maintaining motivation in the face of rejection.  

                                                           

4  The study is not designed to measure the impact of either JSA program compared to no job search assistance. 
Doing that comparison would require an unserved control group as a third experimental arm. Thus, the 
research presented here can guide policy on how to provide JSA, but not on whether JSA is beneficial overall. 
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 The enforcement mechanism aims to encourage job seekers to search more intensively and 

sincerely than they might on their own, because those who do not do so risk having their 

benefits reduced or eliminated. Enforcement can also induce job seekers to drop out of the 

JSA program (and potentially forgo cash assistance) without necessarily finding a job if they 

are unable or unmotivated to fulfill its requirements. Activities aligned with the 

enforcement mechanism include requiring participants to keep job search logs that staff 

monitor, verifying job seeker contacts with employers, and following up on reasons for 

declining job offers.  

Given these dual mechanisms, government-funded JSA programs could have potentially 

different effects on job seekers’ behaviors. For example, because of the benefits paid by 

income support programs, job seekers receiving them might choose to search less intensively 

and to accept fewer jobs than they otherwise would in order to continue receiving the support. 

In contrast, JSA programs may encourage job seekers to search more intensively for work 

and/or to accept offers for jobs they might otherwise refuse in order to speed entry into 

employment and reduce the need for income support.  

Despite the crucial role of job search in individuals finding and sustaining employment, limited 

research has been conducted on the effectiveness of various job search assistance models and 

the various components that make up JSA programs. Moreover, much of the literature is now 

several decades old, and the labor market has changed since then, particularly for 

disadvantaged workers. That said, earlier research has shown several things (as reviewed in 

Klerman, 2012): 

 Job search assistance is effective at speeding entry to work. 

 The impacts from job search assistance are modest. Though some cash assistance recipients 

find jobs through JSA programs, others find jobs without the programs.  

 JSA does not appear to increase the quality of jobs people obtain and the jobs often do not 

last long. 

 The main effect of the requirements to participate in job search activities or face a 

reduction or loss of income support benefits for failing to do so appears to be reductions in 

cash assistance payments; the effect on earnings is weaker.  

Overall, as described in the next section, the JSA evaluation presents an important opportunity 

to build on this body of evidence on the effects on various job search assistance strategies on 

job seekers’ employment and public assistance outcomes and whether improved approaches 

can be identified. Specifically, this evaluation tests the impact of structured and time-intensive 

job search assistance with strong enforcement (i.e., B2W) compared to a primarily self-directed 

job search approach that is also strongly enforced (i.e., IJS).  
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1.2. The JSA Evaluation 

The JSA evaluation is being conducted in five sites, examining different approaches to providing 

job search assistance to help cash assistance applicants and recipients transition to work. As 

described below, the evaluation is designed to provide information both about the relative 

effectiveness of various job search assistance approaches through impact studies and about the 

operation of promising job search programs through implementation studies.  

1.2.1. Five Study Sites 

In two sites—Ramsey County, Minnesota, and 

Westchester County, New York—the JSA evaluation 

is conducting only implementation studies, 

documenting operation of a promising approach and 

drawing lessons for program administrators. These 

implementation studies are based primarily on site 

visits by the research team. There are no differential 

impact studies for these sites.5  

The JSA evaluation is conducting implementation and 

impact studies in the other three sites—New York 

City (this report); Genesee and Wayne Counties, 

Michigan; and Sacramento County, California.  Similar to New York City, the JSA evaluation in 

Sacramento County examines the relative effectiveness of more- and less-rigorous participation 

requirements for cash assistance recipients. The JSA evaluation in Michigan examines the 

effects of a goal-oriented coaching approach in moving cash assistance recipients to work.  

(Chapter 3 provides more information on the evaluation design and data sources for the JSA 

evaluation in New York City.) 

1.2.2. Random Assignment Study Design  

A critical element of the JSA impact evaluation design is random assignment. The evaluation’s 

impact study randomly assigns eligible TANF and other cash assistance applicants and/or 

recipients to one of two job search assistance approaches available at that study site. It then 

measures each program’s subsequent outcomes in terms of employment and benefit receipt.  

Random assignment strives to create two groups equivalent in terms of their observed and 

unobserved characteristics, thus ensuring that any systematic differences between the two 

                                                           

5  The Ramsey County JSA report is available at  

https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/jsa_implementation_report_ramsey_county_final4_508.pdf 

 Other JSA evaluation reports were not available at the time this report was published. 

 

JSA Evaluation Sites 

Impact and Implementation Studies  

 New York City 

 Genesee and Wayne Counties, 

Michigan 

 Sacramento County, California 

 

Implementation Studies 

 Ramsey County, Minnesota 

 Westchester County, New York 

 

https://www.acf.hhs.gov/opre/research/project/job-search-assistance-evaluation
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/jsa_implementation_report_ramsey_county_final4_508.pdf
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programs’ outcomes reflect the relative effectiveness of the two programs’ services (these 

differences being their “differential impacts”). Random assignment rules out characteristics of 

individual members of the two groups as a possible cause of the impacts, as it also rules out 

differences in labor market and non-JSA policy environments (both of which are identical for 

the two random assignment groups). 

1.2.3. Outcomes of Interest 

Across the impact sites, the key outcome for which the JSA evaluation estimates effects is 

employment (during a given time period), although the study also estimates effects on job 

search services received, earnings, public benefit receipt, job characteristics, and other 

outcomes. The JSA impact study analyzes these outcomes for approximately six months after 

program entry. Information on outcomes is obtained through administrative data on 

employment, earnings, and public benefit receipt and a six month follow-up survey of study 

participants to measure other outcomes. 

1.3. Structure of This Report 

The rest of the report is structured as follows: 

 Chapter 2 describes the program environment and context for the JSA Evaluation in New 

York City. This chapter also describes the service delivery structure of its B2W and IJS 

programs. 

 Chapter 3 describes the study’s design and methodology, including the theory of change for 

the two programs and the evaluation’s research questions. The chapter then describes the 

overall research design, an overview of the analytic methods used to estimate impacts for 

the study, and the data sources. 

 Chapter 4 describes the operation of and services provided by the B2W and IJS programs. 

The chapter includes a description of the administrative structure and staffing for the B2W 

and IJS programs, discusses the design and key differences between the two programs and 

concludes with findings from the implementation study on how the programs operated 

during the study period. 

 Chapter 5 reports the differential impacts on service receipt and types of job search 

assistance received based on data from the six month participant follow-up survey. The 

chapter describes findings on the level and duration of job search assistance received, the 

frequency, mode, and content of job search assistance services provided by individuals 

assigned to B2W and IJS. The chapter also describes some details of job search, including 

use of different online job search “tools,” number of contacts with employers, and factors 

that affected decisions to apply for jobs. 
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 Chapter 6 reports analyses of the relative effectiveness of the B2W and IJS programs in 

terms of their impacts on employment and earnings, public benefit-related outcomes, and 

the characteristics of the jobs individuals took.  

 Chapter 7 provides conclusions from the study. 

The appendices provide additional information about the analytic approach (Appendix A) and 

expanded impacts (Appendices B and C). 
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 Program Environment and Structure of JSA in New York City  

This chapter describes the program environment and context for the JSA Evaluation in New 

York City and the service delivery structure of its Back to Work (B2W) and Independent Job 

Search (IJS) programs. First, the chapter reviews the local demographic and economic 

conditions in the study site during 2015-2016, the evaluation’s time frame. The next section 

describes New York State’s Family Assistance and Safety Net cash assistance programs, whose 

applicants are the focus of the evaluation, and the established B2W program providing 

employment services to cash assistance applicants in the city. This includes a description of 

HRA, which administers the cash assistance programs. This section also describes the service 

delivery structure for B2W services through contracted vendors. Finally, the chapter describes 

HRA’s impetus for and objectives in developing the IJS program as an alternative to B2W. It also 

explains HRA’s interest in participating in the JSA evaluation to test the relative effectiveness of 

the two approaches.  

2.1. Demographic and Economic Environment 

The demographic and economic environments in which the B2W and IJS programs operated are 

important for understanding their implementation and impact. Geographically, New York City 

(the largest U.S. city) comprises five of New York State’s 62 counties, commonly known as the 

five boroughs.  The JSA evaluation was conducted in the two largest boroughs: Brooklyn and 

Queens. 

Brooklyn and Queens are home to a significant number of low-income individuals and families. 

As shown on Exhibit 2-1, the combined population of the two boroughs is nearly five million 

people, most of them living in densely populated urban neighborhoods. Median income in the 

two boroughs ($50,640 in Brooklyn, $59,758 in Queens in 2016) is well below the U.S. median 

($67,871); and the percentage of families with related children under the age of 18 living in 

poverty (26 percent in Brooklyn, 17 percent in Queens) is higher than or comparable to the U.S. 

average (17 percent). The proportion of Brooklyn and Queens families receiving cash assistance 

(5 percent in Brooklyn, 4 percent in Queens) is also higher than nationally (3 percent), as is the 

proportion receiving SNAP benefits (24 percent in Brooklyn, 14 percent in Queens, 13 percent 

nationally). More than half of the boroughs’ residents spend more than 30 percent of their 

income on housing costs, and residents are far more likely to be renters than homeowners, 

reverse of the national pattern.  
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Exhibit 2-1. Demographic and Economic Characteristics, Brooklyn and Queens, 2016 

Characteristic  Brooklyn   Queens United States 

Total population 2,606,852 2,310,011  318,558,162  
]\     

Median household income ($)  50,640 59,758 67,871 
    
Families with children below the poverty level (%) 26 17 17 
    

Households receiving cash public assistance (%) 5 4 3 

    

Households receiving SNAP benefits in the last 12 months (%) 24 14 13 

    

Gross rent as a percentage of monthly income (%)    

Less than 30 percent 45 44 49 

30 percent or more 55 56 51 
 Occupied housing units (%)    

Owner-occupied housing units 29 44 64 

Renter-occupied housing units 71 56 36 

    
Race and ethnicity (%)a    

White, non-Latino 45 41 73 

Black or African American, non-Latino 35 18 13 

Other race, non-Latino 22 41 14 

Latino  19 28 17 

    Foreign-born residents 37 45 13 

    
Highest educational attainment (%)b    

Less than high school diploma/equivalent 20 19 13 

High school graduate  26 27 28 

Some college, no degree 14 15 21 

Associate’s degree 6 8 8 

Bachelor’s degree 21 19 19 

Graduate or professional degree 13 11 12 
      Unemployment rate (%)  6 8 7

Source: 2016 data as reported by the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey 2010–2016 
Notes: a Race and Ethnicity sums to more than 100 percent because respondents could identify as two or more races in the survey. 
b Among respondents age 25 and older. 
 

Brooklyn and Queens residents are demographically diverse. Compared to the U.S. population 

overall, a larger proportion of residents in Brooklyn and Queens identify as Black, non-Latino 

(35 and 18 percent, respectively), Latino (19 and 28 percent), or other non-Latino. A large 

number of Brooklyn residents and Queens residents were born outside the United States. 

About 20 percent of adult residents in both Brooklyn and Queens do not have a high school 

diploma or equivalency, compared to 13 percent nationally.  

New York City had a strong economy during the study period, growing at a faster rate than the 

U.S. economy overall. The 2016 unemployment rate in Brooklyn (6 percent) was lower than the 

rate nationally (7 percent), whereas in Queens the rate was slightly higher (8 percent). From 
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2015 to 2017, the New York City unemployment rate decreased from 6 percent to 5 percent 

(not on table).6  

2.2.  The Family Assistance and Safety Net Assistance Programs in New York City 

Federal TANF rules require those receiving benefits to participate in work-related activities and 

for states to meet the federally defined work participation rate (WPR).7 Cash assistance 

recipients may perform several core activities, which can be counted toward the participation 

requirement: unsubsidized and subsidized employment, work experience, on-the-job training, 

job search and job readiness assistance (limited to 12 weeks), community service programs, 

vocational educational training (for up to 12 months), and childcare provided to an individual 

who is participating in a community service program. In addition, TANF requires states to 

impose sanctions for non-participation in work activities, and a 60-month time limit applies to 

federally funded benefits for most families. These TANF rules are made at the federal level, but 

states have wide discretion to set eligibility and program requirements, as well as to make 

benefit determinations.  

The benefit levels in New York State’s Family Assistance program (as TANF is known in the 

state) are more generous than those in many other states. The state’s maximum monthly cash 

assistance benefit—about $789 for a family of three—is above average nationally.8,9  As TANF 

requires, New York State established penalties for noncompliance with work requirements: 

once a case is approved for benefits, cash assistance is reduced for any household member who 

is not in compliance with work requirements but is restored once the individual complies. 

In addition to the Family Assistance program, New York State operates another cash assistance 

program for those not eligible for Family Assistance or other assistance programs, called Safety 

Net. This program primarily serves single adults, childless couples and households with 

dependent children that have reached the 60-month lifetime limit on receipt of federal TANF 

benefits.   

Though the Office of Temporary and Disability Assistance oversees Family Assistance and Safety 

Net, both programs are administered by New York’s counties. Individual counties have 

flexibility in operating the programs within New York State’s laws and regulations. Both Family 

                                                           

6  See New York State Department of Labor Local Area Unemployment Statistics Program 
https://www.labor.ny.gov/stats/laus.asp 

7  The WPR calculates the share of TANF recipients participating in countable work activities for at least 30 hours 
a week (20 hours a week for single parents with one or more children under age 6). 

8  In 2016, the mean maximum monthly TANF benefit for a family of three was $445. See 
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/2016_welfare_rules_databook_final_10_30_17_b508_2.pdf 

9  In addition to the cash assistance programs, New York operates other public assistance programs, including 
rental assistance and emergency assistance, that TANF and Safety Net recipients may also receive. In many 
cases, TANF might be only one piece of assistance that the family receives from the State of New York. 

https://www.labor.ny.gov/stats/laus.asp
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Assistance and Safety Net in New York City are administered by HRA, which covers the five 

counties comprising New York City. In coordination with state and city laws and guidance, HRA 

develops policy and regulations related to the cash assistance programs, screens applicants for 

program eligibility, and accepts or denies individual and family applications for cash assistance. 

HRA also monitors program implementation by the boroughs and collects data on program 

services. (In addition, HRA also oversees New York City’s implementation of the SNAP, child 

support, adult protective services, domestic violence shelter, homelessness prevention, civil 

legal services, and housing programs; and it oversees Medicaid enrollment.) 

2.3. The B2W Program and Service Delivery Structure 

Since 2013, HRA has administered the B2W program to provide employment services to cash 

assistance recipients to help them meet their TANF work requirements. B2W provides these 

same employment services to those recipients of cash assistance through the Safety Net 

program. As discussed below, unlike many other counties in the state and reflecting local 

flexibility in the design of the TANF program, HRA also provides employment services to cash 

assistance applicants. The B2W program for cash assistance applicants and recipients operated 

well before the start of the JSA evaluation in 2015.10 This section describes the enrollment 

process and services delivery structure for the B2W program. 

2.3.1. The B2W Enrollment Process 

The B2W program provides employment services to those applying for cash assistance through 

the Family Assistance and Safety Net programs, and to those approved to receive assistance 

and not exempted from the program’s work requirement. The first of these activities flows 

seamlessly into the second if applicants have not found employment by the time their case for 

cash assistance is processed. As shown on Exhibit 2-2, the cash assistance application process is 

as follows:  

                                                           

10  After the end of the evaluation, in early 2017, HRA replaced both the B2W and IJS programs with a new 
program. 
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Exhibit 2-2. Overview of Cash Assistance Enrollment Process 
 

 

1. Application for cash assistance through the Family Assistance or Safety Net program. New 

York City residents who are considering applying for cash assistance visit one of HRA’s Job 

Centers (where individuals may also apply for other programs such as SNAP and Medicaid). 

