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EVALUATION OF ACTIVE LABOUR MARKET 
PROGRAMMES (ALMPs)

•• Substantial increase in the empirical Substantial increase in the empirical 
evidence on the effectiveness of evidence on the effectiveness of ALMPsALMPs

•• Two Two ALMPsALMPs have received considerable have received considerable 
attention from researchers and policy attention from researchers and policy 
makers:makers:

•• Public Employment Services (PES) and Public Employment Services (PES) and 

•• SmallSmall--Business Assistance (SBA) Business Assistance (SBA) 
ProgramsPrograms



Public Employment Services (PES) and 
Small-Business Assistance Programs (SBA)

SUCCESSFUL IN:SUCCESSFUL IN:

•• Developed countriesDeveloped countries——KluveKluve, 2006, and Martin and Grubb, , 2006, and Martin and Grubb, 
20012001

•• Developing and transition countriesDeveloping and transition countries——Dar and Dar and TzannatosTzannatos, , 
1999, and 1999, and BetchermanBetcherman, , OlivasOlivas and Dar, 2004and Dar, 2004

GOAL OF THESE GOAL OF THESE ALMPsALMPs::

PES:  PES:  Include different types of measures aimed at improving Include different types of measures aimed at improving 
job search efficiencyjob search efficiency

SBA:  SBA:  Support the startSupport the start--up and development of selfup and development of self--employment employment 
endeavors or microendeavors or micro--enterprisesenterprises



Public Employment Services (PES) and 
Small-Business Assistance Programs (SBA)

MOST PREVIOUS RESEARCH:MOST PREVIOUS RESEARCH:
•• Studies the average effect of these programs for the Studies the average effect of these programs for the 

unemployed or for the specific population subgroup for which unemployed or for the specific population subgroup for which 
the program is targetedthe program is targeted

THIS PAPER:THIS PAPER:
•• Studies the suitability of these programs for different populatiStudies the suitability of these programs for different population on 

subgroups in Romania in the 1990ssubgroups in Romania in the 1990s
•• Examines the channels through which these programs work by Examines the channels through which these programs work by 

contrasting possible theoretical explanations with heterogeneitycontrasting possible theoretical explanations with heterogeneity 
analysisanalysis

•• Enhances our understanding of PES and SBA in transition Enhances our understanding of PES and SBA in transition 
economies, in general, and in Romania, in particulareconomies, in general, and in Romania, in particular



Why Romania?
•• Concentrating in one country has the advantage Concentrating in one country has the advantage 

that the institutional environment is held constant that the institutional environment is held constant 

•• These two programs were the first large scale These two programs were the first large scale 
programs ever implemented in Romania after the programs ever implemented in Romania after the 
1989 Revolution1989 Revolution

•• AA rich data set (collected specifically for this rich data set (collected specifically for this 
evaluation) evaluation) provided good quality data on key provided good quality data on key 
variablesvariables——such as earnings for both the employed such as earnings for both the employed 
and the selfand the self--employedemployed



CONTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY
1.1. Using unusually rich (for transition economies) survey data Using unusually rich (for transition economies) survey data 

and matching methods, the analysis reveals that average and matching methods, the analysis reveals that average 
effects for the population as a whole may hide statistically effects for the population as a whole may hide statistically 
and economically significant differences across subgroupsand economically significant differences across subgroups

2.2. Compare to nonCompare to non--participation: participation: 

1.1. PES are effective for young workers and those in rural PES are effective for young workers and those in rural 
areasareas

2.2. SBA works for workers in rural areas and less SBA works for workers in rural areas and less 
educated workerseducated workers

3.3. These findings are compatible with: (1) Improved job These findings are compatible with: (1) Improved job 
matching theory for PES, and (2) Segmented labor theory for matching theory for PES, and (2) Segmented labor theory for 
SBASBA

4.4. Provide guidance on which populations would benefit the Provide guidance on which populations would benefit the 
most from PES and SBAmost from PES and SBA



TWO RELEVANT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 
ROMANIAN LABOR MARKET

1.1. Two job search channels: Two job search channels: 
Important informal search channel (family, friends, coworkers)Important informal search channel (family, friends, coworkers)
Formal search channel (PES)Formal search channel (PES)

Improved job matching theory predicts PES ought to workImproved job matching theory predicts PES ought to work
best for those who do not have access to informal search best for those who do not have access to informal search 
Channels (such as young workers or those living in moreChannels (such as young workers or those living in more
depressed areasdepressed areas——rural areas.)rural areas.)

