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EFFECTIVENESS OF GOVERNMENT INTERVENTIONS
AT LABOUR MARKETS — THE CASE OF WOMEN
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This paper evaluates the effectiveness of active labour market policies on two largest vulner-
able groups at Serbian labour market — women and youth. By means of adapting methodology of
other authors we concentrate on in-depth empirical research within the target groups to determine
what policies bring most gains. Moreover, by using econometric matched pair design methodology
we have undertaken a microevaluation of several different ALMP used in Serbia with a goal of
obtaining precise information on the difference in effects among measures. The results that we have
achieved are to a certain extent surprising, showing that widely utilised matching methodology can
be altered and improved. On the other hand, we found that women and youth perform better than
average in effectiveness of active labour market policies.
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E®EKTUBHICTDH YPSIJOBOTO BTPYYAHHS HA PUHKY ITPAIII
(3A JAHMMM IIOJIO0 KITHOK I MOJIOJII B CEPBI)

Y cmammi ouineno eghexmuenicmo axmueHoi noAimuKu Ha puUHKy npaui Ha npukiadi 060x
Hallbiabw 8pa3aueUX 2pyn Ha cepocbKoMy PUHKY npaui — JHCIiHOK i M0400i. 3a 00nomozoro
adanmoeanoi mMen000.102ii iHWUX AéMopie NPoeeodeHo pemeasvHe emnipuuHe 00CAI0HCeHHS OaHUX
2pyn 04sa GU3HAYEHHs1 ONMUMAAbHOI NOoAimuKu. 3 GUKOPUCMAHHAM eKOHOMempu4noi
Memo0oaocii cnienadarouux nap npoeedeHo MIKPOOUIHIOGAHHA OEKiAbKOX PpI3HUX AKMUGHUX
noaimux na punxy npaui Cep6ii 3 memoro 3000ymms moyunoi ingpopmauii npo ¢iominnocmi mixc
ehexmamu piznux 3axodie. Ompumani pesyaomamu 6 AKitico mipi Hecnoodieami, 6OHU NOKA3YIOND,
WO WUPOKO 8XHCUBAHA MeM000.102i1 Moxce Gymu modugixosana i nokpauiena. 3 inuio02o 60Ky,
3'acyeanocs, wo ycinku i M0400b NOKA3yIOMb pe3yibmamu guule cepeonHbo20 6 PaAMKAX YUHHUX
noaimuk Ha puHKy npaui.

Karouosi caosa: dcinku i mM0a00b Ha pPUHKY Npaui; AKmMueHa NOAIMUKA HA DUHKY Hpayi;
OUIHIOBAHHS; MOOeNb 8IONOBIOHOCMI.
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B cmamoe oueneno sppexmusnocmo axmueHol noaumuku Ha polHKe mpyoa Ha npumepe
08yx Haubo.aee ya36UMbIX ePYNn Ha cepOockom pvike mpyoa — dcenugun u moaodexcu. C
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MUKDPOOUEHKA HECKOAbKUX PA3HBIX AKMUGHBIX NOAUMUK PbIHKA mpyoa, ucnoav3yemuvix ¢ Cepouu,
C Ueabl0 NoAyHeHUs. MO4YHOU UHGopMauuu o paziuiuax mexcoy Igpgdexmamu npeonpunumMaemvix
mep. Tloayuennoie pesyavmameot 8 KaxKoi-mo mepe HeoHCUOAHHBL, OHU NOKA3bIEAIONT, IO WUPOKO
npumeHsiemas Memoooao2us moycem O6oimo moduguuuposana u yayuuena. C opyeoii cmoponul,
GbISICHUAOCH, YIMO HCEHUSUHDL U MOA00€IHCH NOKA3LIGAION Pe3YAbmambl Gbiule CPeOHe20 6 PAMKAX
delicmeyouux noaumuK Ha pvlHke mpyoad.

Karouesvie caosa: dceHuunbl u Moa00exucs Ha poiHKe Mpyoa; aKmMueHas NOAUMUKA HA DbIHKe
mpyoa; oueHugauue; moodeab cCOOMEEmMcmausl.