HRA staff conduct an initial assessment of the applicant’s income and assets and screen the 

applicant for any exemptions from the work activities requirement. 11  

2. Referral to the B2W program. If an applicant is found to meet the basic income and asset 

requirements for cash assistance and is not exempt from the work requirement,12 then the 

applicant is referred to the B2W program and given an appointment at a contracted 

                                                           

11  For an overview of the assessment and screening process at the job center, see 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/hra/downloads/pdf/facts/job_stats/job_stat_guide.pdf 

12  Applicants are exempt from work requirements if ill or incapacitated; caring for an infant or an ill or 
incapacitated family member; age 62 or older; pregnant; a victim of domestic violence; in drug, alcohol, or 
mental health treatment; or lacking access to adequate child care for children under age 6. 
htt//wrd.urban.org/wrd/data/databooks/2016%20Welfare%20Rules%20Databook%20(Final%20Revised%200
1%2016%2018).pdf 

https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/hra/downloads/pdf/facts/job_stats/job_stat_guide.pdf
file:///C:/Users/MartinsonK/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/htt/wrd.urban.org/wrd/data/databooks/2016%20Welfare%20Rules%20Databook%20(Final%20Revised%2001%2016%2018).pdf
file:///C:/Users/MartinsonK/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/htt/wrd.urban.org/wrd/data/databooks/2016%20Welfare%20Rules%20Databook%20(Final%20Revised%2001%2016%2018).pdf
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vendor’s B2W office. Job Center staff also direct applicants to childcare services; applicants 

are given two weeks to arrange childcare, with the costs covered by HRA.13 

3. Job search activities while cash assistance application is pending. Applicants must wait for 

HRA to document that the appropriate information is provided and process their 

application. While they wait for their application to be approved or denied, Family 

Assistance or Safety Net applicants who are not exempt from the work requirement must 

complete an Employment Plan and participate in up to 35 hours a week of job search 

activities at a contracted vendor location.  The number of hours required is lower for certain 

households primarily those with a child under age six, who are generally required to 

participate for 25 hours per week. New York State regulations require Family Assistance 

applications to be approved or denied within 30 days from application filing, and Safety Net 

applications within 45 days.  

o Applicants who fail to participate in the job search activities are denied cash 

assistance. 

o Applicants who comply with B2W program requirements throughout the waiting 

period and do not find employment sufficient to raise their income above cash 

assistance earnings limits before the period ends are likely to be approved (if all 

other needed documentation is provided).  

4. Continuation in the B2W program post-application. Once approved for cash assistance, 

new Family Assistance and Safety Net recipients must participate in a range of work-related 

activities through the B2W program or face sanctions for noncompliance.  Such activities 

include job search assistance services but also unpaid work experience (called Community 

Work Experience Program (CWEP) in New York City).  Cash assistance recipients are usually 

assigned to an unpaid job three days a week through CWEP and must attend JSA activities in 

person at the contracted vendor’s offices two days a week.  

As discussed in detail in Chapter 3, at selected B2W offices, the JSA evaluation altered the 

second step in this enrollment process by randomly assigning job ready cash assistance 

applicants either to a group referred to the existing B2W program or to a group referred to the 

newly established IJS program (discussed in the next section). Employment services, available 

after an application was approved, did not change and were the same for the two groups (and 

provided through the pre-existing B2W program).   

                                                           

13  Families applying for and receiving cash assistance through HRA are generally eligible for free child care 
through programs run by the city’s Administration for Children’s Services, including EarlyLearn NYC Child Care, 
Head Start, and privately run child care programs. 
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2.3.2. B2W Service Delivery 

HRA designed and oversaw the B2W program, but it contracted with several vendors in New 

York City to deliver B2W services. HRA staff referred work-ready applicants in the B2W program 

to a vendor in their borough.14 At the time of the evaluation, HRA contracted operation of its 

B2W program to seven vendors, representing a mix of for-profit and non-profit organizations.  

HRA used competitive bidding to select its vendors for B2W, re-competing those contracts 

periodically. At the time of the evaluation, all B2W vendor contracts were performance based, 

with vendors paid for their services after documenting their having achieved key applicant or 

recipient milestones. These milestones included:  

 timely assessment of applicants;  

 job placement (percentage of referrals placed in a job kept for 30 days) (a higher rate was 

paid for job placements among applicants as compared to recipients);  

 job retention (at 90 and 180 days after hire) for cash assistance recipients;  

 recidivism (extent to which referrals returned to cash assistance) for cash assistance 

applicants at 90 and 180 days; and  

 participation in program activities by applicants and recipients (e.g., as documented by 

attendance-keeping by vendors). 

The vendor contracts also included incentives for success with ex-offenders and long-term cash 

assistance recipients. 

Of the seven vendors operating the B2W program in New York City at the time of the 

evaluation, two participated in the JSA evaluation: America Works and Goodwill Industries.  

These two vendors each operated both the B2W program and IJS program in their Brooklyn and 

Queens offices, for a total of four offices operating both programs and participating in the JSA 

evaluation.15 America Works is a for-profit workforce development organization that has been 

in operation since 1984. Goodwill Industries is a not-for-profit social services organization that 

has been in operation in New York City since 1915. Both are long-term vendors of HRA, 

providing services in different capacities over time but operating the B2W program since its 

inception in 2013. 

2.4. Developing the IJS Program and Participating in the JSA Evaluation 

Several factors stimulated HRA’s interest in developing the IJS program and participating in the 

JSA evaluation to learn about its effectiveness relative to B2W. The B2W program had been 

                                                           

14  The specific vendor is assigned by HRA staff; assignments are made to maintain equitable referrals to all 
vendors in the borough.  

15    America Works had an additional smaller office in Queens (in Far Rockaway) that was not included in the study.   
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originally designed to serve low-skilled cash assistance applicants with minimal work experience 

or postsecondary education who might have trouble executing a successful job search on their 

own. Reflecting interests of the new de Blasio mayoral administration, in 2014, HRA’s Office of 

Evaluation and Research became interested in creating a job search program for those more job 

ready cash assistance applicants that would be more flexible than B2W.  This program would 

allow applicants to conduct an independent job search that was potentially more tailored to 

their experiences and interests as well as possibly being less costly.  

The new IJS program began operating as a pilot in select B2W vendor offices in the summer of 

2015. Cash assistance applicants referred to IJS still were generally required to search for jobs 

and participate in other work activities for up to 35 hours a week. They had all of HRA’s Job 

Center and vendor resources at their disposal. However, they were not required to come to 

vendor offices daily to participate in B2W activities. Instead, applicants referred to IJS could 

conduct their job searches from home, in the vendor’s office, or at other locations during times 

that worked for their schedule. To substantiate these activities, applicants in IJS were required 

to maintain job search logs and to meet with vendor staff once a week with their job search log 

to discuss their job search progress and address any barriers to finding employment.  

To learn more about whether IJS is an effective model for providing JSA services for job ready 

cash assistance applicants, HRA’s Office of Evaluation and Research chose to rigorously test the 

IJS program through the JSA evaluation. As discussed, the B2W and IJS programs were operated 

by America Works and Goodwill Industries in both their Brooklyn and Queens offices. For the 

evaluation, the four offices operated both the B2W program and IJS program between October 

2015 and October 2016.16 Job ready applicants for Family Assistance and Safety Net referred to 

each location were randomly assigned to either the B2W program or the IJS program.  

                                                           

16  Two of these offices had started operating both programs a few months earlier as part of HRA’s pilot of IJS. 
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 JSA Strategies Evaluation Design and Data Sources 

The goals of JSA evaluation in New York City are to describe the implementation and operation 

of the B2W and IJS programs, compare the use of job search assistance services by individuals 

assigned to the two programs, and determine whether the B2W or IJS program yields more 

favorable labor market and public assistance outcomes. These goals require two distinct 

approaches: the evaluation includes both an implementation study (to document program 

operations) and an experimental impact study (to determine differences in service receipt and 

employment and public assistance outcomes).  

This chapter describes the evaluation’s methods. The first section of the chapter provides the 

theory of change that links the key aspects of the B2W and IJS program design and 

implementation to their potential effects on individual outcomes (Section 3.1). This theory of 

change motivates the research questions that the evaluation seeks to answer, listed in the 

second section of the chapter (Section 3.2). The chapter then describes the overall research 

design—including random assignment procedures and characteristics of the research sample 

(Section 3.3). It also provides an overview of the analytic methods used in the study (Section 

3.4) and concludes with a section on data sources used to conduct the analyses (Section 3.5). 

3.1.  Theory of Change 

Both the B2W and IJS programs were designed to help job ready applicants for cash assistance 

to transition to work quickly, and potentially avoid the need for receiving income support from 

the Family Assistance or Safety Net programs. The key strategy for achieving this aim was the 

same for both programs: requiring applicants to participate in job search assistance activities 

while their applications were being processed (a period lasting up to six weeks). The JSA 

activities were designed to help cash assistance applicants find jobs, but they can also serve as a 

deterrent to coming onto assistance if applicants were unable or uninterested in fulfilling the 

requirements of B2W or IJS and hence have their cash assistance applications denied. 

B2W required 35 hours of participation in JSA services per week (from 9am-4pm), primarily on-

site at a vendor office. That program provided a range of group classes and one-on-one 

meetings to improve participants’ job search skills and help them find jobs. IJS required 

applicants to search for employment independently for 35 hours per week (25 hours per week 

for those with children under age 6) and meet with staff at the vendor office only once a week. 

The group classes and other on-site job search assistance provided by B2W were available as 

options to those assigned to the IJS program, but not required. Applicants referred to either 

program who did not comply with its participation requirements were denied cash assistance.  

As shown on Exhibit 3-1, the two programs had a different theory of change regarding the 

mechanism by which they would—if successful—produce their outcomes. At the outset of the 

evaluation, it was not clear to the program designers at HRA, or to the research team, which 
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approach would produce better employment and/or public assistance outcomes. As explained 

below, though the programs had similar inputs and operated in the same context, there were 

multiple potential mechanisms by which job search activities could affect cash assistance 

applicants. Some of those program differences suggest that outcomes would be more favorable 

for B2W and some suggest that outcomes would be more favorable for IJS.  

Exhibit 3-1. Theory of Change for the B2W and IJS Programs 

 
 Notes: Plus (+) and minus (-) signs indicate whether we would expect to see more or less favorable outcomes, in comparison to the other 

program. 

Mechanisms by which B2W Might Improve Outcomes Compared to IJS  

Like other JSA programs, B2W and IJS included both assistance and enforcement components. 

Assistance services included a range of group and one-on-one job search assistance designed to 

help individuals find and keep jobs. As shown on the top row of Exhibit 3-1, the greater level of 

job search assistance provided through the B2W program compared to IJS was expected to: 

 increase the receipt of job search assistance (group and one-on-one) from program staff 

because the assistance was mandatory and through participation in that assistance; and 

 increase applicants’ job search skills (e.g., knowing how to look for, apply for, and obtain a 

job); workplace skills (e.g., behaviors such as having a good work ethic, managing 

communication); and knowledge of available jobs in the local labor market (including 

through more contacts with employers about specific job opportunities).  

Achieving these intermediate outcomes was in turn expected to:  
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 decrease the time it takes individuals to find a job and/or to find a “better” job because the 

job search provides structured services; 

 and thereby increase their point-in-time employment rate and increase their earnings 

through finding a “better” job with higher pay; which  

 decreases their use of public assistance.  

The B2W program also imposed a more demanding participation requirement on cash 

assistance applicants than did IJS by requiring attendance daily and for a specified number of 

hours. It is also possible that the more onerous participation requirements of B2W might have 

induced applicants to drop out of the program, without finding a job, and so be denied cash 

assistance due to noncompliance. Such an outcome would have decreased public benefit 

receipt without necessarily increasing employment and earnings. 

Mechanisms by which IJS Might Improve Outcomes Compared to B2W—or Produce Similar 

Outcomes 

Because this study targets job ready cash assistance applicants, these applicants might already 

have had the skills and knowledge to be as effective or possibly more effective at finding 

employment with limited staff assistance provided by IJS, compared to the more structured and 

time-intensive services provided by B2W. If so, this job ready group would not benefit from the 

assistance services B2W provides. As shown in the second row of Exhibit 3-1, compared to 

B2W, the IJS program was expected to: 

 decrease the receipt of job search assistance (group and one-on-one) from program staff, 

resulting in no increase on applicants’ job search and workplace skills.  

In turn, the greater flexibility provided by the IJS program could result in short-term outcomes 

superior or at least comparable to those of the B2W group in terms of: 

 time it takes to find a job and/or to find a “better” job; 

 employment rate and earnings through finding a “better” job with higher pay; and 

 receipt of public assistance.  

In this case, the IJS program could be seen as preferable to B2W, given the former’s presumably 

lower individual burden and lower program costs (costs are not examined in this study).  

As discussed, the more rigorous B2W program requirements might have deterred those in this 

program from participating in job search assistance, resulting in their not being approved to 

receive public benefits due to noncompliance. If noncompliance rates are lower for those 

assigned to IJS program than for those assigned to the B2W program, then those in IJS might 

have received more job search assistance services on average, through weekly meetings with 

program staff and voluntary participation in other activities at vendor offices. That outcome 

could also lead to better employment outcomes for the IJS program compared to the B2W 
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program, but with an ambiguous comparative effect on public assistance receipt—potentially 

decreased for those assigned to IJS, due to increased earnings, but also decreased for those 

assigned to B2W, due to denial of benefits. 

In sum, there are multiple factors hypothesized to affect the extent to which B2W or IJS 

produces better outcomes. In the JSA evaluation, we seek to understand the differences in 

outcomes between the programs and in the mechanisms that yield these outcomes. These 

theories of change drive the research questions examined in this report and discussed in the 

next section. 

3.2. Research Questions 

As discussed, the JSA evaluation in New York City (conducted in Brooklyn and Queens) includes 

both an implementation study of the two JSA service approaches and operations and an impact 

study of the relative effectiveness of the two programs. Specifically, the evaluation seeks to 

answer the following questions. 

Implementation Research Questions for Each JSA Program 

 What is the institutional and community context for delivering job search assistance to cash 

assistance applicants? 

 What elements were intended to be part of the program model? 

 What intervention was actually implemented? Did it deviate from plans or expectations? 

Impact Research Questions for B2W versus IJS  

 Does the receipt of job search assistance differ between the B2W and IJS groups? 

Specifically, are there differences in the level and duration of job search assistance, types of 

services received, and use of job search tools? How did cash assistance applicants in the two 

groups find jobs?  

 Are there differences in the employment, earnings, and time to employment between the 

B2W and IJS groups? 

 Are there differences in public benefit receipt between the B2W and IJS groups, specifically 

cash assistance through the Family Assistance and Safety Net programs and payments from 

SNAP? 

 Are there differences between the B2W and IJS groups for other outcomes such as job 

quality (e.g., hourly wage, work-related benefits, regularity of hours) and motivation to 

search for a job and factors that affect ability to work? 

Because the programs were short and their objective was moving cash assistance applicants to 

employment quickly, all of the comparative impact questions are considered for a follow-up 

period of approximately six months.  
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3.3. JSA Evaluation Design and Analysis 

The JSA evaluation’s impact study uses a random assignment research design to estimate the 

differential impact between the two job search assistance programs on job ready cash 

applicants’ employment and other outcomes. The advantage of such a design is that when 

properly implemented, it ensures that differences in outcomes between the two groups can be 

reliably interpreted as resulting from programmatic differences, and not from differences in 

characteristics or external circumstances of the group members. 

The study’s random assignment methodology estimates the impact of the B2W program as a 

whole compared to the IJS program as a whole, rather than the impact of either program’s 

specific components. The study compares all those assigned to B2W program to all those 

assigned to IJS program, regardless of individual group members’ use of particular job search 

assistance services. Given that cash assistance denials for noncompliance are a component of 

both programs, the program affects outcomes for all individuals assigned to the program, 

including those who do not participate in job search assistance services.  

As discussed in the remainder of this section, an effective evaluation hinges on four factors: 

(1) rigorous sample intake and random assignment, (2) matched random assignment groups, 

(3) a strong impact analysis plan, and (4) an integrated implementation analysis plan.  

3.3.1. Cash Assistance Application Process and Random Assignment  

The research team worked closely with HRA and staff at the vendor offices (America Works and 

Goodwill) to design and implement program intake and random assignment procedures. Once 

an applicant met preliminary eligibility requirements for Family Assistance or Safety Net cash 

assistance and was determined as not exempt from work requirements and job ready, the 

applicant became a candidate for the JSA evaluation. Exhibit 3-2 depicts the steps in study 

intake and random assignment.  
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Exhibit 3-2. Random Assignment Process for the JSA Evaluation 
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 Determined preliminarily eligible for cash assistance by HRA. New York City residents 

applying for cash assistance did so at one of HRA’s Job Centers.17 After reviewing the 

program requirements, HRA staff conducted an initial assessment of the applicant’s income 

and assets and screened the applicant for any exemptions to work activities.  

 Referred to vendor. If an applicant was found to meet the basic income and asset 

requirements and was not exempt from work requirements, the applicant was required to 

participate in job search activities for the duration of the application period in order for 

benefits to be approved and was given an appointment to appear at a vendor’s office. 

 Orientation. At the vendor office for their appointment, applicants attended an orientation 

session, which was offered daily. Orientation sessions introduced applicants to the B2W 

program (with a brief discussion of the JSA evaluation and the IJS program), its attendance 

and participation requirements, its services, and its staff.  

 Job ready screening. A case manager met individually with each applicant to develop an 

employment plan that guided the applicant’s participation in program services. As a first 

step, case managers asked applicants several screening questions to identify those who 

were job ready. The criteria for being determined job ready included those who:  

(1) had an Associate’s degree or higher, or  

(2) were currently working or had worked in the past three months, and  

(3) expressed a readiness to look for and start a job based on job search self- efficacy 

questions.  

Those who were not job ready entered the B2W program and were excluded from the 

evaluation. HRA estimates that 29 percent of cash assistance applicants who showed up to 

their initial appointment at the vendor offices included in the study were determined job 

ready by these criteria. 