2.2. Segmented labor markets:Segmented labor markets:
Primary labor market (high productivity jobs with benefits) Primary labor market (high productivity jobs with benefits) 
Secondary labor market (subsistence agriculture and Secondary labor market (subsistence agriculture and 
underground economy)underground economy)

Segmented labor market theory predicts SBA ought to workSegmented labor market theory predicts SBA ought to work
best for workers who do not have access to primary labor market best for workers who do not have access to primary labor market 
(such as those living in depressed areas o less educated workers(such as those living in depressed areas o less educated workers))



STRUCTURE OF THE PRESENTATION

Economic and institutional backgroundEconomic and institutional background

Theoretical considerationsTheoretical considerations

The data and methodological approach The data and methodological approach 

ResultsResults

Policy implicationsPolicy implications



ECONOMIC AND INSTITUTIONAL ECONOMIC AND INSTITUTIONAL 
BACKGROUNDBACKGROUND



ROMANIA ECONOMIC INDICATORS, 1990-2001
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SMALL AND MEDIUM ENTERPRISE SECTOR

•• DynamicDynamic sector (sector (SMEsSMEs representedrepresented 47% of total 47% of total employmentemployment 
and and contributedcontributed to 65% of GDP in 2000) to 65% of GDP in 2000) 

•• SMEsSMEs’’ sector sector sizesize is is smallsmall comparedcompared to to otherother transitiontransition 
economieseconomies

•• SlowSlow developmentdevelopment explainedexplained byby::

•• PrivatePrivate initiativeinitiative inexistent prior to 1990inexistent prior to 1990
•• Complex Complex legislativelegislative frameworkframework
•• HighHigh taxationtaxation levellevel
•• Considerable social and Considerable social and politicalpolitical pressures pressures againstagainst 

privatizationprivatization
•• VeryVery weakweak entrepreneurialentrepreneurial traditiontradition
•• SMESME’’ss financingfinancing has has beenbeen limitedlimited and and expensiveexpensive



ROMANIAN SOCIAL SAFETY PROGRAMS

•• 1991: 1991: AdoptionAdoption of of passivepassive labor labor marketmarket 
programsprograms

•• 1995: 1995: ProvisionProvision of of financialfinancial and and technicaltechnical 
supportsupport to to improveimprove thethe employmentemployment 
servicesservices offeredoffered

•• 1997: 1997: AdoptionAdoption of of ALMPsALMPs



ACTIVE LABOR MARKET PROGRAMS (ALMPs)

PES SBA

CONTENT Job and social counseling, job search 
assistance, job placement services, and 
relocation assistance

Initial assessment of business skills, developing 
business plans, business advising

MAXIMUM 
DURATION 

Up to 9 monthsa No general rule, up to 12 monthsa

TARGET 
GROUP

Recently unemployed Recently unemployed

NEGOTIATED 
PLACEMENT 
RATE OF AT 
LEAST:

10 percent 5 percent



THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONSTHEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS



THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

1. 1. ImprovedImproved Job Job MatchingMatching

2. 2. SegmentedSegmented Labor Labor MarketsMarkets

3. Human Capital3. Human Capital

3. 3. SignallingSignalling



IMPROVED JOB MATCHING

1.   1.   TheoreticalTheoretical andand empiricalempirical evidenceevidence thatthat 
PES PES doesdoes notnot workwork forfor individualsindividuals withwith 
accessaccess toto informal informal jobjob searchsearch channelschannels ((Van Van 
derder Berg and Van Berg and Van derder KlaauvwKlaauvw, 2006, and , 2006, and 
WoltermannWoltermann, 2002), 2002)