Introduction. Government interventions against falling employment and rising
unemployment include active labour market policies (ALMP). The evaluation of
their economic impact is widely discussed by academics worldwide for several
decades. However, improved databases and modern statistical software facilitate more
precise analysis and evaluation of the economic impact which they create.

Several factors including recession have led the employment in Serbia to fall to
a historical minimum in 2012. Expenditure on ALMP in Serbia equalled to only 0.1%
of GDP in 2009 and 2010, substantially lower than 0.76% which is an average in the
EU27. Increase of the expenditure to 0.14% in 2011 generated positive results meas-
ured by econometric tools (Zubovic, Subic 2011; Eunes 2011), but it has not been
accompanied by comprehensive research on the vulnerable groups.

In this paper we aim to implement an indepth research on the effectiveness of
ALMP in Serbia for two largest vulnerable groups — female and youth. The research
is based on the methodology introduced in the project supported by RRPP (2012),
adjusted to targeted population groups. Moreover, by means of econometric tools we
evaluate the difference in the effects of targeted policies on women and youth as com-
pared to general population at Serbian labour market.

The paper consists of 5 parts: The first part reviews literature on evaluation of
active policies. In the second part we present the research methodology used in the
paper, in the third we deliver the results collected form Serbian labour market. In the
fourth part we analyse and discuss our findings. Finally we give conclusions and rec-
ommendations for further research.

Literature review on active labour market policies and their evaluations. Labour
market policies were initially introduced through "Public Works" at the beginning of
the twentieth century as an answer to growing unemployment. Economists of that
era, most of all Keynes, had worked on development of the (un)employment theory
and models for managing labour market trends. The theory of multipliers introduced
by Kahn (1931) was used by Keynes (1936) to prove that public works and govern-
ment interventions can help fighting unemployment.

First ALMPs were introduced after the WWII and have significantly changed
since. Firstly introduced in Scandinavian countries they served as an integral part of
the model of economic and social change. They were used to reduce short-term infla-
tionary impact of high employment along with solving the problem of fast-growing
demand for labour (OECD, 1964, Barkin, 1967). Mostly positive impact of initial
measures was presented in several papers (OECD, 1993; Katz, 1994 etc.).

Estevao (2003) and Betcherman et al. (2004) pointed that constant increase in
unemployment rate in the 1970s and 1980s, which came after the oil shock crisis, was
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the consequence of mismatch in labour supply and demand. Unemployment in the
OECD countries increased by 3% in 1988 (Martin, 2000). Emancipation of women
and young people has led to significant growth on the supply-side at labour market.
Therefore, it was necessary, at first in France, Germany and the United States, to
introduce new programs targeting labour supply, specifically vulnerable groups.
Interventions were extensively used to facilitate adjustment of labour to market needs.
At that stage ALPMs became a part of employment strategies in transition countries
in the form of public works or training programs (OECD, 1990).

Growth of the expenditure on ALMP made evaluation of their effectiveness a
necessity. According to Harrell et al. (1996), there are 4 basic types of evaluations:
performance monitoring, impact evaluation, cost-benefit analysis and the process
evaluation. Zubovic and Subic (2011) presented the results of the research based on
cost-benefit model conducted in Serbia for the period 2008-2010. Several other
papers define methodological framework for the evaluation of the impact of ALMP
(Fay, 1996; Dar and Tzannatos, 1999; Daguerre and Etherington, 2009; OECD,
1993). The first scientific papers on the evaluations, like Calmfors (1994) brought
very puzzling results. However, advanced information systems eased the analysis of
data, therefore Lehman and Klueve (2010) claim that using improved research
methodology it is possible to prove that ALMPs have positive effect both on individ-
ual likelihood of exiting unemployment and on aggregate employment growth.In this
paper we will use the principle presented by de Koning and Peers (2007). Our focus
will be on the use of matching model comparing the participants' results with the ones
of the control group.

