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Introduction

- job training and other Active Labor Market Programs (ALMP’s) 
have been promoted as a remedy for structural and cyclical 
unemployment

- early U.S. experience: MDTA (1960's); CETA (1970's); JPTA 
(1980's-90's)

- European experience: Scandinavia 1970's forward. Germany 
1990’s forward. Denmark, UK, etc

- Latin America: National Training Institutes ....



- from the beginning, the effectiveness of training programs has 
been controversial

- mid-1970's: earliest “serious” evaluations in the U.S. (Ashenfelter, 
1976, 1978)

- identified the “selection problem” in evaluating ALMP’s: participant 
selection driven by combination of self-selection, program rules, and 
incentives of program operators

- how would trainees perform in the absence of training?



Chronology

a. The Need for Experimental Evidence
- Ashenfelter 1978; Ashenfelter-Card 1985: nonexperimental 

longitudinal estimators
- Lalonde 1985: evaluation of methods

b. Defense of Non-Experimental Methods
- Heckman-Hotz - specification tests
- Dehejia-Wahba - matching
- Heckman et al - matching with limitations



Where are we now?

- widespread adoption of matching strategies; most frequently used 
alternative method: duration models

- some randomized evaluations: Job Corps (US), 
very few in Europe (NL, UK)

- (our view): training and other ALMP’s can work, but precise 
circumstances under which they are most effective are unclear:

- types of programs?
- types of participants?

- methodological concerns?



Meta-Analysis of Current Literature

a) try to discern patterns of relative effectiveness by type of 
program, target population, etc.

b) try to compare/contrast results based on different 
methodologies, data sources

Today’s presentation:

a) summary of types of programs and types of evaluations: a 
new sample of ALM program estimates

b) meta-analysis of effectiveness



A new sample of ALM program estimates

- We contacted all members of IZA program area “Evaluation of 
labor market programs” and NBER “Labor Studies” program 



- Collecting recent (post-1995) microeconometric studies

- Group of 84 researchers returned total of 156 separate studies

Previous / other surveys or samples for Meta-analyses:

- Heckman, LaLonde, Smith (1999): US, Europe
- Martin and Grubb (2001): OECD
- Kluve (2006): Europe
- Worldbank Youth Employment Inventory



“in scope”:
- classroom or on-the-job training 
- job search assistance or sanctions for failing to search
- subsidized private sector employment 
- subsidized public sector employment 

(or combination)

Other restrictions:
- private / public employment subsidies at individual-level: 

exclude firm-level subsidy programs 
- time-limited programs: exclude open-ended entitlements 

like general-education subsidies,childcare programs
- explicit “active” component: exclude purely financial 

programs (manipulation UI, welfare benefits)



Other restrictions - Methodology:

- well-documented empirical evaluation studies based on 
individual microdata

- with explicit comparison or control group

Analysis sample:
156 
- 33 (program requirements)
- 18 (methodological criteria)
- 8  (other)
= 97 studies 



Extraction of Program Estimates and other information

- 38% of authors attempted to complete questionnaire
- ultimately, we extracted information ourselves
- many variables straightforward: program type, age +gender of 

participant population, type of dep var, methodology
- less so: degree of “overlap” of characteristics between treatment 

and comparison groups
- very few studies with info on program costs: average program 

duration



Most difficult task: standardized measure of program impact

3 qualitative categories: significantly positive, insignificantly different 
from zero, significantly negative

+ Short-term impacts (first 12 months), medium-term impacts (12-24 
months), long-term impacts (>24 months)

199 “program estimates” for a specific program and participant group

108 with short-term and medium-term impact

48 with short-term and long-term impact































Summary / Conclusion

- Generally, longer-term evaluations more favorable than short-term 
evaluations: in particular, classroom and on-the-job training 

- Data source matters: evaluations based on time in registered 
unemployment show more positive short-term results than 
those based on employment / earnings

- Public sector jobs programs and programs for youth generally less 
successful than other ALMP types

- Current ALMP programs show no differential effects for men and 
women

- Controlling for program type and participant composition, we find no 
significant differences in distribution of pos / neg / insign 
program estimates from experimental and non-experimental 
evaluations
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