2.   2.   PredictionPrediction: PES : PES worksworks forfor individualsindividuals withwith 
littlelittle accessaccess toto informal informal jobjob searchsearch channelschannels 
((youngyoung workersworkers andand thosethose in in depresseddepressed 
areasareas))



SEGMENTED LABOR MARKETS

1.   1.   PrimaryPrimary ((productiveproductive, , withwith jobjob benefitsbenefits) ) andand 
secondarysecondary sector (sector (traditionaltraditional, , unproductiveunproductive))

2.   2.   SecondarySecondary sector sector isis seenseen as as venuevenue forfor thosethose 
rationedrationed out out ofof primaryprimary sector sector ((FajnzylberFajnzylber, Maloney, , Maloney, 
and Montes Rojas, 2006)and Montes Rojas, 2006)

3.   3.   PredictionPrediction: SBA : SBA willwill workwork best best forfor individualsindividuals 
rationedrationed out out ofof primaryprimary sector (sector (youngyoung andand lowlow-- 
educatededucated workersworkers, , andand thosethose in in depresseddepressed areasareas))



HUMAN CAPITAL

1.   1.   ImpactImpact ofof PES PES onon HC HC smallsmall

2.  Positive 2.  Positive impactimpact ofof SBA SBA onon HC (HC (KarlanKarlan andand 
Valdivia, 2006)Valdivia, 2006)

3.  3.  PPredictionrediction: SBA : SBA willwill workwork best best forfor more more 
educatededucated workersworkers individualsindividuals IF HC IF HC isis a a 
complementcomplement ofof managerialmanagerial activityactivity ((Rees Rees 
and Shah, 1986, and and Shah, 1986, and CressyCressy, 1996).  Similar , 1996).  Similar 
prediction for older workers IF managerial prediction for older workers IF managerial 
ability increases with work experience. ability increases with work experience. 



SIGNALLING

1.   SBA may 1.   SBA may havehave a positive a positive signallingsignalling effecteffect

2.  SBA 2.  SBA likelylikely toto be more be more costlycostly thanthan PESPES

3.  3.  PPredictionrediction: : SBA should be more effective SBA should be more effective 
for those workers for whom the costs of for those workers for whom the costs of 
participating in SBA would be lowerparticipating in SBA would be lower (more (more 
educatededucated andand olderolder workersworkers))



HETEROGENEITY WITH RESPECT TO AGE

1. 1. IfIf PES PES worksworks best best forfor youngyoung workersworkers 
((improvedimproved jobjob matchingmatching))

2. 2. IfIf SBA SBA worksworks best best forfor youngyoung workersworkers 
((SegmentedSegmented labor labor marketsmarkets))

3. 3. IfIf SBA SBA worksworks best best forfor olderolder workersworkers (human (human 
capital capital andand signallingsignalling))



HETEROGENEITY WITH RESPECT TO REGION

1. 1. IfIf PES PES worksworks best best forfor rural rural workersworkers 
((improvedimproved jobjob matchingmatching))

2. 2. IfIf SBA SBA worksworks best best forfor rural rural workersworkers 
((SegmentedSegmented labor labor marketsmarkets))



HETEROGENEITY WITH RESPECT TO 
EDUCATION

1. 1. IfIf SBA SBA worksworks best best forfor lessless--educatededucated workersworkers 
((SegmentedSegmented labor labor marketsmarkets))

2. 2. IfIf SBA SBA worksworks best best forfor more more educatededucated 
workersworkers (human capital (human capital andand signallingsignalling))



DATA AND METHODOLOGYDATA AND METHODOLOGY



DuringDuring 19991999:  :  DisplacedDisplaced workersworkers registerregister at at 
EmploymentEmployment BureauBureau.  .  SomeSome participateparticipate intointo oneone
ALMP, ALMP, somesome do not.do not.