 Informed consent, Baseline Information Form (BIF), and random assignment. For those 

determined job ready, the case manager explained the evaluation, invited them to 

participate and to give their consent to be studied, and provided an informed consent form 

to read and sign. Those who consented were given the study’s BIF and completed it. The BIF 

collected demographic and contact information. 18 Then the case manager used HRA’s 

existing management information system to randomly assign applicants to either B2W or 

IJS.19 The random assignment ratio was 1:1, so that the B2W and IJS groups each included 

half of those who were determined job ready study and consented to be part of the study. 

                                                           

17  https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/hra/downloads/pdf/facts/job_stats/job_stat_guide.pdf 
18  Those who did not consent to participate in the evaluation received B2W, as it was the standard program 

offered. 
19  The research team worked with HRA Management Information System (MIS) staff to add a module to the 

existing MIS (called NYCWAY) to randomly assign job ready applicants to B2W or IJS. 

https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/hra/downloads/pdf/facts/job_stats/job_stat_guide.pdf


The JSA Evaluation in New York City 

Abt Associates                                                                                     3. Evaluation Design and Data Sources ▌23 
 

 Service receipt based on assignment to B2W or IJS. Based on their assignment, applicants 

were assigned to a B2W or an IJS case manager to complete their employment plan. Cash 

assistance applicants could stay with the case manager who conducted random assignment 

if that person worked with cases from that program (see Chapter 4, some case managers 

worked with both programs, others with only B2W). Applicants assigned to B2W were given 

a schedule of group classes to attend, online learning modules to complete, and one-on-one 

meetings to attend. Those assigned to IJS were given instructions for documenting their 

self-directed job search, a schedule of available JSA services they could choose to use, and a 

meeting time for their weekly check-in.  

Between October 2015 and October 2016, vendor staff at America Works and Goodwill in 

Brooklyn and Queens randomly assigned a total of 2,699 Family Assistance and Safety Net 

applicants who attended B2W orientation sessions, were screened as job ready, and consented 

to the study. They assigned 1,345 to the B2W program group and 1,354 to the IJS program 

group. Appendix A includes sample sizes by vendor and borough. 

3.3.2. Characteristics of the Study Sample  

Exhibits 3-3 through 3-5 list demographic characteristics and prior education, employment, and 

cash assistance for the entire sample and for each program group separately. When properly 

implemented, random assignment ensures that sample groups will be very similar. Therefore, 

there should be only small differences between the groups. The far right column of each table 

indicates whether these differences reached statistical significance, or were more likely due to 

chance. For characteristics with multiple categories (e.g. marital status), we conducted chi-

squared tests to determine whether the characteristic differs between the B2W and IJS groups; 

this joint test considers all the categories (e.g. married, widowed, divorced, never married) 

simultaneously rather than testing for differences for each category separately.  

As shown on Exhibit 3-3, the rows for gender and race are italicized to indicate that data for 

these measures are nearly universally missing for people whose applications for cash assistance 

were rejected. These characteristics are included here only to describe the sample.  A chi-

squared test for differences between the B2W and IJS groups in the distribution of race did find 

a significant difference at the p <.10 level. However, while these differences are small in 

magnitude, due to the pattern of missing data we could not include these variables as 

covariates in the impact analysis (discussed later in this section).  

The B2W and IJS groups differ in age and prior employment at baseline (see Exhibits 3-3 and 3-

5). The average B2W group member is eight months older than the average IJS group member. 

The proportion of the B2W group that was employed in the year prior to random assignment 

was between three to four percentage points larger than the proportion of the IJS group that 

was employed, depending on whether this was analyzed using self-reported or administrative 

data. As described below and in Appendix A, we control for these and other characteristics 
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when estimating impacts. Because the two groups are, for the most part similar, below we 

discuss the characteristics of the entire (“pooled”) sample.  

As shown on Exhibit 3-3, approximately half (57 percent) of the study sample was female. 

About three quarters (74 percent) were Black or African American. On average, sample 

members were 35 years old at the time of random assignment. Most (69 percent) had never 

married, and over half (54 percent) had at least one child in the household. For those with 

children, the average age of the youngest child was about seven years old. The diversity of 

household composition in the sample reflects that the study sample included both Family 

Assistance and Safety Net applicants. 

Exhibit 3-3. Demographic and Household Characteristics of Study Sample at Baseline 

Characteristic 

Entire  

Sample 

Back to 

Work 

Independent  

Job Search Significance 

Gender (%)     

    Female 57.0 58.6 55.7  

    Male 43.0 41.4 44.3  

     

Race (%)a    † 

    Black or African American 74.4 76.4 72.6  

    Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino Origin 15.3 15.4 15.2  

    White 6.7 5.0 8.2  

    Other (American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian,   

    Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, or Multi-race) 

3.7 3.3 4.0  

     

Average age 35.1 35.5 34.8 * 

     

Marital status (%)a     

    Married 10.6 11.0 10.2  

    Separated 10.3 10.6 9.9  

    Widowed 1.1 1.3 0.9  

    Divorced 8.7 9.1 8.3  

    Never Married 69.3 68.0 70.6  

     

Number of adults in household 1.6 1.5 1.6  

     

Children in household (%) 54.0 54.2 53.8  

 

Number of children in household 1.0 0.9 1.0  

     

Average age of youngest child 6.7 6.5 6.9  

Source: Baseline Information Form and New York City Human Resources Administration records.  

Sample: Sample includes 2,698 (1,344 B2W; 1,354 IJS)  individuals. Sample sizes vary by characteristic due to item non-response.  

Notes: a Indicates equivalence is tested jointly using a chi-square test; results appear only for joint test. 

Rates of missing data for italicized variables are highly correlated with Family Assistance / Safety Net approval. As a result, these variables are 

used for descriptive purposes here and are excluded from impact models.  

Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.  

Statistical significance levels for joint tests are indicated with † signs, as follows: ††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 percent. 

 

  



The JSA Evaluation in New York City 

Abt Associates                                                                                     3. Evaluation Design and Data Sources ▌25 
 

As shown on Exhibit 3-4, reflecting that the study only included individuals who were screened 

as job ready, about 47 percent of sample members had at least some college. Still, 20 percent 

had less than 12 years of education (i.e., had not finished high school), and 9 percent had 

previously received Adult Basic Education. Most (85 percent) expected to get further schooling 

later in life. 

Exhibit 3-4. Educational Background of Study Sample at Baseline 

Characteristic 

Entire  

Sample 

Back to 

Work 

Independent  

Job Search Significance 

Attainment (%)a     

    Less than High School 20.0 18.5 21.5  

    High School Diploma 23.2 23.7 22.8  

    High School Equivalent (GED) 9.6 10.2 9.1  

    Some College, No Degree  14.9 15.2 14.7  

    Associates Degree 11.9 12.0 11.9  

    Bachelor’s Degree or Higher 20.2 20.5 20.0  

     

Received postsecondary vocational or technical certificate 47.1 47.8 46.4 

 

 

Training and Classes (%)     

    Adult Basic Education training 8.5 8.0 8.9  

    English as a Second Language training 2.7 2.8 2.7  

    Vocational, technical, or trade school training 18.7 19.0 18.3  

    Classes on how to succeed in school 21.9 22.4 21.4  

    Classes on how to succeed at work 8.7 8.3 9.1 

 

* 

Additional School Expected (%)a     

    No additional schooling 14.5 13.8 15.1  

    GED or alternative credential 15.5 15.0 16.0  

    High school diploma 23.5 24.5 22.4  

    Associate’s degree 15.3 16.4 14.3  

    Bachelor’s degree 17.6 16.7 18.5  

    Graduate degree (master’s, doctoral or other advanced  

    degree) 

 

13.6 13.6 13.7  

High School Grades (%)a     

    Mostly received A’s 21.7 22.2 21.2  

    Usually received B’s 56.1 56.7 55.6  

    Usually received C's 19.9 18.9 20.8  

    Usually received D's 1.6 1.5 1.8  

    Usually received F's 0.6 0.7 0.6  

Source: Baseline Information Form and New York City Human Resources Administration records.  

Sample: Sample includes 2,698 (1,344 B2W; 1,354 IJS) respondents. Sample sizes vary by characteristic due to item non-response.  

Notes: a Indicates equivalence is tested jointly using a chi-square test; results appear only for joint test.  

Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.  

Statistical significance levels for joint tests are indicated with † signs, as follows: ††† = 1 percent; †† = 5 percent; † = 10 percent. 

 

As shown on Exhibit 3-5, though most cash assistance applicants had recent work history, 

earnings were low even for this job ready group. Only 10 percent of sample members were 

working at the time of application. However, about 75 percent had earnings in the past 12 
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months. Earnings in the calendar quarter prior to study enrollment averaged $2,598, which 

includes those who had no earnings because they did not work in the quarter. Earnings over the 

four quarters prior to study enrollment averaged $10,856. These levels of income put the 

typical applicant below the federal poverty level, which in 2016 was $16,020 for a two-person 

household (and increases based on family size). 

Exhibit 3-5. Employment, Earnings, and Public Benefit Receipt of Study Sample at Baseline 

Characteristic 

Entire  

Sample 

Back to 

Work 

Independent  

Job Search Significance 

Self-Reported Employment and Earnings     

Working at time of application (%) 10.3 10.7 9.9  

Not working at application, worked in past 12 months (%) 67.5 68.8 66.2  

Not working at application, no work in past 12 months (%) 22.3 20.6 24.0 * 

     

Self-Reported Stability of Employment     

Ever worked full-time for 6 months for more than one employer (%) 83.0 83.1 82.8  

     

Employment and Earnings (NDNH)     

Employment in quarter prior to randomization (%) 67.3 68.4 66.1  

Employment in four quarters prior to randomization (%) 82.8 84.3 81.4 ** 

     

Earnings in quarter prior to randomization ($) 2,598 2,610 2,587  

Earnings in four quarters prior to randomization ($) 10,856 10,808 10,904  

 

Public Benefit Receipt Prior to Random Assignment  

(HRA Administrative Data) 

    

Received FA/Safety Net in 2 years prior (%) 40.1 40.1 40.1  

Received FA/Safety Net in 3 months prior (%) 16.1 15.4 16.8  

Received FA/Safety Net in 12 months prior (%) 31.4 30.6 32.3  

     

Total FA/Safety Net benefits in 3 months prior ($) 139 129 149  

Total FA/Safety Net benefits in 12 months prior ($) 740 710 769  

     

Received SNAP in 2 years prior (%) 73.8 74.0 73.7  

Received SNAP in 3 months prior (%) 58.3 59.3 57.3  

Received SNAP in 12 months prior  (%) 68.7 69.3 68.0  

     

Total SNAP benefits in 3 months prior ($) 394 399 388  

Total SNAP benefits in 12 months prior ($) 1,515 1,494 1,536  

Source: Baseline Information Form; National Directory of New Hires data; and New York City Human Resources Administration records.  

Sample: Sample for self-reported characteristics includes 2,698 (1,344 B2W; 1,354 IJS)  respondents. NDNH sample includes 2,686 (1,335 

B2W; 1,351 IJS) individuals. Public benefits sample includes 2,684 (1,336 B2W; 1,348 IJS) individuals with administrative records. Sample 

sizes vary by characteristic due to item non-response. 

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Measures of average total benefits include $0 for individuals who did not receive benefits. 

 

 

Consistent with applicants’ limited earnings, historical reliance on government income support 

was high. Forty (40) percent of study members had received Family Assistance or Safety Net 

benefits in the two years prior to their current application. Current or prior participation in the 
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SNAP program was more common, at 74 percent of the sample. In the year prior to random 

assignment, the average sample member received $740 in cash assistance and $1,515 in SNAP 

benefits (these averages include $0 for those with no benefit receipt). 

3.3.3. Analysis Plan for the Impact Study 

An essential principle in the JSA evaluation is to organize and limit the number of statistical 

tests conducted. If the evaluation tested for impacts on 20 outcomes, we would expect to find 

one or two impacts statistically significant at conventional levels by chance, even if there were 

no effect on any outcome in reality. This is known as the problem of multiple comparisons. The 

standard way of addressing the problem is to stipulate in advance a very small number of 

confirmatory hypothesis tests by which to judge the relative strengths of the interventions. 

Significant findings for these tests signal one of the interventions as superior to the other. All 

the remaining hypothesis test results are considered exploratory of additional possible impacts, 

but cannot be as conclusive as the confirmatory test(s) regarding the overall success of one of 

the interventions over the other.  

Confirmatory Test 

For the JSA evaluation, the study team confined confirmatory analysis to a single outcome and 

corresponding impact test. Because no correction for multiple comparisons is required for this 

outcome (as would be required if testing two or more confirmatory outcomes), our strategy 

maximizes the chance of deriving a conclusive result on the superiority of one of the job search 

assistance approaches over the other.20,21   

The impact analysis uses employment in the second quarter after random assignment as the 

confirmatory outcome to be tested. As discussed in Chapter 1, prior research indicates that job 

search assistance activities are likely to have a moderate impact and are more likely to affect 

employment rates than they are outcomes such as earnings or public benefit receipt. Using a 

measure of employment two quarters after random assignment gives each JSA program an 

adequate amount of time to achieve impacts—especially because B2W and IJS are both 

                                                           

20  Schochet (2008) provides an explanation of the importance of a multiple comparison adjustment when two or 
more confirmatory tests are run and the reduction that creates in an analysis’ ability to prove that any 
confirmatory effect has occurred. 

21  No multiple comparison adjustments are needed across JSA evaluation sites as the New York City, 
Sacramento, and Michigan randomized tests do not constitute multiple attempts to prove that somewhere 
among the three settings that any one JSA approach generates more favorable outcomes than another for JSA 
services for cash assistance applicants/recipients. Instead, the sites encompass different JSA programs and 
services in each of their six random assignment arms (two in each site); they differ as well in their service 
populations (Family Assistance and childless Safety Net applicants in New York City, TANF recipients in 
Sacramento, and TANF applicants and recipients in Michigan). 
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designed to move individuals to work quickly (e.g., relative to other strategies such as 

occupational training).  

Exploratory Tests 

In addition to this confirmatory outcome, the analysis also estimates impacts for many other 

outcomes, including type and level of job search assistance received, time to employment, 

earnings, public benefit receipt, and job characteristics. The outcome measures are described in 

detail in their respective chapters (see Chapters 5 and 6).  

Although we follow the standard approach and report exploratory findings without multiple 

comparisons corrections, there are a large number of exploratory hypotheses—including 

impacts on job search assistance services, earnings, and public benefits. This large number of 

hypotheses introduces the multiple comparisons problem again; that is, that simply by chance 

some of the impacts would appear to be statistically significant.  

In part, we address the problem by focusing on patterns of findings across related outcomes, 

rather than reporting on every significant finding. We use several different approaches to 

identifying and describing patterns of impacts on related outcomes. For outcomes measured in 

dollars (e.g., earnings), we use aggregate measures (e.g., cumulative earnings over the follow-

up period) to draw conclusions about differential impacts of the two programs. For related 

outcomes that cannot be easily combined (e.g., measures of assistance with various job search 

skills), we conduct a statistical test across all related outcomes and use the result of that test to 

characterize findings.22 

Estimation Method 

The JSA evaluation estimates impact as the difference in average outcomes between sample 

members randomly assigned into the two different JSA programs (B2W vs. IJS). Though the 

random assignment research design implies that a simple difference in mean outcomes 

provides an unbiased estimate of the differential impact, the evaluation estimates impacts 

using a regression model that adjusts for differences in baseline characteristics between the 

two groups. We do so because adjustment increases the statistical precision of impact 

estimates—and thus heightens the chance of detecting true non-zero differential impacts as 

statistically significant. The adjustment does this by eliminating chance differences in baseline 

characteristics between the two samples. The impact study thus will detect smaller true 

impacts with a given probability. Regression adjustment also helps to reduce bias due to follow-

up survey nonresponse for outcome measures taken from that source (see Appendix A). 

                                                           

22  We conduct an f-test of the null hypothesis that all impacts are zero. Rejecting this hypothesis implies that 
there is a significant difference between the two groups on one or more of the outcomes tested. 
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We use the following equation to estimate the differential impact of the B2W program 

compared to the IJS program: 

𝑦𝑖 = 𝛼 + 𝛿𝐺𝑖 +  𝑍𝑖′𝛾 + 𝑋𝑖′𝛽 + 휀𝑖 

where 

𝑦𝑖 is the outcome of interest (e.g., employment, earnings, Family Assistance/Safety Net 

benefits, SNAP benefits); 

𝛼 is the intercept, which can be interpreted as the regression-adjusted IJS mean; 

𝛿 is the incremental effect of B2W relative to IJS on the outcome; 

𝐺𝑖 is the random assignment group indicator (1 for those individuals assigned to the B2W 

group; 0 for the individuals assigned to the IJS group); 

𝑍𝑖  is a vector of pre-intervention measures of key outcomes;23 

𝛾 is a vector of coefficients capturing the relationship between pre-intervention measures 

of key outcomes and the (post-intervention) outcome; 

𝑋𝑖 is a vector of baseline characteristics centered around means;24 

𝛽 is a vector of coefficients capturing the relationship between baseline characteristics and 

the outcome; 

휀𝑖 is the residual error term; and 

𝑖 is a subscript indexing individuals. 