Over the past 15 years there was a significant increase among researchers in the
countries of the Central and Eastern Europe. These studies helped us to better under-
stand how labour markets act in new economic environment introduced by transition
(Lehmann, Klueve, 2010). In those countries budgets available for ALMP are very
limited, and for that reason it is important that the effects are properly assessed in
order to make the right distribution among different types of measures. Evaluations
in transition countries include several papers (Zubovic, Simeunovic, 2012; Zubovic,
Subic, 2011; Lehman, Klueve, 2010; Ognjenovic, 2007; Bonin, Rinne, 2006;
Betcherman, Olivas, Dar, 2004; Spevacek, 2009 and many others).

Methodology. Zubovic and Simeunovic (2012) analysed the effects of ALMP on
the whole population of registered persons at NES at the beginning of 2008 and 2009
without using econometric models to prove causality of the effects. In order to make
results more robust it is necessary to enrich the methodology by creation of a valid
control group and performing matching test in order to determine what exact effects
the investments in ALMP in Serbia result with.

Zubovic and Subic (2011) note that classically designed experimental evalua-
tions start with creation of a randomly selected sample (or use a complete population)
of unemployed persons before they were exposed to any active policy. If the sample is
large enough and if there is a proper control group, by changing the independent vari-
able (in this case participation in any type of ALMP), we may measure the change in
the achieved results. Such changes can be attributed to participation in ALMP. The
matching methods create a subset of the control group whose members are paired
with participants in the factors measured, and thus get precise and robust results.
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According to Garson (2010), a matched pairs design selects different but somewhat
similar participants according to any important characteristics that might affect per-
formance.

In order to avoid such problems new quasi-experimental models have been
developed. They differ from experimental models in a method of selection of experi-
mental and control group. Instead of a random sample they are selecting participants
after the measures have been implemented. By using econometric techniques of
matched pairs it is possible to correct the disparities between the two groups, and with
the low cost to evaluate the effects independently of the implementation of policies.

The sample in our research consist of the individuals who have participated in
ALMP (experimental group), and a control group of individuals with whom we have
compared 5 observable variables* (characteristics) prior to exposure to the treatment
(active measures) in the period prior to 30.06.2011. In order to facilitate selection of
control group, we have shortened our experimental group to 17,943 persons who
participated in ALMP (and exit from them) in the period 01 Jan 2011 - 30 June
2011. In evaluation we compared their results with the results achieved by the con-
trol group of unemployed persons of the same size, who had equal chance of being
selected, but did not participate in the implementation of active measures. Thus, the
average effect of ALMP was defined as the difference in employment rates achieved
by two groups of persons, after we ensure consistency across the observed variables.
Effectiveness of the measure was made basing on the results of comparison of
achieved results measured by two different outcomes. The first is employment status
3 months after the exit from the measure (Yes/No). The second is the number of days
a person was employed in the period of 6 months after the exit from the measure.
That was made by using the access to interlinked databases of NES and the Institute
of Social Insurance, by which we were able to trace and distribute all persons from
our experimental and control group who have found jobs into 21 sub-groups with
total days of employment according to business sectors in NACE rev.2 classification.
Using the data sorted according to NACE classification helped us to perform a cost-
benefit analysis published in Zubovic and Simeunovic (2012). Combination of the
results from this paper and the one named above will be the basis for the further
research necessary to be conducted in order to complete robust cost-benefit analy-
sis with precise information on the net-financial benefits of the investments in
ALMP.

Moreover, another novelty of this paper is an attempt to cope with a problem of
data on ALMP in Serbia which is recorded and sorted according to the national clas-
sification that significantly differs from the EC methodology (EC, 2006) which
divides them into 6 categories (training, job rotation and job sharing, employment
incentives, supported employment, direct job creation and start-up incentives). Since
data sets available from the NES are not comparable to the EC methodology we have
in cooperation with IT centre in NES developed a software module which gives pos-
sibility to rearrange data so as to comply with the EC methodology, therefore making
our results easily comparable with other research in Europe.