In In JanuaryJanuary and and FebruaryFebruary of 2002of 2002:  :  WeWe interviewedinterviewed
a a samplesample of of approximatelyapproximately 3,400 3,400 personspersons.  .  WeWe
askedasked themthem threethree typestypes of of questionsquestions: : 

CurrentCurrent employmentemployment status and status and avgavg. . monthlymonthly
earningsearnings

RetrospectiveRetrospective questionsquestions on on employmentemployment status status 
and and avgavg. . monthlymonthly earningsearnings::

•• duringduring 1998 (1998 (baselinebaseline))
•• duringduring thethe yearsyears 2000 and 20012000 and 2001

TIMING



WeWe randomlyrandomly selectedselected 10% of clients 10% of clients servedserved byby
eacheach of of thethe ALMPsALMPs in in thethe 14 14 judetsjudets withwith thethe
largestlargest numbernumber of clients of clients servedserved in 1999 in 1999 
⇒⇒

 
1,934 participants1,934 participants

WeWe selectedselected approximatelyapproximately anan equalequal numbernumber of of 
individuals individuals whowho hadhad registeredregistered at at EmploymentEmployment
BureauBureau aroundaround thethe samesame time and in time and in thethe samesame
judetjudet butbut hadhad notnot participatedparticipated in in anan ALMP  ALMP  
⇒⇒

 
2,905 2,905 nonnon--participantsparticipants

HOW WAS THE SAMPLE SELECTED?



InitialInitial samplesample: : 
1,934 participants and 2,905 1,934 participants and 2,905 nonnon--participantsparticipants

CompletedCompleted interviewsinterviews::
1,398 participants and 1,949 1,398 participants and 1,949 nonnon--participantsparticipants

RestrictionRestriction thatthat all data be all data be availableavailable leadlead to a to a 
samplesample of:of:
1,109 participants and 1,501 1,109 participants and 1,501 nonnon--participantsparticipants

SAMPLE SIZE



SUMMARY BASELINE DATA

LittleLittle differencesdifferences betweenbetween PES PES andand SBA SBA 
participantsparticipants

ParticipantsParticipants in SBA in SBA slightlyslightly more more 
advantagedadvantaged thanthan thosethose in PESin PES

LargerLarger differencesdifferences betweenbetween participantsparticipants
andand nonnon--participantsparticipants.  .  TheThe latterlatter havehave tendtend
toto havehave more more stablestable employmentemployment despitedespite
living in more living in more depresseddepressed areasareas



SELECTED BASELINE CHARACTERISTICS OF 
ALMP PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS, 1998 

(Percentages except where noted)

CHARACTERISTICSCHARACTERISTICS
PESPES
(1)(1)

SBASBA
(2)(2)

NONNON--PARTICIPANTSPARTICIPANTS
(5)(5)

MaleMale 45.9245.92 50.6950.69 63.8263.82
EducationEducation completedcompleted

PrimaryPrimary schoolschool 13.2513.25 9.979.97 14.8614.86
SecondarySecondary schoolschool 45.9245.92 32.4132.41 44.3044.30
HighHigh schoolschool 28.6528.65 37.6737.67 29.3129.31
UniversityUniversity 12.8212.82 19.4519.45 11.2611.26

JudetJudet’’ss unemploymentunemployment raterate 11.8611.86 11.3711.37 13.1213.12
Rural Rural oror UrbanUrban < 20,000 < 20,000 
habitantshabitants

29.5429.54 41.0841.08 36.3736.37

Average Average monthlymonthly earnignsearnigns 
(in (in thousandthousand leilei))

758.07758.07
(22.51)(22.51)

881.72881.72
(39.38)(39.38)

926.60926.60
(17.88)(17.88)

NotNot employedemployed in 1998in 1998 22.3622.36 23.8223.82 19.1919.19
EmployedEmployed atat leastleast 9 9 
monthsmonths duringduring 19981998

53.8253.82 65.3765.37 65.3665.36

AvgAvg unemploymentunemployment lengthlength 
duringduring 1998 (1998 (monthsmonths))

3.903.90
(0.17)(0.17)

3.383.38
(0.2)(0.2)

2.992.99
(0.11)(0.11)