We use ordinary least squares to estimate these parameters, testing whether the 𝛿 coefficient 

is significantly different from 0 to determine whether outcomes differ between the two JSA 

models.25 

Where possible, we prioritize outcome measures from administrative data over outcome 

measures from survey data. We do so because survey data have substantial survey 

nonresponse, whereas administrative data do not. To some extent, we can address 

                                                           

23  All analyses of public benefits outcomes include pre-intervention measures of participation in Family 
Assistance/Safety Net, participation in SNAP, and the value of SNAP and Family Assistance/Safety Net benefits. 
Pre-intervention measures of employment and earnings are included in analyses of employment and earnings 
outcomes. See Appendix A for additional details.  

24  See Appendix A for a complete list of the baseline measures included in the model. 
25  For binary outcome measures, such as employment in a given quarter (Y/N), this model is a linear probability 

model. A key advantage of the linear probability model is that impact estimates are interpretable. For 
employment, the impact estimate is the expected difference in the employment rate between the two groups. 
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nonresponse by weighting, but there are challenges to that, as well. A more detailed 

description of various data sources is included in Section 3.4, and technical approaches to 

missing data and survey nonresponse are discussed in Appendix A. 

3.3.4. Analysis Plan for the Implementation Study  

The implementation study documents the operation of B2W and IJS programs at America 

Works and Goodwill Industries offices in Brooklyn and Queens. It has three objectives:  

(1) providing context for the interpretation of impact findings,  

(2) assessing whether the programs were operated as planned, and  

(3) providing an understanding of conditions necessary for successful future replication of 

the programs.  

As this is a differential impact study comparing the outcomes of two different programs, in 

order to interpret the employment and public assistance outcomes of the two programs, the 

implementation study measures key aspects of program design and implementation of both 

programs for the same key dimensions. Driven by the theory of change (Exhibit 3-1), these 

dimensions include the frequency of meetings with program staff, use of group and one-on-one 

job search assistance, topics covered in job search assistance instruction, and monitoring 

completion of compliance with program activities.  

The implementation study uses site visits, interviews with program staff, and a web-based staff 

survey. It relies both on qualitative information from the staff interviews and on quantitative 

analyses from the staff survey on these key dimensions to document and compare the 

operation of the two programs.  

3.4. Data Sources  

The JSA evaluation’s implementation and impact studies use a variety of data sources.  

Site Visits  

For the implementation study, the research team conducted site visits to HRA and to each of 

the four vendor offices (two each at Goodwill Industries and America Works) in Brooklyn and 

Queens in June 2016, about nine months after random assignment started in October 2015. 

The goal of the visits was to document components of B2W and IJS program implementation in 

each site. During the visits, the research team interviewed program managers, case managers, 

job developers, and job search instructors. The interviews were structured to cover information 

on local program context (including local caseload demographics and trends and economic 

environment), organizational background and structure, program management and staffing, 

intake procedures, job search services and activities, and job development strategies.  
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Vendor Staff Survey 

The research team conducted an online survey of staff at America Works and Goodwill 

Industries in Brooklyn and Queens, including program managers, case managers, job 

developers, and job search instructors. The survey had a 79 percent response rate (81 of 102 

staff). The survey asked respondents about the types of job search assistance provided, staff 

services and activities, and staff perceptions of the services. 

Baseline Information Forms (BIFs) 

As part of the intake process, vendor staff collected BIFs from study-eligible individuals just 

prior to random assignment. Measures from the BIF cover demographic characteristics, prior 

education, and employment history. They are subject to some degree of missing data (see 

Appendix A), as well as potential self-reporting error. 

Six Month Follow-up Survey 

The research team sought to survey all JSA study participants by telephone starting at 

six months after their random assignment. On average, successful interviews occurred about 

seven months after random assignment.26 A total of 1,580 study sample members (768 from 

B2W and 812 from IJS) responded to the survey, for an overall response rate of 59 percent (57 

percent for B2W, 60 percent for IJS). The survey measured levels and types of job search 

assistance received, use of job search tools, employment, job characteristics (including hourly 

wage, work-related benefits, regularity of hours), motivation to search for a job and factors 

affecting ability to work. 

National Directory of New Hires (NDNH) 

The evaluation’s primary source of data for estimating impacts on sample members’ 

employment and earnings were wage records that employers report quarterly to state 

Unemployment Insurance (UI) agencies. We access these through the NDNH database 

maintained by the Office of Child Support Enforcement at the U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services’ Administration for Children and Families. Most but not all types of 

employment are included in these data; in particular, independent contractor, cash-based, and 

self-employment jobs are omitted. The study collected quarterly employment and earnings 

data for the seven quarters prior to random assignment, which were used to describe past work 

history and as covariates in the impact analyses of earnings and employment outcomes. The 

                                                           

26  The average follow-up period is seven months four days across all sample members—the difference in average 
length of follow-up between the groups is about one fifth of a day. Seventy-five (75) percent of respondents 
completed their surveys between six months eight days and seven months twenty-five days after 
randomization. 
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evaluation also collected at least four quarters of post-random assignment employment and 

earnings data for all sample members.   

The NDNH was unable to match study records to UI records for 12 recipients. These match 

errors are most likely due to errors entering key identifying information (name, date of birth, or 

social security number) at study intake. Earnings and employment data are missing for these 

sample members. 

HRA Administrative Data 

The evaluation used administrative data from HRA to measure monthly Family 

Assistance/Safety Net and SNAP receipt and benefit amounts. These data extend 24 months 

prior to study enrollment and nine months post random assignment (so as to cover the first two 

full calendar quarters after the quarter of random assignment). Pre-random assignment 

measures of public assistance receipt help to describe sample members’ public assistance 

history, and we use them as covariates in the impact analysis. HRA administrative data on 

public benefit receipt are available for all but 14 individuals who could not be matched, most 

likely due to data entry errors on intake that were subsequently corrected.  The evaluation also 

used administrative data from HRA for several baseline demographic characteristics: race, 

ethnicity, gender, and education (highest grade completed). 

Program Documents 

The study team obtained and reviewed program documents, including reports and program 

materials such as applications and forms, job search materials, and class syllabi and PowerPoint 

presentations. 

3.4.1. Sample Sizes across Data Sources 

Exhibit 3-6 summarizes the total number of individuals randomly assigned and the sample sizes 

for the three sources of outcomes data for the impact study. 

Exhibit 3-6. JSA Evaluation Impact Study Sample Sizes 

Sample 
Total Sample Back to Work 

Independent Job 
Search 

Individuals randomly assigned 2,699 1,344 1,355 

Baseline descriptive sample 2,698 1,344 1,354 

NDNH sample 2,686 1,335 1,351 

HRA administrative data sample 2,684 1,336 1,348 

Six month follow-up survey respondent sample 1,580 768 812 

Notes: One IJS group member withdrew consent. This person is counted in the number of individuals randomly assigned, but otherwise 

excluded from all analyses.
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 Implementation of Back to Work and Independent Job Search Programs 

This chapter describes the operation of and services provided by the Back to Work and 

Independent Job Search programs. The chapter begins with a description of the administrative 

structure and staffing for the B2W and IJS programs at the contracted vendors, America Works 

and Goodwill Industries. It then discusses the design and key differences between the B2W and 

IJS programs. The chapter concludes with findings from the implementation study on how the 

programs operated during the study period. This chapter draws on data collected during site 

visits by the study team, regular communication between the team and program staff over the 

course of the study period, and an online survey of staff at each of the vendor offices.  

4.1. Administrative Structure and Staffing of the B2W and IJS Programs 

The B2W and IJS programs were operated by America Works and Goodwill Industries, with each 

organization operating the programs in both its Brooklyn and Queens offices (a total of four 

offices). In addition to B2W and IJS, each site also operated several other HRA-administered 

programs aimed at helping applicants and recipients of a range of public assistance programs 

find jobs.27  

Each vendor office was overseen by a site director who managed the range of programs and 

staff at the office. The director was responsible for ensuring each program meets its 

performance goals and the requirements of its contract with HRA. At the time of the staff 

survey conducted for the JSA evaluation, America Works had a total of 47 staff assigned to B2W 

and IJS and Goodwill Industries had 55 staff assigned to the two programs, across the offices 

that were included in the study. The primary job categories are described below: 

 Case managers. These staff were responsible for developing employment plans for cash 

assistance applicants randomly assigned to the B2W or IJS program, helping applicants carry 

out those plans, and regularly checking in with the applicants on their caseload. Each office 

had a single case manager who worked with applicants assigned to the IJS program. IJS 

served only job ready individuals who had consented to be in the study, whereas B2W 

served those assigned to the B2W group as well as those who were not job ready or had not 

given consent and did not qualify for the study. Because there were not enough individuals 

in the IJS program at any point in time for a full caseload, IJS case managers also worked 

                                                           

27  Other programs served by these staff included Ticket to Work for people with disabilities receiving Social 
Security benefits and the Support Through Employment Program for noncustodial parents operated through 
HRA’s Office of Child Support Services. Though these programs had different eligibility requirements, their 
participants received some of the same job search assistance and other services provided by vendor program 
staff to those in the JSA evaluation. Throughout the study period, the vendors and their staff served 
participants in these other programs, as well as those in the B2W program who were not in the study (because 
they had not been screened as job ready or had not given consent).  
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with those in the B2W program and sometimes with individuals from other programs. 

Caseloads varied depending on the office and the nature of the caseload but generally 

ranged from 50 to 150 individuals per case manager.  

 Timekeepers. For both the B2W and IJS programs, case managers worked on teams with 

timekeepers (sometimes called attendance trackers), who were responsible for the daily 

recording of each applicant’s participation in program activities.  

 Job developers. Both vendors used a mix of their own staff and subcontracted job 

developers and placement agencies to connect B2W and IJS participants to job openings. 

Job developers were responsible for identifying job openings from potential employers and 

facilitating applicants’ access to those jobs.  

 Instructors. Each office offered a range of short-term occupational trainings, as well as job 

readiness courses and workshops. These courses sometimes were taught by case managers, 

but the programs also employed dedicated instructors. 

 Retention staff. Retention staff carried caseloads of applicants who found jobs. They were 

responsible for verifying applicants’ ongoing employment, meeting with applicants weekly 

(for the first 30 days of employment) and then monthly, and providing job search assistance 

to applicants working part-time but seeking full-time employment. Retention services were 

provided for 6 months after an applicant found a job.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, all vendor contracts with HRA were performance-based. 

Performance measures for B2W and IJS were the same, with vendors paid for their services if 

they documented achieving key applicant or recipient milestones—including employment and 

retention at 30,  90, and 180 days. To encourage progress toward these milestones, vendors 

tracked the number of job placements each case manager made on a weekly basis.  

Goodwill Industries used the tracking to monitor staff performance, but its case managers did 

not have formal job placement goals. America Works gave its case managers weekly job 

placement goals, and they could receive bonuses based on their performance towards those 

goals. Job placement targets were not affected by whether the case manager had individuals 

from the IJS program on their caseloads. Job developers on staff at both vendors received 

bonuses based on the number of placements they facilitated, and subcontracted job developers 

were paid based on placements. Retention staff had performance goals for the number of 

applicants meeting the 90- and 180-day retention milestones, again with bonuses paid for 

meeting these targets at America Works. 

4.2. Design and Operation of the B2W and IJS Programs 

This section describes program design, including key differences between B2W and IJS. The 

section then discusses how the programs operated during the study period. 
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4.2.1. Design of the B2W and IJS Programs 

The key elements of the B2W and IJS program designs are compared on Exhibit 4-1.  As 

discussed in Chapter 3, job ready cash assistance applicants were randomly assigned to one of 

these programs and were required to participate while their cash assistance case was being 

processed by HRA (typically four to six weeks). 

B2W Program 

The B2W program generally required cash assistance applicants to participate in 35 hours of job 

search assistance services per week (fewer hours were required for households in various 

circumstances, such as 25 hours for those with children under age 6), including daily attendance 

at the program office, until their case was approved.28 

 The B2W program provided a range of services on-site to enable cash assistance applicants to 

meet these requirements. Provided in both group and one-on-one settings, the services were 

designed to improve their job search skills and to help them find, apply for, and obtain jobs. 

Case managers worked with applicants to develop employment plans during their initial 

meeting, including how each applicant would meet their weekly participation requirement. 

Applicants typically used their time to attend a combination of group job search classes, one-

on-one meetings with job developers and case managers, conduct online job searches in the 

office’s computer lab, and attend job interviews.  

Specifically, job search activities focused on the following: 

 Building basic job search skills, including how to identify job openings through online and 

other job search tools, contacting employers and filling out applications, responding to 

employers’ requests, and interviewing techniques. 

 Improving workplace behaviors or soft skills to succeed in the workplace as well as in their 

job search, such as having a good work ethic and understanding workplace communication. 

 Making connections with employers after job developers identified potential employers 

and/or job openings and referred applicants to specific openings based on their skills and 

employers’ needs. Time spent off-site at job interviews could count toward the participation 

requirement. 

IJS Program 

IJS required cash assistance applicants to search for employment (independently or from the 

program office) for their required weekly hours (generally 35 hours). Applicants also had to 

                                                           

28 The B2W program also served cash assistance recipients, with a different mix of services. 
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meet with staff at the program office once a week for 6 weeks,29 starting with an initial meeting 

to develop an employment plan. The B2W program’s group classes and other on-site job search 

assistance, including meetings with job developers, were available as options but not required. 

The IJS program’s self-directed approach was designed to limit the burden on cash assistance 

applicants of having to attend daily, and potentially reduce program costs, while still helping 

applicants move to employment.  

Program Services Common to B2W and IJS 

As described in Chapter 2, prior to referral and random assignment, HRA addressed barriers to 

employment that applicants might face, particularly childcare. To support applicants’ 

participation in job search activities, both programs provided transportation assistance, in the 

form of weekly MetroCards that covered the fare on the New York City subway and bus system. 

For both B2W and IJS, vendor staff also facilitated applicants’ access to other supports, through 

a combination of on-site services and referrals to other organizations. Among the most 

commonly provided supports were interview clothing and referrals for haircuts, to ensure that 

applicants looked professional during job interviews, and assistance obtaining appropriate 

identification documents. Case managers also made referrals to food pantries, mental health 

counseling, substance abuse and domestic violence supports, and a range of other services 

provided by partner organizations.  

Applicants who did not comply with B2W or IJS participation requirements were denied cash 

assistance. Denied applicants could reapply, but they needed to start their application process 

anew and comply with job search and other work-related requirements. Applicants who met 

the participation requirements and did not find employment were approved to receive Family 

Assistance or Safety Net cash assistance. These programs also had participation requirements 

recipients had to meet, generally three days per week of job search activities and two days per 

week of unpaid work experience.  

Applicants who did find employment received up to six months of retention services, consisting 

primarily of weekly or monthly meetings to address job-related issues the individual might be 

experiencing. 

  

                                                           

29  Those assigned to the IJS group while their application was being processed remained in IJS if their application 
was approved within the first six weeks. Their unpaid work experience assignment was delayed until they had 
completed six weeks of IJS. Then, if they were still looking for employment, they attended the same 
combination of job search assistance services and unpaid work experience as the B2W group.  
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Exhibit 4-1. Comparison of Key Elements of the B2W and IJS Programs 

Element Back to Work Independent Job Search 

Participation 
requirement 

Generally, 35 hours per week, with daily 
attendance (Monday-Friday) required at vendor 
program office during application period. 

Generally, 35 hours per week, with weekly 
attendance required at vendor program office 
during application period. 

Job search 
assistance services 
provided 

Provided by vendor staff in program office. 

Participation requirement met through: 

 Group job search classes. 

 One-on-one meetings with case managers. 

 Referrals from job developers with access 
to labor market information, employers, 
and job openings. 

 Short-term training. 

Self-directed by applicant. 

Participation requirement met through:  

 Independent job search. 

 Available, not required—B2W services 
provided by vendor staff in program office 
(i.e., group and one-on-one assistance, job 
development, and short-term training). 

 

Support services 
available 

Childcare and other barriers to employment 
(e.g., transportation, housing, health issues) 
addressed through services provided by HRA at 
Job Centers before referral to program. 

Work supports such as clothing and haircuts for 
interviews, assistance getting identification and 
other documents required to work. 

Referrals for a wide range of services including 
substance abuse support, mental health 
counseling, and medical services. 

Same as B2W. 

Retention services 

provided 

Weekly contact with office staff for first 30 days 
after finding employment; monthly contact for 
six months. 

Same as B2W. 

Consequences for 
noncompliance (not 
meeting participation 
requirement) 

Cash assistance case denied. Same as B2W. 

Source: Site visits and regular communication between study team and HRA and vendor staff over the study period. 