ReceivedReceived training training duringduring 
19981998

6.696.69 8.868.86 3.133.13

SampleSample sizesize 747747 362362 1,5011,501



THE AVERAGE TREATMENT EFFECT ON THE 
TREATED (ATET) 
(Rubin 1974)

ATET = E (ATET = E (YYtt ––YYcc | D=1) = E (| D=1) = E (YYtt | D=1) | D=1) –– E (E (YYcc|| D=1)D=1)
CounterfactualCounterfactual, , E(YE(Ycc|D|D=1)=1), , isis notnot observedobserved
IfIf individualsindividuals randomlyrandomly assignedassigned thenthen

E (E (YYcc | D=1)| D=1) = E (= E (YYcc|| D=0)D=0)
AlternativelyAlternatively, , identifyidentify a a comparisoncomparison groupgroup thatthat isis
similar, similar, onon average, average, toto thethe treatmenttreatment groupgroup
ConditionalConditional independenceindependence assumptionassumption (CIA)(CIA)

E (E (YYcc | D=1, X=x) = E (| D=1, X=x) = E (YYcc|| D=0, X=x)D=0, X=x)



HOW COMPARISON GROUPS WERE 
SELECTED?

1.1. OneOne comparisoncomparison groupgroup for for eacheach ALMPALMP
fromfrom thethe samplesample of individuals of individuals whowho hadhad 
registeredregistered at at thethe EmploymentEmployment BureauBureau in in thethe 
samesame judetjudet in 1999 in 1999 butbut diddid notnot participateparticipate in in 
anan ALMPALMP

2.  2.  PropensityPropensity scorescore matchingmatching



PROPENSITY SCORE MATCHING

ThreeThree stepssteps::

1.1. A A probitprobit model for model for thethe choicechoice betweenbetween eacheach of of thethe 
programmesprogrammes and and nonnon--participationparticipation waswas estimatedestimated

2.2. A A propensitypropensity scorescore waswas assignedassigned to to eacheach treatmenttreatment 
groupgroup membermember and and eacheach potentialpotential comparisoncomparison 
groupgroup membermember ((commoncommon supportsupport requirementrequirement 
imposedimposed))

3.3. For For eacheach treatmenttreatment groupgroup, a , a potentialpotential comparisoncomparison 
groupgroup waswas selectedselected.  .  SelectionSelection processprocess waswas donedone 
withwith replacementreplacement and and usingusing a a kernelkernel--basedbased 
matchingmatching (1% (1% calipercaliper))



IS THE CIA PLAUSIBLE?

WeWe includedincluded: : 

1. 1. CharacteristicsCharacteristics influencinginfluencing thethe decisiondecision toto participateparticipate in ALMP in ALMP 
(E.g., (E.g., previousprevious workwork experienceexperience, , unemploymentunemployment historyhistory, , 
training training experienceexperience, , andand familyfamily compositioncomposition))

2. 2. BaselineBaseline valuesvalues ofof thethe outcomesoutcomes calculatedcalculated (E.g., (E.g., likelyhoodlikelyhood ofof 
beingbeing employedemployed in 1998, 1998 in 1998, 1998 monthlymonthly earningsearnings))

3. Variables 3. Variables influencinginfluencing futurefuture potentialpotential outcomesoutcomes (E.g., (E.g., ageage, sex, , sex, 
educationeducation))

4. Variables 4. Variables reflectingreflecting local local labourlabour marketmarket conditionsconditions, , andand regional regional 
differencesdifferences in in programprogram implementationimplementation (E.g., (E.g., 1998 1998 judetjudet 
unemploymentunemployment raterate, , andand regional regional indicatorsindicators))



INDICATORS OF COVARIATE BALANCING, 
BEFORE AND AFTER  MATCHING, BY ALMP

# # ofof 
treatedtreated 
beforebefore

(1)(1)

# # ofof 
nonnon-- 

treatedtreated 
beforebefore

(2)(2)

TreatedTreated 
as a % as a % 
ofof nonnon-- 
treatedtreated 
beforebefore

(3)(3)

ProbitProbit 
pseudopseudo-- 

RR22 

beforebefore

(4)(4)

ProbitProbit 
pseudopseudo-- 
RR22 afterafter

(5)(5)

PrPr > > 
XX22 

afterafter

(6)(6)

Median Median 
biasbias 

beforebefore

(7)(7)

Median Median 
biasbias 
afterafter

(8)(8)

# # ofof 
treatedtreated 
lostlost toto 

commoncommon 
supportsupport 

afterafter

(9)(9)

PES vs. NonPES vs. Non-- 
participationparticipation

747747 1,0281,028 72.6772.67 0.1740.174 0.0170.017 0.5330.533 9.369.36 2.882.88 44

SBA vs. NonSBA vs. Non-- 
participationsparticipations

362362 964964 37.5537.55 0.1620.162 0.0130.013 0.9850.985 11.3111.31 2.292.29 1111



RESULTSRESULTS



OUTCOMES

1. At 1. At thethe time of time of thethe surveysurvey
-- EmployedEmployed or or SelfSelf--employedemployed
-- AvgAvg. . monthlymonthly earningsearnings

2. 2. DuringDuring thethe 2 2 yearyear periodperiod 20002000--20012001
-- EmployedEmployed for at for at leastleast 6 6 monthsmonths
-- EmployedEmployed for at for at leastleast 12 12 monthsmonths
-- AvgAvg. . monthlymonthly earningsearnings
-- MonthsMonths unemployedunemployed
-- MonthsMonths receivingreceiving unemploymentunemployment benefitsbenefits



OUTCOMES FOR ALMP PARTICIPANTS 
(Percentages except where noted)

OutcomesOutcomes EMPLOYMENT SERVICESEMPLOYMENT SERVICES SMALLSMALL--BUSINESS ASSISTANCEBUSINESS ASSISTANCE

CurrentlyCurrently employedemployed 5151 5151

CurrentCurrent avgavg. . monthlymonthly 
earningsearnings

310310 303303

EmployedEmployed forfor atat leastleast 12 12 
monthsmonths duringduring 20002000--20012001

6363 6060

AvgAvg. . monthlymonthly earningsearnings duringduring 
20002000--20012001

394394 399399

MonthsMonths unemployedunemployed duringduring 
20002000--20012001

9.59.5 10.410.4



Average Treatment Effects (Percentage points except where noted)

PES vs. 
No participation

(1)

SBA vs. 
No participation

(2)

OUTCOMES

Current experience

Employed or  self-employed 8.45
(3.19; 13.90 )

6.14  
(-0.44   12.29 )

Employed 9.72
(4.17 ; 15.12)

2.8
(-3.93 ; 9.55 )

Self-employed
-1.17  

(-3.75 ;  0.65)
2.37  

(-1.01 ; 5.30)

Average monthly earnings (in thousand lei) 56.86
(1 0.49; 109.51)

37.58
(-13.25;  80.12 )

During the two year period 2000-2001

Employed for at least 6 months 6.22
( 2.35 ; 13.52 )   

8.38
(2.29; 14.13)

Employed for at least 12 months 7.65
( 2.11 ; 13.73 )

7.97
(-0.20; 14.40)

Average monthly earnings (in thousand lei) 87.32
( 56.99; 130.21 )

43.08
(-9.48; 87.58 )

Months unemployed -1.90
( -3.15 ; -0.9 2)

-1.82
( -3.00  -0.54 )

Months receiving UB payments -0.74
(-1.18 ; -0.29 )  

-0.75
(-1.50; -0.05)

Sample size 1,748 1,311

Size of treatment group 743 350

Size of comparison group 1,005 961



Average Treatment Effects according to Age
(Percentage points except where noted)

PES vs. 
No participation

(1)

SBA vs. 
No participation

(2)

OUTCOMES <36 years >35 years <36 years >35 years

Current experience

Employed or  self-employed 16.89 6.73 -2.83 9.01

Employed 19.28 6.96 -1.14  5.04

Self-employed -2.39   -0.19 0.24 2.87  

Average wage 
(in tousand lei)