 

4.2.2. Implementation of the B2W and IJS Programs 

This section examines key findings from the JSA evaluation’s implementation study. The 

discussion focuses on enforcement of the participation requirement and the nature of the job 

search services provided. This section is based on site visit interviews and a survey with 

program staff at vendors.    

As described below, the implementation study found that both the B2W and IJS programs 

operated largely as designed during the study period.  

 Employment plans developed in the initial meeting were more prescriptive for those assigned 

to the B2W program than for those in the IJS program.  
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After orientation and random assignment, cash assistance applicants in both programs met 

with their case manager to review program requirements and services offered on-site. During 

these meetings, they completed the applicant’s employment plan, and discussed the 

applicant’s job interests and potential barriers to employment. Based on what was learned, the 

case manager made recommendations about how to carry out the job search. To meet the B2W 

participation requirements, individuals participated in a range of job search activities based on 

their experience, needs, preferences, and guidance from case managers. 

B2W program staff reported that the development of the employment plan focused on services 

that could be completed through daily attendance at the B2W office. Case managers gave 

applicants a calendar of the recommended job search activities for the week, though applicants 

could choose to participate in other activities. Applicants also used a log to track their job 

search activities and provided documentation, such as business cards from prospective 

employers, verifying the information recorded in their log. Staff reported the requirement to 

document 35 hours of job search activities generally motivated applicants to attend 

recommended classes and other activities. 

IJS program staff reported that the meeting to develop the employment plan included a 

discussion of where an applicant might apply for jobs and whether the applicant had an 

appropriate resume and knowledge of the job application process. However, the IJS 

employment plan did not list specific classes or meetings to attend. In addition, those assigned 

to the IJS program did not have the same requirements for job search documentation, and 

were encouraged but not required to provide documentation of their job search activities (see 

below).  

 Each program closely monitored attendance, according to its requirements. Attendance was 

recorded in timesheets submitted weekly to HRA and were used in HRA’s determination of 

whether program requirements were met and whether the case was approved. 

The daily attendance requirements for the B2W program resulted in those assigned to this 

program being more closely monitored than those assigned to the IJS program. After their 

initial meeting with the case manager, those assigned to the B2W program were required to 

check-in daily with either the case manager or timekeeper. These daily check-ins were generally 

short (5-15 minutes, according to staff) and often held with the timekeeper. The daily meetings 

for B2W were used to verify attendance and discuss the applicant’s plans for the day, based on  

the employment plan.  
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Timekeepers used applicants’ logs to fill out 

timesheets. For those in the B2W program, 

timekeepers recorded activities for every hour 

an applicant was required to participate in job 

search activities, including meeting with 

employers to complete applications or 

interview.30 Activities at the program office 

were verified through swipe card systems or 

attendance records. Documentation for job 

interviews off-site generally took the form of 

business cards from the potential employers 

or copies of job applications.  

In contrast, those assigned to the IJS program 

were allowed to job search independently, 

with no required verification of their activities. 

Applicants met with vendor staff once per 

week, reporting their job search hours to be 

recorded on their timesheet. While not 

required, those assigned to the IJS program 

were encouraged to document their job 

search, by bringing confirmation emails from 

their online application submissions, for 

example, to the weekly meeting.  

Timekeepers submitted timesheets for both 

groups weekly to HRA, which it used to verify 

that applicants were complying with program 

requirements. If a timesheet indicated the 

applicant was not in compliance that week (e.g., time was not recorded as being spent on job 

search or an excused absence), then the applicant’s cash assistance case for Family Assistance 

or Safety Net was denied.  

 Those in the B2W program participated in a range of activities to meet their weekly job search 

requirement, with group job search classes emphasized. Those in the IJS program could 

participate in the same group job classes at their discretion. 

Both America Works and Goodwill Industries offered a number of group classes to help cash 

assistance applicants to job search, bolster their skills to make them more competitive job 
                                                           

30  Vendor staff had discretion in excusing absences, generally for illness, doctor visits, and appointments to 
address children’s needs or to access other support services. 

Group Job Search Sessions at 
America Works and Goodwill 

Industries 

America Works: 

 Workshops were structured in separate modules 

lasting 90 minutes to 3 hours.  

 Applicants in B2W encouraged to attend those of 

interest or relevance to meet the participation 

requirement.  

 More than 80 workshop topics, including 

developing resumes and cover letters, managing 

and staying motivated for independent job search, 

interviewing tips and interview questions, 

customer service skills, retention skills and dealing 

with on-the-job conflict, and computer literacy.  

 Schedule varied by program office, but each 

offered group classes every day in both the 

morning and afternoon. 

 Applicants attended workshops based on their 

own preferences and their case manager’s 

recommendations, but were generally encouraged 

to attend as many workshops as possible. 

Goodwill Industries  

 Three-day full-day job search workshop that was 

mandatory for most applicants in the B2W 

program.  

 Applicants typically attended this workshop during 

their first week in B2W.  

 Workshop topics included completing a resume 

and cover letter, conducting a job search (both at 

the site and using online resources), interviewing 

skills and mock interviewing, digital literacy skills, 

and workplace behaviors such as appropriate 

dress, conflict resolution, and dealing with 

absences. 
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candidates, and improve their ability to retain a job. These classes included instruction in job 

search skills, as well as soft skills such as workplace behaviors and communication skills (see the 

box Group Job Search Sessions). The composition of specific job search services provided and 

attended could vary across vendors and applicants. Staff reported that they generally 

encouraged those assigned to the B2W program to attend group job search classes because 

those classes provided skills to help them find and keep jobs, and because they helped 

applicants meet the weekly participation requirement.  

Exhibit 4-2 shows the proportion of B2W and IJS staff that gave specified topics “major 

emphasis” in group job search sessions. Three topics were a major emphasis for staff from both 

programs (reported by more than 80 percent staff from both groups): resume preparation, 

interviewing skills, and job search techniques. This likely reflects that individuals assigned to 

both programs attended the same classes.  

For only one topic was the difference between the groups statistically significant: use of online 

job search resources was more frequently reported to be a major emphasis by IJS staff than by 

B2W staff (82 percent compared to 57 percent). This could be because case managers 

encouraged applicants to attend workshops that would be most helpful to the applicants’ own 

job search and directed those in IJS to classes that included job search tools they could use 

without coming to the program office. 

Exhibit 4-2. Topics Covered in Group Job Search Activities for B2W and IJS Programs 

Topics 

Percent of Staff Reporting Topic is a Major Emphasis 
for Group Job Search 

B2W                         IJS         Difference 

Resume preparation (%) 89.2 88.9 0.3 
Interviewing skills/mock interviews (%) 83.9 84.6 -0.7 
Proper workplace behaviors (%) 82.8 66.7 16.1 
Job search techniques (%) 81.5 88.5 -6.9 
Communication in the workplace (%)  81.3 70.4 10.9 
Problem solving (work-related or personal) (%) 75.0 70.4 4.6 
Assistance filling out job applications (%) 68.8 70.4 -1.6 
Handling stress and anxiety in the workplace (%) 65.6 65.4 0.2 
Balancing work and family responsibilities (%) 63.5 57.7 5.8 
Use of online job search resources (%) 56.9 81.5 -24.6*** 

Source: JSA Staff Survey. 

Sample: Sample includes 88 (61 B2W; 27 IJS) surveyrespondents. Sample sizes vary by topic due to item non-response.  

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Test of null-hypothesis that all differences are zero: chi2(10)=26.98; p-value < 0.01. 

 

Vendors also offered a few short-term occupational trainings at their program offices, which 

counted toward the B2W participation requirement. These trainings led to certificates or 

licenses that either were required for certain jobs or were intended to make applicants more 

competitive in the labor market. They included Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

(OSHA) Certificate in General Industry, OSHA Certificate in Construction, Food Handler’s 

Certificate, Home Health Aide, CPR and First Aid, Security Guard, and Commercial Driver’s 
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License. The short-term trainings varied in length and structure. Some were day-long courses; 

others covered as much as four days’ worth of material and met two to three times a week for 

several weeks. Courses were not always available for every applicant who wanted to take them. 

Sometimes a course was already in session when applicants started the program, and they 

needed to wait until it was offered again. Some courses had waiting lists. Staff generally 

reported that occupational trainings were attended less frequently than were group job search 

classes. 

 Those assigned to the B2W group met more frequently with their case manager to receive 

one-on-one job search assistance than did those assigned to the IJS group.  

Daily check-ins were required of those assigned to the B2W program to verify attendance, but 

staff reported those assigned to the B2W program met at least weekly with their case manager, 

and more frequently depending on individual needs, to discuss progress and guide further job 

search. Case managers also used these meetings to discuss barriers and support services 

available, troubleshoot issues that arose during job search, or address questions from the group 

classes and job interviews attended during the week. B2W staff reported these interactions 

helped them better understand the applicant’s circumstances and employment needs, 

particularly if they saw the applicant throughout the week while on-site to attend other 

activities.  

While case managers reported that they met more frequently with applicants in the B2W 

program than those in the IJS program, the topics covered in the one-on-one meetings were 

similar between the two programs. Exhibit 4-3 shows the proportion of staff that reported that 

they “often or always” covered specified topics in one-on-one meetings. As shown, the topics 

given major emphasis in one-on-one meetings were similar across the two programs (i.e., there 

were no statistically significant differences).  The most common topics were providing 

assistance or guidance with creating or modifying a resume and providing assistance identifying 

specific job leads. 
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Exhibit 4-3. Topics Covered in One-on-One Meetings with B2W and IJS Staff 

Topics 

Percent of Staff Reporting Topic is a Major Emphasis in 
One-on-one Meetings 

    B2W           IJS        Difference 

Provide assistance or guidance with creating or modifying a 
resume (%) 

90.0 90.6 -0.6 

Provide assistance identifying specific job leads (%) 88.7 87.9 0.9 
Provide guidance on communication and professional 
relationships in the workplace (%) 

83.1 75.8 7.3 

Review hours of job search completed (%) 80.6 84.8 -4.3 
Provide guidance on workplace behaviors (%) 78.1 81.3 -3.2 
Provide guidance on problem-solving work and personal 
challenges (%) 

76.4 78.8 -2.4 

Review number of job applications submitted (%) 74.0 87.9 -13.9 

Source: JSA Staff Survey. 

Sample: Sample includes 106 (73 B2W;33 IJS) survey respondents. Sample sizes vary by topic due to item non-response.  

Notes: None of the differences reported were statistically significant. Test of null-hypothesis that all differences are zero: chi2(7)=11.90; p-value 

= 0.10. 

 

One-on-one, individualized job search assistance was also made available to cash assistance 

applicants through a staffed computer lab operated in each program office that applicants 

could use to conduct their job search online. Vendor staff reported the computer labs were 

typically used by those in the B2W program while they were on-site daily. Time spent in these 

labs counted toward the participation requirement. The computer labs could be used for 

browsing for job leads, working on resumes and cover letters, and submitting online 

applications, with staff assistance available as needed. Applicants received guidance on these 

topics in the group job search classes. In addition, vendor staff, including case managers and 

instructors, reported that they worked one-on-one with applicants to conduct online job 

searches, sometimes as part of their regular meetings with applicants.  

Each vendor also had its own online job bank, and staff helped applicants access these job 

listings. Staff also advised applicants on which public web-based job search boards (e.g. 

Indeed.com or Monster.com) might be most useful in their search, as well as how to submit 

applications that would make it past employers’ automated screenings. Staff reported this 

assistance was valuable to applicants, who sometimes lacked computer skills (e.g., uploading 

resumes).  

 Applicants in both programs had access to a strong set of job development services. Those in 

the B2W program typically had more access to job openings identified by job developers’ 

because of their daily presence at the program office. 

Job development was a strong focus of the job search services at both America Works and 

Goodwill Industries. Each vendor had a team of job developers on staff, supplemented by 

subcontracted placement agencies, to generate leads for specific jobs that could be quickly 

accessed by those in the B2W or IJS program (see the textbox Job Development Services). Job 
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developers focused on meeting with individual potential employers to identify specific job 

openings. 

Job developers worked with employers in a 

number of ways to identify job openings. Some job 

developers reported long-standing relationships 

with employers that consistently hired program 

participants. Nevertheless, job developers also 

reported that they were continuously trying to 

identify new employers with job openings.  

Making a good job match was also important in 

maintaining employer relationships. Job 

developers reported that they often had 

employers they worked with in the past contact 

them about new openings. At both vendors, job 

developers reported that they cold-called employers by phone and in person, and they reached 

out to employers who were opening new locations, advertised on job boards, or had hired 

someone from the program.  

Job developers also tracked general labor market information to determine which industries 

they should target for additional job opportunities. The most commonly targeted industries and 

occupations included security/front desk, retail, maintenance/cleaning, food service, home 

health/medical assistance/billers, customer service, cable/internet installers, and data entry. 

Most jobs were entry level, but job developers also reported that they also sought to find jobs 

that paid above minimum wage.  

Job developers who were employed at the vendors also focused on making sure job candidates 

were well-prepared for an interview and a good fit for the employer. Job developers noted that 

successful referrals and placements encouraged employers to send them information about job 

openings. During the study period, job developers at both vendors reported they were often 

able to quickly match program participants with job opportunities. Sometimes a job developer 

could schedule same day interviews.  

Job development services were provided in the same way in the B2W and IJS programs, and job 

developers typically did not know to which program cash assistance applicants were assigned. 

However, staff reported that the quick pace of generating and filling job orders meant that 

applicants who were at the program office frequently had more access to opportunities. 

Program staff also reported that it was important for applicants to meet with job developers 

frequently to learn about available opportunities and so developers would think of them when 

opportunities arose.  

Job Development Services  
at America Works and 

Goodwill Industries 

At America Works, job developers sent 

daily emails to case managers listing job 

orders, so case managers could make 

applicants aware of openings during regular 

meetings.  

 

At Goodwill Industries, job developers 

were stationed at “network rooms” that 

focused on specific jobs and/or industries. 

Applicants were encouraged to meet with 

job developers from each room in order to 

access a wide array of opportunities.  
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For the B2W program, staff typically recommended that applicants meet with at least one job 

developer each day to discuss their interests and experience, inquire about job openings, and 

prepare for interviews. Staff also encouraged IJS participants to meet with job developers, but 

because they came in less frequently, job developers reported that they could have missed job 

opportunities that were filled quickly.  

 Some applicants assigned to the IJS program used one-on-one or group job search assistance 

more than once per week.  

Staff reported that those assigned to the IJS program learned about the B2W job search 

assistance services available at the vendor office during orientation (which occurred before 

random assignment). They also reported that some those assigned to the IJS program already 

were familiar with B2W services because they had been in the program before or they had 

friends or family members in it. This awareness might have influenced some assigned to the IJS 

program to access the range of services available through B2W even though they were not 

required to do so. IJS staff reported that at least some of those in IJS program used the job 

search assistance services available at the program office more often than the required weekly 

meetings. (For further discussion of this issue see Chapter 5 on sample members’ reported use 

of services.)  

 Differences in the services received by those assigned to B2W and IJS were driven by the 

increased time those in B2W spent in the vendor office. 

Staff consistently reported that because those in the B2W program were on-site in the program 

office more frequently, this made a difference in the nature of the services they and those in 

the IJS program received. Almost two-thirds of B2W and IJS staff survey respondents “agreed or 

strongly agreed” that they got to know cash assistance applicants well. However, staff also 

reported that because those assigned to the IJS program were less frequently in the vendor 

office, they could be missing opportunities to benefit from its services. For example, IJS staff 

reported that less frequent attendance hindered their ability to assess whether an applicant 

needed a service, and applicants might have been less likely to learn about services being 

offered. Similarly, as discussed earlier, job developers reported that those assigned to the IJS 

program could not benefit from often daily job postings. Job developers also reported they 

often did not consider those in the IJS program as potential job candidates if they had not met 

with them or understood their job interests and skills. 

 For both programs, staff reported they were focused on quickly connecting applicants to 

employment, but also aimed to make a good job match. 

Though vendors offered a range of services to assist applicants in finding jobs, their approach 

mostly was to have a large number of job openings that could be filled quickly. This focus on 

rapid employment reflected both vendors’ performance-based contracts and staff job 

placement performance goals; however, staff also reported trying to make sure jobs were a 
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good match for applicants. Staff reported they also had performance goals for retention and 

higher-wage jobs, and job developers reported they received more repeat job orders when 

matches were successful. 

For example, over 80 percent of staff survey respondents reported that cash assistance 

applicants in B2W and IJS were matched to jobs based on their skills, abilities, and interests 

(Exhibit 4-4). Asked whether rapid employment or making a good job match was most 

important in the B2W program, 49 percent of staff ranked them equally, and 40 percent said it 

was making a good job match. For the IJS program, 34 percent ranked both equally, and 54 

percent said it was a good job match. These differences are not statistically significant, and 

making a good job match appears to be important to staff in both programs. 