65.73 60.67 -51.40 58.01

During the two year period 2000- 
2001

Employed for at least 6 months 17.78 3.96 9.35 8.31

Employed for at least 12 months 26.20 4.12 12.89 10.76

Average wage 
(in thousand lei)

116.62 82.81 5.11 43.27

Months unemployment -4.62 -1.21 -2.50 -2.22

Months receiving UB payments -0.66 -0.76 -0.71 -0.75

Sample size 362 1,365 273 955

Size of treatment group 159 577 97 254

Size of comparison group 203 788 176 701



Average Treatment Effects according to Type of Region
(Percentage points except where noted)

PES  vs. 
No participation

(1)

SBA vs. 
No participation

(2)

OUTCOMES Rural areas Urban areas Rural areas Urban areas

Current experience

Employed or  self-employed 17.93 6.13 9.90 4.00  

Employed 17.60 8.19 6.82  0.27

Self-employed 0.33  -1.65 3.30 2.31  

Average wage 
(in tousand lei)

91.54 47.19 36.90 42.54

During the two year period 2000- 
2001

Employed for at least 6 months 7.73 3.68 19.89 0.06

Employed for at least 12 months 17.25 5.09 19.06 5.38

Average wage 
(in thousand lei)

144.24 50.42 10.28 34.48

Months unemployment -4.87 -0.96 -3.64 -1.20

Months receiving UB payments -1.57 -0.50 -3.61 0.36

Sample size 454 1,177 427 774

Size of treatment group 189 531 142 210

Size of comparison group 265 646 285 564



Average Treatment Effects according to Education Achievement
(Percentage points except where noted)

PES vs. 
No participation

(1)

SBA vs. 
No participation

(2)

OUTCOMES No High school diploma High school diploma or 
more No High school diploma High school diploma or 

more

Current experience

Employed or  self-employed 5.86 11.28 5.48 5.15

Employed 8.52  11.09 3.47 0.70

Self-employed -1.92 -0.04 1.00 3.44

Average wage 
(in tousand lei)

73.48 55.11 20.34 41.30

During the two year period 2000-2001

Employed for at least 6 months 3.87 6.47 13.45 4.89

Employed for at least 12 months 5.39 9.13 19.35 1.45

Average wage 
(in thousand lei)

60.08 97.01 47.95 14.68

Months unemployment -1.40 -1.96 -3.61 -0.57

Months receiving UB payments -0.83 -0.76 -1.93 0.06

Sample size 977 725 595 687

Size of treatment group 438 296 200 150

Size of comparison group 539 429 395 537



EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE FROM HETEROGENEITY 
ANALYSIS COMPATIBLE WITH:

1.  Improved job matching theory for PES 1.  Improved job matching theory for PES 
(based on the results for the younger (based on the results for the younger 
workers and those living in rural areas)workers and those living in rural areas)

2.  Segmented 2.  Segmented laborlabor market for SBA (based on market for SBA (based on 
the results for the lowthe results for the low--educated workers educated workers 
and rural workers)and rural workers)



CONCLUSIONCONCLUSION



POLICY IMPLICATIONS (1)

1. 1. Offering PES to unemployed workers with good Offering PES to unemployed workers with good 
access to the informal job search channel is not a access to the informal job search channel is not a 
good ideagood idea

2.  In economies with large informal sectors, PES ought 2.  In economies with large informal sectors, PES ought 
to be targeted to displaced workers:to be targeted to displaced workers:

-- with little access to the informal job search with little access to the informal job search 
channel (such as young workers) or channel (such as young workers) or 

-- for whom the informal channel has for whom the informal channel has driepdriep up up 
(such as those living in depressed areas)(such as those living in depressed areas)



POLICY IMPLICATIONS (2)

3. In economies with segmented 3. In economies with segmented laborlabor markets, markets, 
SBA seems to be an efficient program for SBA seems to be an efficient program for 
workers in the secondary sector.  The reason workers in the secondary sector.  The reason 
for this is that by improving workerfor this is that by improving worker’’s s 
capabilities, SBA widens the scope of capabilities, SBA widens the scope of 
opportunities for unemployed workers in this opportunities for unemployed workers in this 
segmentsegment
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