Exhibit 4-4. Staff Views for Making a Good Job Match for the B2W and IJS Programs 

Survey Item              B2W         IJS      Difference  

Percentage of staff reporting somewhat or strongly agreea    
Staff make an effort to get to know cash assistance recipients well    81.9 85.3 -3.3 
Cash assistance applicants are matched to jobs based on their 
skills, abilities, and interests 
' 

80.3 85.3 -5.0 

Percentage of staff reporting most important goal of  
program is:b 

   

Making a good job match 40.3 54.3 -14.0 
Both equally 48.6 34.3 14.3 
Rapid employment 11.1 11.4 -0.3 

Source: JSA Staff Survey. 

Sample: a Sample includes 111 (77 B2W; 34 IJS) survey respondents. b Sample includes 109 (74 B2W; 35 IJS) survey respondents. Sample 

sizes vary by topic due to item non-response.  
Notes: None of the differences reported are statistically significant. Test of null-hypothesis that all differences in staff reports on program 
implementation are zero: chi2(2)=0.43; p-value = 0.81. Test of null-hypothesis that all differences in staff reports on program goals are zero: 
chi2(2)=2.13; p-value = 0.34. 

 

4.3. Summary 

The implementation study found that both the B2W and IJS programs operated largely as 

designed during the study period. The attendance requirements for both programs were 

strongly enforced; cash assistance cases were denied if applicants did not meet the weekly 

participation requirements. 

Operating as it had prior to the JSA evaluation, the B2W program continued to instruct 

applicants to conduct their job search according to the employment plan outlined by their case 

manager. This was enforced through daily attendance requirements at the vendor office, 

tracked on timesheets and then reported to HRA. B2W staff reported that daily attendance on-

site resulted in frequent use of the job search assistance services provided by the vendor, 

particularly the group classes but also assistance from job developers who had connections 

with employers.   
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In contrast, the IJS program required only weekly meetings at the vendor office. Staff reported 

some applicants assigned to the IJS program accessed the B2W job search assistance services at 

the vendor office, such as group job search classes, computer labs to conduct job searches, and 

job developers, but they were not required to do so. 
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 Impacts on Receipt of Job Search Assistance Services 

The previous chapter described the design and implementation of the B2W and IJS programs 

from the staff perspective. This chapter uses data from the follow-up survey (administered 

starting six months after random assignment) to describe the program from the applicant 

perspective. The theory of change discussed in Chapter 3 suggests that differences in the level 

and content of job search services received should induce the differences in employment and 

public assistance receipt. This chapter tests those implications, presenting findings on the level 

and duration of job search assistance received (Section 5.1) and the frequency, mode (e.g., 

group, one-on-one), and content of job search assistance services provided (Section 5.2). In 

addition, the chapter examines some details of the job search process, including use of 

different online job search tools, number of contacts with employers, and factors that affected 

decisions to apply for jobs (Section 5.3). Chapter 6 describes impacts on employment and 

earnings, public assistance receipt, and job characteristics. 

This chapter reports impacts—that is, the difference in outcomes between the two programs 

for otherwise identical groups of individuals. For such impacts, the chapter also reports 

statistical tests of the probability that the observed impacts could simply be due to chance. The 

textbox How to Read Impact Tables below briefly explains how to read and interpret impact 

tables throughout this report. In general, we report program-specific results and impacts only 

when the statistical tests clearly imply that the result is not due to chance (formally p<.10). 

Exceptions are explicitly noted. 

 

How to Read Impact Tables 

The exhibits in this chapter and Chapter 6 list the outcome measure in the analysis in the left-most column 
(Outcome), with the unit of that outcome in parentheses (e.g., (%)). 

The Back to Work column presents the mean outcome for that group of individuals, followed in the next 
column by the corresponding mean outcome for the Independent Job Search group. The regression 
adjustments correct for random variation in baseline covariates between the two groups (and thus differ 
slightly from the raw means). The Difference (Impact) column gives the estimated impact (e.g., in 
percentage points) of the B2W program relative to the IJS program, which by construction, equals the 
difference between the previous two columns. The next column is the Percent Impact, which expresses the 
impact as a percentage of the IJS mean in the second column. 

In the Difference (Impact) column, statistical significance is denoted by asterisks that reflect the strength of 
the evidence that the difference between the B2W and IJS groups is not the result of chance but is a real 
difference in the effectiveness of the two programs. In this report, tests are considered statistically significant 
and highlighted in tables if the probability that the measured impact is due solely to chance is less than or 
equal to 10 percent (p-value less than or equal to .10). The smaller the p-value, the stronger the evidence of 
a real effect. Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated as follows: * = 10 percent, ** = 5 
percent, *** = 1 percent.  

Exhibit rows in italics flag findings for subsets of survey respondents defined after random assignment 
(e.g., those who participated in job search assistance services). These estimates are not impacts, but 
instead are descriptive profiles of experiences/outcomes for the most relevant subset of participants. These 
estimates use the same adjustments as the impacts, so the reader can make meaningful comparisons 
between the analyses using the full sample and selected subsamples. Exhibit rows not in italics contain 
outcomes and impact estimates for statistically equivalent populations and thus do reflect differential impacts 
of the two job search assistance models. 
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5.1. Level and Duration of Job Search Assistance and Other Employment-Focused Activities 

This section describes participation in job search assistance and other employment-focused 

activities during the early weeks after random assignment, as reported by study participants on 

the six month follow-up survey. This time frame roughly aligns with the up to six week period 

after individuals apply for cash assistance benefits while their applications are being processed, 

during which participation in job search assistance activities was required.  

 Participation in job search assistance services was high for both B2W and IJS with no 

differences between the groups. 

As discussed in Chapter 4, cash assistance applicants could participate in other activities besides 

job search in both the B2W and IJS program, including short-term training to prepare for a job 

and, once benefits were approved, unpaid work experience.31 Exhibit 5-1 (top panel) shows 

levels of participation in any program activity and for specific program activities during the 

initial weeks after random assignment. Consistent with participation being a requirement to 

receive cash assistance, participation rates were high for both the B2W and IJS programs, more 

than 85 percent.  As also shown on Exhibit 5-1, among both groups, job search assistance was 

by far the most common activity attended, again with about 85 percent participating in this 

activity. The high levels for both groups are not surprising given that both B2W and IJS primarily 

focused on participation in job search assistance services for cash assistance applicants. There 

were no differences between the two programs in participation levels for other activities, and 

participation rates were low (15 percent or less). 

  

                                                           

31  Unpaid work experience was not a required activity until after the cash assistance case was approved (and 
thus would occur beyond the first few weeks after random assignment), but some applicants (about 10 
percent in each program group) did report participating in it during this time. This is likely due to issues of 
recall for some survey respondents, as participation in this activity was low overall.  
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Exhibit 5-1. Impacts on Participation in Job Search Assistance Services and Other Employment-Focused 

Activities in the Early Weeks after Random Assignment 

Outcome Back to Work 

Independent 

Job Search 

Difference  

(Impact) 

Percent  

Impact (%) 

Participation type     

Participated in any activity (%) 88.7 86.3 2.4 2.8 

Participated in job search assistance services (%) 87.7 84.9 2.8 3.2 

Participated in classes to prepare for specific occupation (%) 14.6 15.0 −0.4 −2.8 

Participated in unpaid work experience (%) 9.4 9.8 −0.4 −4.0 

 

 

 

 

 

     

Participation frequency     

Hours per week of job search assistance services 21.1 18.9 2.3*** 12.0 

    Among those who participated in job search assistance  

    services 

24.2 21.8 2.4*** 10.9 

     

Hours per week looking for work as part of the program 20.2 19.9 0.3 1.7 

    Among those who participated in job search assistance  

    services 

23.5 23.5 0.0 0.1 

     

Met one-on-one with staff person to find a job (%) 81.6 77.9 3.7* 4.7 

    Every day 32.1 15.7 16.4*** 104.1 

    2-3 times per week 22.2 21.5 0.7 3.3 

    Once a week 15.0 28.3 −13.3*** −47.0 

    2-3 times total 6.1 7.5 −1.3 −17.9 

    Once 6.2 5.0 1.2 23.9 

     

Participated in group job search services (%) 56.1 50.6 5.5** 10.9 

    Every day 13.0 6.8 6.2*** 91.6 

    2-3 times per week 17.5 15.6 1.9 12.4 

    Once a week 7.7 9.9 −2.2 −21.9 

    2-3 classes total 7.4 8.3 −0.8 −10.0 

    Once 10.4 10.1 0.3 3.4 

      

Participation duration     

Weeks of job search assistance services 4.8 4.9 −0.1 −1.3 

    Among those who participated in job search assistance  

    services 

5.5 5.8 −0.3 −4.7 

Source: Six Month Follow-up Survey.  

Sample: Sample includes 1,580 (768 B2W; 812 IJS) survey respondents. Non-experimental contrasts (italicized) include 1,340 (665 B2W; 675 

IJS) survey respondents who participated in job search assistance. Sample sizes vary for outcomes due to item nonresponse.  

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.  

Test of null-hypothesis that all participation impacts are zero: F(4,1576) = .75; p-value = .56  

Test of null-hypothesis that all duration and frequency impacts are zero: F(16,1564) = 6.75; p-value < .01 

 

 During the initial weeks of the application period, compared to IJS, those assigned to B2W 

participated in job search assistance services for more hours per week and were more likely to 

participate in group and one-on-one activities.  

Given the B2W program’s more rigorous attendance requirement, it is not surprising that 

compared to IJS group members, those assigned to B2W participated in job search activities 

more often (middle panel on Exhibit 5-1). Specifically, relative to IJS group members, B2W 



The JSA Evaluation in New York City 

Abt Associates   5. Impacts on Receipt of Job Search Assistance Services  ▌50 

group members spent more hours participating in job search assistance services (21 hours 

compared to 19 hours).32  In addition, a larger proportion of the B2W group met one-on-one 

with a staff person for help finding a job (82 percent compared to 78 percent) and participated 

in group job search classes (56 percent compared to 51 percent).33 For those assigned to the 

B2W program, group job search classes provided by the vendor were strongly encouraged, or in 

some cases required. Group classes were optional for those assigned to the IJS program; still, 

about half of applicants assigned to the IJS program participated in group job search activities, 

most commonly two to three times per week. This result is consistent with what vendor staff 

reported, discussed in Chapter 4, about the interest of some of those assigned to the IJS group 

in the on-site job search assistance services. 

As also shown on Exhibit 5-1, cash assistance applicants assigned to both the B2W and IJS 

program participated in job search assistance services for an average of five weeks and spent 

roughly 20 hours per week looking for work.  

5.2. Assistance Developing Job Search and Soft Skills 

Job search assistance could help applicants develop two competencies: (1) job search skills such 

as how to fill out a job application or interviewing techniques, and (2) workplace behaviors, or 

soft skills that help people succeed in the workplace as well as in their job search. Both 

competencies could be covered in group classes or in a one-on-one setting, but in both 

programs, these competencies were covered routinely in the group job search classes (see 

Chapter 4). Because attendance in group classes could count toward the daily participation 

requirement, we would hypothesize receipt of assistance with both job search and workplace 

behavior skills to be higher for the B2W group than the IJS group.  

 More individuals assigned to B2W received assistance with job search skills, relative to IJS. 

As shown on Exhibit 5-2, more of those assigned to B2W received assistance with job search 

skills than did those assigned to IJS. A joint statistical test, using all survey items available on 

this topic, clearly implies that those assigned to B2W received more assistance with job search 

skills than did those assigned to IJS (p=.01). Specific items with clear evidence of more 

assistance from B2W than IJS include finding specific job leads, figuring out the right job or 

career goal, and learning about messages sent with dress and speech. This is consistent with 

the higher levels of attendance of B2W participants in group classes, settings in which these 

topics are most likely to be covered. 

                                                           

32  These averages includes those who did participate in job search activities, and thus had “zero” hours. 
33  An f-test rejects the null hypothesis that there is no difference between the B2W and IJS groups across 

multiple measures of duration and frequency of participation with a level of significance less than 1 percent.  
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Exhibit 5-2. Impacts on Receipt of Job Search Assistance Skills in the Early Weeks after Random 

Assignment 

Outcome Back to Work 

Independent 

Job Search 

Difference  

(Impact) 

Percent  

Impact (%) 

Skill for which help was received (%)     

    Finding specific job leads 63.2 56.4 6.8*** 12.0 

    Looking for a job 62.1 57.4 4.7* 8.2 

    Figuring out right job or career goal 61.3 55.0 6.3** 11.4 

    Creating or editing resume 54.0 48.9 5.0** 10.3 

    Learning about messages sent with dress, speech 49.2 39.3 9.9*** 25.2 

    Practicing for job interviews 46.0 41.7 4.3* 10.4 

    Using web-based job search engines such as Monster 43.3 39.9 3.4 8.5 

    Filling out job applications 35.8 32.1 3.7 11.4 

Source: Six Month Follow-up Survey.  

Sample: Sample includes 1,580 (768 B2W; 812 IJS) survey respondents. Sample sizes vary for outcomes due to item nonresponse.  

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.  

Test of null-hypothesis that all impacts are zero: F(8, 1563) = 2.41; p-value = .01 

 

 Those assigned to the B2W program received more assistance in learning appropriate 

workplace behaviors and other soft skills, relative to IJS.  

As with job search skills, soft skills focused on building and reinforcing workplace behaviors are 

hypothesized to improve employment outcomes. Again, as shown on Exhibit 5-3, a joint 

statistical test comparing all available items strongly indicates those assigned to B2W clear 

received more assistance with workplace behavioral skills than those assigned to IJS (p<.01). 

Specific items contributing to this difference include handling stress and anxiety, 

communication at the workplace, managing anger and frustrations, proper workplace 

behaviors, having a good work ethic, problem solving, balancing work and family, and handling 

rejection. Again, this finding is consistent with the result that those assigned to B2W attend 

more group classes where these topics are more likely to be covered.   
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Exhibit 5-3. Impacts on Receipt of Assistance on Workplace Behaviors and Other Soft Skills in the Early 

Weeks after Random Assignment 

Outcome Back to Work 

Independent 

Job Search 

Difference  

(Impact) 

Percent  

Impact (%) 

Skill for which help was received (%)     

    Having a good work ethic 51.8 45.1 6.8*** 15.0 

    Proper workplace behaviors 46.9 41.1 5.7** 13.9 

    Communication at the workplace 44.9 37.0 7.8*** 21.2 

    Problem solving in work or personal life 43.6 36.5 7.2*** 19.7 

    Setting and managing goals 43.6 41.0 2.6 6.3 

    Dealing with rejection 40.3 32.7 7.6*** 23.3 

    Handling stress or anxiety 37.7 28.7 9.0*** 31.3 

    Balancing work and family 36.3 29.3 7.0*** 23.7 

    Managing anger and frustrations 35.9 26.9 9.1*** 33.7 

    Managing money and finances 35.0 31.4 3.7 11.6 

Source: Six Month Follow-up Survey.  

Sample: Sample includes 1,580 (768 B2W; 812 IJS) survey respondents. Sample sizes vary for outcomes due to item nonresponse.  

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.  

Test of null-hypothesis that all impacts are zero: F(10,1561) = 3.02; p-value < .01 

5.3. Use of Job Search Tools, Number of Contacts with Employers, and Factors that Affect 

Decisions to Apply for and Take Jobs 

The JSA evaluation also addressed how cash assistance applicants found jobs. This section 

examines the use in both the B2W and IJS programs of online job search tools, the number of 

employers contacted to find a job, the factors that affected the decision to apply for a job, and 

which tools were most helpful in finding a job. 

 Considered together, no differences were detected between those assigned to B2W and IJS on 

the use of online job search tools or the number of employers contacted during the program.  

The survey asked respondents about their use of different online job search tools in their job 

search. For one survey item, a statistical test suggests that those assigned to the B2W program 

were more likely “a lot” or “some of the time” to use online tools for creating and posting 

resumes than were those assigned to IJS (Exhibit 5-4). However, there were no differences 

detected on other measures of use of online job search tools. Given the lack of overall pattern 

(and the failure of the joint test to show any impact), this finding may be due to chance 

variation.  
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Exhibit 5-4. Impacts on Use of Job Search Tools and Contacts with Employers in the Early Weeks after 

Random Assignment  

Outcome Back to Work 

Independent 

Job Search 

Difference  

(Impact) 

Percent  

Impact (%) 

Used job search tools "a lot" or "some of the time" (%)     

    Online mobile tools for creating and posting resumes 76.6 71.7 5.0** 6.9 

    Online job searches such as Google or Bing 74.9 76.6 −1.7 −2.2 

    Commercial job search services such as Monster 69.1 69.4 −0.2 −0.3 

    Web-based tools to find jobs based on skills and interest 59.2 61.8 −2.6 −4.3 

    Craigslist 58.2 55.8 2.4 4.3 

    State or government job bank 51.4 52.7 −1.3 −2.5 

    Social media sites such as LinkedIn, Facebook 42.8 44.5 −1.7 −3.7 

     

Number of employers contacted during program (count) 11.7 12.3 −0.6 −4.7 

    Among those who looked for employment 12.7 13.2 −0.5 −3.5 

Source: Six Month Follow-up Survey.  

Sample: Sample includes 1,580 (768 B2W; 812 IJS) survey respondents. Non-experimental contrasts (italicized) include 1,376 (662 B2W; 714 

IJS) survey respondents who looked for employment. Sample sizes vary for outcomes due to item nonresponse.  

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.  

Test of null-hypothesis that all employer contacts and use of job search tools impacts are zero: F(9,1571) = 1.45; p-value = .16.  

 

Exhibit 5-4 also shows that while there no differences between the programs, a majority of cash 

assistance applicants in both programs used online job search tools to look for employment. 

Approximately three quarters of those assigned to the B2W or IJS programs commonly used 

online job search (e.g. Google or Bing) and online tools for creating and posting resumes. The 

least commonly used tool in both programs was social media sites (used by less than half of 

those assigned to either group). Slightly more than half of both groups reported using state or 

government job banks.  

As discussed in Chapter 3, it was hypothesized that because of their increased access to 

program staff, including job developers who connect specific individuals with employers, those 

assigned to the B2W program would contact more employers about jobs compared to those in 

the IJS program. However, those assigned to both the B2W and IJS programs made contact with 

similar numbers of employers while in the program: an average of 12 employers in the early 

weeks after random assignment. Among those who looked for employment, those assigned to 

both B2W and IJS programs contacted an average of 13 employers during this time (this was a 

non-experimental analysis of the 86 percent of survey respondents who had looked for 

employment during the follow-up period). 

 The factors that affected the decision to apply for a job and the tools that were most helpful 

in finding a job did not systematically differ for those assigned to B2W and the IJS programs.  

The six month follow-up survey asked those who applied for jobs (a non-experimental 

comparison) what specific factors affected their decision to do so. As shown on Exhibit 5-5, the 

most common factors were that the individual knew the employer was looking for someone 
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with their skills and experience, felt strong and healthy, or had a good reference (more than 70 

percent of both groups identified each of these factors). The survey also asked those who found 

work during the six month follow-up period (a non-experimental comparison) what tools 

“helped” or were a “big part of success” in obtaining their current or most recent job. For both 

groups, the most helpful tools (used by more than 40 percent in both programs) were leads 

from program staff, calling employers by phone, and online searches using Google, Bing, or 

Yahoo.  

A joint statistical test did not find overall differences between the groups in the factors 

affecting the decision to apply for a job and the tools that are helpful for finding a job. 

However, the individual outcomes for which differences were significant may suggest that 

compared to B2W, those assigned to the IJS program relied more on their friends and family 

members to help them both apply for and find jobs.    

Specifically, those assigned to the IJS program were more likely than the B2W group to report 

that having a friend or family member help them apply (23 percent compared to 16 percent) or 

having someone at the employer who was a friend or relative (21 percent compared to 15 

percent) affected their decision. As shown on Exhibit 5-5, 41 percent of those assigned to the 

IJS group who found jobs reported leads from family and friends as a key factor in their 

employment compared to 33 percent of the B2W group, a statistically significant difference. 

Given their less formal and frequent connections to job developers or other tools to find jobs, 

this finding could indicate that those assigned to IJS relied more on informal networks. 
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Exhibit 5-5. Impacts on Factors that Affect Decision to Apply for a Job and Tools that “Helped” in Job Search 

Outcome Back to Work 

Independent 

Job Search 

Difference  

(Impact) 

Percent  

Impact (%) 

Factors affected decision to apply for a job (%)     

    Knew they were looking for someone with my skills and  

    experience 

78.3 75.1 3.3 4.3 

    Felt strong and healthy 75.8 75.0 0.8 1.0 

    Had a good reference 72.7 71.7 1.1 1.5 

    I was dressed well 59.1 56.0 3.2 5.6 

    Did not have anything to lose 53.6 55.1 −1.5 −2.8 

    Felt like I needed to take anything I could get 53.4 56.0 −2.6 −4.6 

    Had a good night's sleep 52.6 51.7 0.8 1.6 

    Someone at B2W/IJS helped me apply 35.6 32.4 3.2 10.0 

    Person at employer looked friendly 34.2 37.3 −3.1 −8.3 

    A friend or family member helped me apply 16.2 22.9 −6.7*** −29.4 

    Someone at the employer was a friend or relative 15.2 21.2 −6.0*** −28.5 

     

Following tools "helped" or were "big part of success" in last 

successful job search (for those who found work) (%) 

    

successful job search (for those who found work) (%) 

    Follow up lead from B2W/IJS program 48.2 43.8 4.4 10.0 

    Call employers on the phone 45.4 45.2 0.2 0.5 

    Online searches using Google, Bing, Yahoo 42.1 46.9 −4.7 −10.1 

    Follow up leads by friend or family member 33.3 41.0 −7.7*** −18.8 

    Check for jobs on commercial job search services such as  

    Monster 

33.3 31.1 2.2 7.1 

    Find jobs on Craigslist 25.7 24.4 1.4 5.6 

    Looked for help-wanted signs at stores or other establishments 24.9 23.4 1.5 6.3 

    Check for jobs on state or government job bank 24.6 21.5 3.1 14.5 

    Asked for jobs at establishments without help-wanted signs 22.0 22.6 −0.6 −2.9 

    Follow up leads by private employment agency 19.5 21.3 −1.8 −8.6 

    Check ads in newspaper 15.6 14.2 1.3 9.4 

    Find jobs on LinkedIn 14.3 11.3 3.0 26.7 

    Place ad about my availability 11.0 11.4 −0.4 −3.7 

    Find jobs on Facebook 7.0 7.2 −0.3 −3.6 

    Find jobs on Twitter 2.1 1.5 0.6 41.5 

Source: Six Month Follow-up Survey.  

Sample: Non-experimental contrasts (italicized) include 1,220 (601 B2W; 619 IJS) survey respondents who found employment. Sample sizes 

vary for outcomes due to item nonresponse.  

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.  

Test of null-hypothesis that all factors affecting decisions to apply and tools identified as helpful impacts are zero: F(26,1194) = 1.36; p-value = 

.11. 

5.4. Summary 

We examined differences in the level and content of job search services received by those 

assigned to the B2W and IJS programs. The study found that a high proportion of applicants 

assigned to either program reported receiving any job search services and that there was no 

significant difference between the groups. During the initial weeks of the application period, 
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those assigned to B2W participated in job search assistance services for more hours per week 

and were more likely to participate in group and one-on-one activities as compared to those 

assigned to IJS.   

More of those assigned to B2W received assistance with job search skills than did those 

assigned to IJS, particularly with finding specific job leads, identifying the right job or career 

goal, and learning about messages sent with dress and speech. In addition, those assigned to 

the B2W program received more assistance in learning appropriate workplace behaviors and 

other soft skills relative to IJS, including assistance with handling  stress and anxiety, 

communication at the workplace, and managing anger and frustrations. These findings are 

consistent with the result that those assigned to B2W attended more group classes where 

these topics are more likely to be covered.   

Finally, there is evidence that suggests those assigned to the IJS program relied more on their 

friends and family members to help them both apply for and find jobs. Given their less formal 

and frequent connections to job developers or other tools to find jobs, this finding could 

indicate that those assigned to IJS relied more on informal networks.
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 Impacts on Employment and Earnings, Public Assistance Receipt, and Job 

Characteristics 

Both the Back to Work program and the Independent Job Search program seek to transition 

cash assistance applicants to employment, eliminating their need for public benefits. As 

described in previous chapters, the B2W program does this by requiring applicants to 

participate in job search assistance activities daily at the program office, whereas the IJS 

program requires applicants to meet weekly at a program office and search for employment 

primarily on their own. This chapter reports analyses of the relative effectiveness of the two 

programs in terms on employment, earnings, and public benefit receipt.  

The first section of this chapter considers the differential impacts (B2W vs. IJS) on employment 

and earnings, including the impact on the study’s pre-specified confirmatory outcome: 

employment in the second quarter after random assignment (Section 6.1). The next section 

considers this impact differential on public benefit-related outcomes, specifically Family 

Assistance/Safety Net and SNAP receipt (Section 6.2). Section 6.3 examines characteristics of 

the jobs that study participants took, including wages, hours, and benefits. Finally, Section 6.4 

examines the study participants’ perceptions of their job search skills, motivation to work, and 

potential barriers to employment. The chapter is based on NDNH data, administrative data on 

Family Assistance/Safety Net and SNAP benefit receipt, and the six month participant follow-up 

survey.34  

6.1. Impacts on Employment and Earnings 

This section examines the differential impact of B2W compared to IJS on employment levels 

and earnings based on NDNH data. On the one hand, we might expect the increased job search 

services received by those in the B2W program to translate into increased employment and 

earnings and an increase in finding jobs. On the other hand, because the evaluation targets job 

ready cash assistance applicants, those randomly assigned to IJS might have the skills and 

knowledge to be as effective or possibly more effective at finding employment with limited 

staff assistance. 

                                                           

34  As described in Chapter 3, the large number of exploratory hypotheses introduces a multiple comparisons 
problem again; that is, that some of the impacts would simply by chance appear to be statistically significant. 
In part, we address the problem by focusing on patterns of findings across related outcomes, rather than 
reporting on every significant finding. For outcomes measured in dollars (e.g., earnings), we use aggregate 
measures (e.g., cumulative earnings over the follow-up period) to draw conclusions about differential impacts 
of the two programs. We use a similar approach for measures of receipt of public benefits and use indictors of 
any participation over the follow-up period to draw conclusions. 
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While the confirmatory outcome focuses on a two quarter follow-up period, four quarters of 

NDNH data after the quarter of random assignment are available for all sample members.35 We 

exclude the quarter of random assignment from the impact analysis because if an individual 

applied for benefits at the end of a quarter, the quarter of random assignment would be almost 

entirely prior to the start of the B2W or IJS program.36  

 We do not detect an impact on employment in the second quarter after random assignment 

for B2W compared to IJS. Thus, with respect to the confirmatory outcome—measured by 

earnings in the second quarter after randomization—the evaluation does not identify one 

program as more effective than the other.    

In the second quarter after random assignment, 67 percent of those assigned to the B2W 

program and 68 percent of those assigned to the IJS program were employed (see Exhibit 6-1). 

We do not detect a difference in the employment rate between the two groups in the second 

quarter. Similar to the second quarter result, we do not detect a difference in employment in 

the first quarter after random assignment, over the combined two-quarter follow-up period, or 

during the longer one year (four quarter) follow-up period.37   

                                                           

35  Quarterly earnings are calculated as the sum of all wages (i.e., earnings; not earnings per hour) reported to the 
NDNH for an individual in a calendar quarter (e.g., January through March). If the individual does not have any 
reported wages reported in a given quarter, earnings are considered to be zero. Employment is constructed 
from the calculated quarterly earnings: if an individual has positive earnings in a quarter, that individual was 
employed; if earnings in a quarter are zero, the individual was not employed.  

36  Depending on when an individual was randomly assigned during a quarter, the follow-up period begins 
anywhere from the day after randomization to three months after randomization. The follow-up period ends 
anywhere from six to nine months after random assignment to the B2W or IJS program. 

37  We cannot be sure from these findings that there is no difference in employment rates between the two 
groups. However, we can rule out the possibility that there is a large difference. For example, the 90 percent 
confidence interval for the difference in employment—B2W as compared to IJS—in the first two quarters after 
random assignment ranges from −2 percentage points to +3 percentage points. The true difference is most 
likely near the center of this range, closer to the point estimates of less than half a percentage point. 
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Exhibit 6-1. Impacts on Employment and Earnings 

Outcome Back to Work 

Independent 

Job Search 

Difference  

(Impact) 

Percent  

Impact (%) 

Confirmatory Outcome     

    Employed in Q2 (%) 66.9 68.4 −1.5 −2.2 

Employment     

    Any Employment in Q1-Q2 (%) 77.0 76.8 0.2 0.3 

    Employed in Q1 (%) 66.1 64.2 1.9 2.9 

    Employed in Q3 (%) 67.5 68.8 -1.3 -1.9 

    Employed in Q4 (%) 66.5 68.2 -1.7 -2.5 

    Number of Employers in Q1-Q4 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.9 

Earnings     

    Cumulative Earnings in Q1-Q2 ($) 5,633 5,249 384 7.3 

    Earnings in Q1 ($) 2,462 2,172 290** 13.4 

    Earnings in Q2 ($) 3,170 3,077 94 3.0 

    Earnings in Q3 ($) 3,450 3,322 128 3.8 

    Earnings in Q4 ($) 3,677 3,449 229 6.6 

Source: National Directory of New Hires.  

Sample: Sample includes 2,686 (1,335 B2W; 1,351 IJS) individuals. 

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

Data limitations did not allow this analysis to examine impacts on employment and earnings 

separately for those applying to the Family Assistance or the Safety Net program. However, we 

do consider these impacts separately for (1) individuals who had children under age 18 at 

application—primarily served by the Family Assistance program (except for those who reach 

the 60-month time limit); and (2) individuals who did not have children under age 18—served 

by the Safety Net program. Because the Safety Net program also serves families with children 

who reach the time limit on TANF, these subgroups do not fully represent the populations 

served by these two programs. The smaller sample sizes for these groups limit our ability to 

detect impacts. However, they do provide information separately on two distinct populations. 

As shown in Appendix C, IJS yields more favorable impacts on employment for sample members 

who have children under 18, while B2W yields more favorable impacts on employment for 

those who do not. Earnings impacts are similar for those who had children under age 18 and 

those who did not, with B2W yielding more favorable earnings outcomes in several quarters 

(similar to the pattern of impacts observed for the entire sample). 

We also consider impacts separately for (1) individuals who had an Associate’s or higher degree 

at application and (2) those do did not have a college degree. As shown in Appendix C, 

compared to IJS, B2W increased earnings in later quarters for individuals with an Associate’s or 

higher degree. The impact of B2W on earnings in later quarters for individuals with an 

Associate’s or higher degree is larger than the impact for individuals with no college degree at 

baseline. However, it is not clear whether this pattern would be sustained over a longer follow 

up period. We do not observe any employment impacts for either group. 
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The NDNH also provides data on the number of employers that participants worked for during 

each quarter. As shown on Exhibit 6-1, we detect no differences in impact on average number 

of employers for those assigned to B2W compared to those assigned to IJS, with each of the 

groups working for 1.9 employers within the four quarter follow-up period.38  

 B2W did not increase cumulative earnings over the first and second quarters after random 

assignment compared to IJS. 

We do not detect a difference in average cumulative earnings during the two quarter follow-up 

period. The earnings for those assigned to the B2W program were $5,633 and for those 

assigned to IJS earnings were $5,249, and the difference is not significant. While B2W resulted 

in statistically significant impact on earnings of $290 in the first quarter after random 

assignment, this increase was not sustained. Analyses of the longer one-year follow-up period  

also do not show an increase in earnings.  

6.2. Impacts on Public Benefit Receipt 

This section presents differential impacts on cash assistance application approvals and benefit 

receipt for the Family Assistance and Safety Net Assistance programs and on food support 

benefits from SNAP.39 Sample members entered the study when they applied for Family 

Assistance or Safety Net cash assistance. Compliance with B2W and IJS program requirements 

was required in order to be approved for benefits. 

 B2W reduced the proportion of applications for TANF or Safety Net cash assistance that were 

approved relative to IJS. 

As shown on Exhibit 2, B2W decreased the approval rate of applications for cash assistance by 

six percentage points relative to IJS (51 percent approval rate for B2W vs. 58 percent for IJS).40 

This difference in approval rates between the B2W and IJS groups appears to be linked to the 

                                                           

38  By “no differences,” we can only rule out that there are no large differences. The findings show, however, that 
the difference in the number of employers is very small. The 90 percent confidence interval ranges from 
slightly below 0 to 0.1 employers. 

39  We convert the monthly benefits data to quarterly data to align the follow-up period for impacts on public 
benefits with that for impacts on earnings. This alignment is important because earnings directly determine 
benefit eligibility, and one might expect impacts on benefits to occur in the same time window as an earnings 
impact. As with earnings, the focus is on the first two quarters following the quarter of random assignment. 
The value of quarterly benefits is calculated as the sum of monthly payments. Participation in the programs is 
constructed from the calculated quarterly benefits: if an individual has benefits in a quarter, that individual 
was coded as receiving benefits; if benefits in a quarter are zero, the individual was coded as not receiving 
benefits. 

40  These rates capture the approval or rejection of the application for cash assistance that coincided with study 
entry and random assignment. 
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B2W program having more rigorous requirements. B2W group members were seven 

percentage points more likely to have their applications denied for failure to complete 

requirements than were IJS group members (32 percent vs. 25 percent). 

 B2W reduced the proportion of applicants who received Family Assistance or Safety Net cash 

assistance relative to IJS. 

B2W lowered Family Assistance or Safety Net receipt by nine percentage points relative to IJS 

(59 percent vs. 68 percent) and reduced the amount of cash benefits received over the first two 

quarters after random assignment by $99.41 The impact of B2W compared to IJS on cash 

assistance benefit receipt is likely due in part to the higher rate of rejection due to failure to 

complete more rigorous requirements.  

Exhibit 6-2. Impacts on Family Assistance and Safety Net Cash Assistance and SNAP Benefit Receipt 

Outcome Back to Work 

Independent 

Job Search 

Difference  

(Impact) 

Percent  

Impact (%) 

Family Assistance and Safety Net     

    Application (%)     

        Approved 51.3 57.5 −6.2*** −10.7 

        Denied due to failure to complete requirements 31.7 25.3 6.4*** 25.4 

    Received benefits (%)     

        Quarters 1-2 58.8 67.5 −8.7*** −12.9 

        Quarter 1 54.7 63.5 −8.7*** −13.8 

        Quarter 2 37.1 44.1 −7.1*** −16.0 

    Benefit amount ($)     

        Quarters 1-2 724 822 −99** −12.0 

        Quarter 1 409 480 −70*** −14.7 

        Quarter 2 314 343 −29 −8.3 

SNAP     

    Received benefits (%)     

        Quarters 1-2 84.8 87.0 −2.2* −2.6 

        Quarter 1 81.7 85.0 −3.4** −4.0 

        Quarter 2 72.9 75.3 −2.4 −3.1 

    Benefit amount ($)     

        Quarters 1-2 1,083 1,173 −90*** −7.7 

        Quarter 1 577 626 −50*** −7.9 

        Quarter 2 506 547 −41** −7.4 

Source: New York City Human Resources Administration Records.  

Sample: Sample includes 2,684 (1,336 B2W; 1,348 IJS) individuals with administrative records.  

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 

 

 

                                                           

41  Family Assistance and Safety Net receipt over the two follow-up quarters could result from the application for 
cash assistance that coincided with study entry or from subsequent applications. 
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 B2W reduced the receipt of SNAP benefits relative to IJS. 

The rate of SNAP participation over the two follow-up quarters was two percentage points 

lower for the B2W group compared to the IJS group. The B2W group received $90 less in SNAP 

benefits in the two quarters after random assignment than the IJS group did. Because approval 

for SNAP benefits was not contingent on participation in B2W or IJS—participation was only 

required for cash assistance—the reduction in SNAP benefits is likely not directly due to the 

enforcement of program requirements. Nevertheless, it appears that the denial of the Family 

Assistance or Safety Net application resulting from the B2W program had an effect on the SNAP 

applications as well, potentially because applicants did not follow through on necessary steps 

for their SNAP application after their cash assistance case was denied.  

We also examine cash assistance and SNAP benefit receipt impacts separately for those sample 

members with and without children under age 18 and for those with and without an Associates 

or higher degree. Smaller sample sizes limit our ability to detect impact; however, we detected 

no differences in impacts for these subgroups, with a similar pattern of impacts observed as for 

the entire sample (see Appendix C). 

6.3. Impacts on Job Characteristics  

This section considers differential impacts on the characteristics of individuals’ current or most 

recent job, as reported on the six month follow-up survey, looking specifically at wages, hours 

worked, job benefits, and job schedule.42 The theory of change is ambiguous about the 

direction of any differential impact. The less intensive participation requirement of the IJS 

program might allow those assigned to IJS to reject lower-quality job offers in favor of waiting 

for higher-quality job offers, allowing them to ultimately obtain jobs with higher wages, better 

benefits, and more regular schedules. Alternatively, the increased access to job search 

assistance services, including job developers, though the B2W program might allow those 

assigned to it to obtain higher-quality job offers than those in the IJS program.  

 We do not detect a difference between the B2W and IJS groups in self-reported employment 

or the characteristics of the current or most recent job, and the jobs of both groups were 

generally low paying.  

As shown on Exhibit 6-3, more than three quarters of applicants assigned to either group had 

worked during the six month follow-up period, with close to 60 percent working at the time of 

                                                           

42  These results include all survey respondents; in particular, those with no recent job were coded as zero for 
these outcomes. Thus, these are experimental comparisons and can be interpreted as estimates of program 
impacts. 
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the survey.43 No differences in job characteristics were detected, except for hours worked per 

week, which was two hours more for those assigned to B2W as compared to IJS (28 hours vs. 26 

hours).  Earnings were low, with weekly earnings of $377 for those assigned to B2W, and 

among those who worked, an hourly wage of approximately $13.50. Across both groups, only 

about 40 percent had jobs with health insurance, and about half worked a regular daytime 

schedule.  

 We do not detect a difference between the B2W and IJS groups in the time from being 

randomly assigned to starting a job. 

One goal of JSA programs is to move cash assistance applicants into employment quickly to 

avoid the need for cash assistance.  As also shown on Exhibit 6-3, we do not find evidence that 

either the B2W or the IJS program is more effective than the other at reducing the time it took 

applicants begin working. Time to employment is approximately 11 weeks on average for 

members of either group.    

                                                           

43  Where we measure similar outcomes using both survey and NDNH data, we consider NDNH findings to be 
more convincing. NDNH data are more reliable for multiple reasons: Survey data are available for only the 59 
percent of the randomized sample who responded, whereas NDNH data are available for more than 99 
percent of the sample. NDNH data are not subject to recall bias the way that survey data are. We use 
nonresponse weighting to address survey nonresponse bias, but complete data still outperform statistical 
adjustment. 
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Exhibit 6-3. Impacts on Job Characteristics 

Outcome Back to Work 

Independent 

Job Search 

Difference  

(Impact) 

Percent  

Impact (%) 

Worked for pay during follow-up period (%) 78.6 76.1 2.4 3.2 

    Currently working for pay (%) 58.2 56.2 2.0 3.5 

     

Pay and Hours Worked     

    Weekly earnings ($) 377 357 21 5.8 

    Hours worked per week 28.1 25.9 2.2** 8.4 

    Current or most recent job paid (%):     

        Less than $10/hour 12.1 13.2 −1.1 −8.3 

        $10-$13/hour 34.6 33.7 0.9 2.6 

        $13-$15/hour 10.2 9.3 0.8 9.1 

        Greater than $15/hour 20.9 19.0 1.8 9.7 

    Hourly wage for those who worked for pay ($/hour) 13.46 13.72 -0.26 -1.9 

     

Job Benefits (%)     

    Health insurance 42.9 41.5 1.3 3.2 

    Paid vacation 38.5 36.6 1.8 4.9 

    Paid holidays 40.8 40.5 0.3 0.7 

    Paid sick days 42.5 41.3 1.2 2.8 

    Retirement or pension benefits 31.2 30.6 0.6 2.0 

     

Job Schedule (%)     

    Regular daytime schedule 47.8 49.4 −1.6 −3.1 

    Regular evening shift 8.4 7.6 0.8 11.1 

    Regular night shift 5.4 4.5 0.9 20.9 

    Rotating shift 7.8 6.8 1.0 14.8 

    Split shift 0.8 1.9 −1.1* −56.3 

    Other schedule 6.2 3.7 2.5** 66.4 

Source: Six Month Follow-up Survey.  

Sample: Sample includes 1,580 (768 B2W; 812 IJS) survey respondents. Non-experimental contrasts (italicized) include 1,220 (601 B2W; 619 

IJS) survey respondents who worked since random assignment. Sample sizes vary for outcomes due to item nonresponse.  

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.  

All comparisons that are not italicized in the table are experimental. Sample members who never worked for pay are included these analyses 

with 0 values.  

Time to employment estimates come from a survival analysis described in detail in the appendix.  

Test of null-hypothesis that all impacts (other than time to employment) are zero: F(19,1559) = 1.13; p-value = .32. 
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6.4. Impacts on Perceptions of Job Search Skills, Motivation, and Barriers to Work 

The six month follow-up survey asked sample members about a range of issues that might 

affect their interest and ability to work. This section presents impacts on self-perceptions of job 

search skills, motivation to work, and potential barriers to employment. The theory of change 

suggests that the additional job search assistance received by participants assigned to the B2W 

program would increase their confidence in their job search skills, through either increasing 

actual skills or improving their motivation to work. We also analyze perceived barriers to 

employment because they are potentially related to the success of the job search process. 

 We do not detect a difference between B2W and IJS in the self-perception of job search skills, 

motivation, and barriers to employment. Both those assigned to B2W and those assigned to 

IJS reported to be knowledgeable about their job search skills and motivated to work.  

 

As shown on Exhibit 6-4, we do not find evidence that the service differential between B2W and 

IJS affected these outcomes. However, the survey responses do provide interesting perspective 

on the views of cash assistance applicants approximately six months after they applied for 

assistance.  

Perhaps because cash assistance applicants were screened as job ready before being included 

in the study, more than 90 percent of those assigned to either group agreed or strongly agreed 

with the statements “I know how to make a plan that will help me achieve my goals for the next 

five years,” “I know the occupation I want to be in,” and “It is very important to have a job.” 

Relatively few were “not sure” about what type of job or what type of education and training 

program was needed to achieve their goals. 

Again reflecting that this study focused on job ready cash assistance applicants, relatively few of 

those assigned to either the B2W or IJS program reported barriers to work that were examined 

in the study. The most common situation to interfere with work, job search, or the ability to 

take a job, was transportation, affecting roughly one in five applicants assigned to either group. 

The next most common was childcare arrangements, and the least common barrier was alcohol 

or drug use.  
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Exhibit 6-4. Impacts on Perceptions of Job Search Skills, Motivation, and Barriers to Work 

Outcome Back to Work 

Independent 

Job Search 

Difference  

(Impact) 

Percent  

Impact (%) 

Agree or strongly agree with following statements regarding perception of job search skills (%) 

    I know the occupation I want to be in 91.9 93.0 −1.1 −1.2 

    I know how to make a plan that will help me achieve my goals  

    for the next 5 years 

91.6 91.9 −0.3 −0.3 

    I know the type of employer I want to work for 86.2 89.0 −2.8 −3.1 

    I am not sure what type of education and training program is  

    best for me 

22.9 24.2 −1.3 −5.5 

    I am not sure how to accurately assess my abilities and  

    challenges 

23.2 22.5 0.6 2.8 

    I am not sure what type of job is best for me 23.8 23.1 0.7 3.2 

     

Importance of having a job (%)     

    Very important to have a job 95.8 95.5 0.4 0.4 

    Somewhat important to have a job 3.8 3.6 0.2 5.7 

    Not important to have a job 0.3 0.9 −0.6 −62.8 

     

Lowest wage willing to accept ($) 14.1 14.3 −0.3 −1.9 

     

Situations that “very often” or “fairly often” interfered with work, job search or ability to take a job (%) 

    Transportation 21.6 22.6 −1.0 −4.4 

    Child-care arrangements 15.1 13.6 1.5 10.7 

    Illness or health condition 5.8 6.3 −0.5 −8.1 

    Alcohol or drug use 0.7 1.3 −0.6 −47.9 

Source: Six Month Follow-up Survey.  

Sample: Sample includes 1,580 (768 B2W; 812 IJS) survey respondents. Sample sizes vary for outcomes due to item nonresponse.  

Notes: Statistical significance levels for two-sided tests are indicated with asterisks, as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.  

Test of null-hypothesis that all impacts are zero: F(13,1565) = .65; p-value = .82. 

6.5. Summary 

This study did not detect an impact on employment in the second quarter after random 

assignment for B2W compared to IJS. Thus, with respect to the confirmatory outcome—

measured by earnings in the second quarter after randomization---the evaluation does not 

identify one program as more effective than the other. We also did not detect an increase in 

earnings over the two quarter follow-up period. No impact on employment and earnings was 

detected over the longer one-year follow-up period for the study.   

With one exception, no differences in job characteristics were detected. The exception was 

hours worked per week, which was two hours greater for those assigned to B2W compared to 

IJS. Earnings and wages were low for those assigned to both B2W and IJS; those who worked 

earned approximately $13.50 hour. 

B2W reduced the proportion of applications that were approved for cash assistance, and 

reduced the receipt of cash assistance and SNAP benefits compared to IJS. The reduction in 
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cash assistance approvals produced by the B2W program is due to an increase in the proportion 

of applicants that were denied cash assistance due to failure to meet the application 

requirements.
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 Conclusions 

There is considerable interest at the federal, state, and local levels in the effects of job search 

assistance services and participation requirements on employment and public assistance 

outcomes for applicants for cash assistance and other public benefits such as SNAP. The New 

York City JSA evaluation results have a number of implications for policymakers and program 

administrators to consider. It is important to note that these results are for job ready cash 

assistance applicants and cannot be generalized to job search requirements for cash assistance 

recipients. 

 The evidence suggests that the B2W program’s more rigorous participation requirement 

reduced the proportion of applicants meeting the requirements for being approved for 

cash assistance. 

Compared to IJS, B2W reduced the proportion of applicants who were approved for cash 

assistance. This reduction could be because the requirements of the B2W program compared to 

IJS were more difficult to meet and failure to meet those requirements automatically resulted 

in the denial of cash assistance benefits. Failure to comply with program requirements was 

more common for those assigned to B2W than for those assigned to IJS. 

 Although applicants assigned to the IJS program were required to meet with staff in the 

program office only once a week, many accessed more office services than required. 

More than half of those assigned to the IJS program reported that they attended at least one 

group job search class and more than one third reported they met one-on-one with a staff 

person at least two to three times per week.  This usage pattern indicates that some cash 

assistance applicants will participate in job search assistance services, particularly if they are 

easily accessible, even if they are not mandated to do so.  

 The relatively small difference in receipt of job search assistance services produced small 

changes in public assistance receipt.  

Group and one-on-one job search assistance services were easily accessible at the vendor 

office, and a significant proportion of participants in the IJS program used them. This indicates 

that the impact of a B2W-type program requiring daily attendance compared to an IJS-type 

program requiring only weekly attendance might be larger if the IJS group did not have access 

to a broad range of robust job search assistance services. 

 Operational costs of the B2W program are likely higher than for IJS, but are offset to some 

extent by B2W’s lower benefit costs.  

This study did not specifically estimate program costs, but it is clear that because the more 

intensive B2W program required more staff time —including case managers, timekeepers, job 
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developers and instructors—B2W was more expensive to operate than the weekly meetings of 

the IJS program. However, these costs are offset at least to some extent by reduced benefit 

receipt and by the IJS group participating in job search assistance services at a higher level than 

required. A benefit-cost study of the two approaches would be an important future research 

project. In particular, it is important to determine whether the benefit reductions achieved by 

more rigorous participation requirement offset the increased costs of operating this type of 

program and that the study consider the high rate of service receipt at B2W sites among the IJS 

group in addition to the required weekly meetings. 

 This evaluation focused on a relatively job ready segment of applicants for cash 

assistance, and the local economy was robust. Most sample members worked during the 

follow-up period, but their earnings remained very low. 

Job search assistance aims to move participants into employment quickly. Because the 

programs are of short duration, they are relatively low intensity compared to other programs 

targeted to low-income adults. Past studies have shown that in general, despite the assistance 

provided, low-income individuals struggle to find and keep jobs and families remain poor. The 

results of this evaluation confirm those from earlier studies, with the job search assistance 

provided generally having a limited effect on getting people “better” jobs. While the vast 

majority of participants in both programs worked during the follow-up period (more than 85 

percent), many only worked part-time and most did not have health insurance. Furthermore, 

even among those who worked, cumulative earnings over the six month follow-up period were 

approximately $7,000, and the hourly wage was estimated to be around $13.50 per hour for 

both groups. Particularly in a high-cost city such as New York City, this level of income cannot 

support a family without other sources of support. Inasmuch as the goal of the program is to 

move people out of poverty, different strategies could be needed to change workers’ earnings 

trajectories. (Note:  Subsequent to the JSA evaluation, HRA replaced the B2W and IJS programs 

with one that has a greater focus on human capital development).   

 Whether the B2W or IJS program is preferable could depend on program goals in 

providing job search assistance services as part of income support programs.  

The requirement to participate in job search assistance established by the TANF program is 

designed to achieve multiple objectives including moving individuals to work, establishing a 

quid pro quo for receiving benefits, and ultimately reducing cash assistance expenditures. The 

results of this evaluation suggest that there is a tradeoff among these goals; programs that are 

effective toward one goal are less effective toward other goals. Specifically, if reducing cash 

assistance expenditures is a primary goal, B2W might be the more attractive option. It reduced 

cash assistance expenditures without decreasing employment rates.  However, B2W reduced 

TANF and SNAP benefit receipt without increasing employment rates, which could raise 
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concerns about how applicants denied benefits are supporting themselves and their families 

without jobs.   

Overall, this study provides new, rigorous experimental evidence on the differential effects of 

two approaches to job search assistance for applicants for cash assistance—one approach 

requiring daily time and mandatory activities in a program office, the other requiring only 

weekly check-ins. More demanding requirements that included participation in robust job 

search assistance services led to fewer applicants receiving cash assistance, no differential 

effect on employment, and moderately higher earnings. The study highlights some of the 

challenges and tradeoffs in achieving multiple, sometimes conflicting goals.  
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