4The first criterion is "Gender" which has 2 categories: Male, Female. Second criterion is the "Region”, which has 30 cat-
egories. The third criterion is "The level of education” which has 10 categories. The fourth criterion is "Age" which has
10 categories: 15-19, 20-24, 25-29, 30-34, 35-39, 40-44, 45-49, 50-54, 55-59, 60-65. The final fifth criterion is
"Occupation”, which has 19 categories.
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Similar methodology was applied in other research conducted in Serbia, like
Eunes (2011) and Ognjenovic (2007). In both of those there has been evaluated the
impact of certain group of measures using matching methodology. However, there has
not been analysed the effectiveness of the whole set of measures implemented by
NES, nor have been the results presented in such a way so as to be comparable with
the studies in other countries.

Research results.

Aggregate data on ALMP in the EU and Serbia. Economic reforms in the coun-
tries with a centrally planned economy (transition economies) since the beginning of
the 1990s had significantly increased the level of open unemployment, and raised
aggregate unemployment to above the EU-15 average. For that reason, budgets for
ALMP increased until 2005. In the period 2006-2008 they have been slowly dimin-
ishing in the periods of fast average GDP growth, followed by a rapid increase in 2009
and 2010 when most countries faced growth in unemployment as a result of recession.

Table 1. Expenditure on ALMP (2-7) in the EU transition countries (% of GDP)

GEO/TIME 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
EU27 0.507 0.503 0.463 0.466 0.536 n/a
EU15 0.525 0.521 0.480 0.484 0.554 n/a
EU10 (transition 0.298!
countries)* 0.192 0.191 0.171 0.161 0.232 )
Bulgaria 0.406 0.370 0.286 0.253 0.224 n/a
Czech Republic 0.128 0.159 0.172 0.152 0.169 0.226
Estonia 0.047 0.049 0.028 0.035 0.149 0.142
Latvia 0.162 0.186 0.108 0.078 0.272 0.513
Lithuania 0.146 0.177 0.228 0.139 0.200 n/a
Hungary 0.203 0.193 0.183 0.185 0.358 n/a
Poland 0.356 0.359 0.404 0.468 0.526 n/a
Romania 0.108 0.100 0.076 0.060 0.041 0.029
Slovenia 0.194 0.175 0.111 0.093 0.230 n/a
Slovakia 0.168 0.143 0.116 0.150 0.150 n/a
SERBIA 0.040 0.070 0.100 0.110 0.120 0.120

* unweighted average;
1 —incomplete data;
Source: Eurostat (2012) and own calculations based on MERR (2011).

Consolidated data on expenditures on ALMP in Serbia go back to 2008, which
coincides with the end of the development of new information system in NES. In
order to make a comparison of the expenditure on ALMPs, we have used the data
from the Eurostat database (Table 1). The data on Serbia are available for 2011 as well
and they amount to 0.17% of GDP. Unlike in other transition countries, ALMP
budgets have been steadily increasing for the whole observed period. However, despite
such growth they are still substantially lower than average of 0.23% in other transition
countries of the EU.

Macro data from the empirical research. As explained in the methodological sec-
tion, we have rearranged the data from NES classification to EC methodology. The
data on the number of persons included in different types of LM measures according
for the period 2008-2011 are listed in Table 2.
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Table 2. Persons included in ALMP measures

NP ALMP Measures* 2008 2009 2010 2011
No ALMP 825,956 767,277 794,016 768,311
2-7 With ALMP 24,438 27,241 23,262 29,798
21-23 Training 1,851 2,699 4,312 3,596
2.4 Training 2,963 7,773 5,706 9,870
3 Job rotation and job 0 0 0 0
sharing
4 Employment 12,482 7,309 6,486 7138
incentives
5 Supported 1,585
employment 0 40 858
6 Direct job creation 3,854 6,150 3,471 4,034
7 Start-up incentives 2,701 2,967 2,236 3,275
Combined * 587 303 193 300
Total** * 850,394 794,518 817,278 798,109

* Persons participating in over 1 measure

** Further on we will not list the names of the measures but only their codes
*** Tncludes all persons listed at NES as of Jan 1% of the current year

Further on we have summed all the expenditures for the groups of persons listed
in Table 2, by types of ALMP (Table 3).

Table 3. ALMP expenditures (in EUR)

ALMP Measures 2008 2009 2010 2011

No ALMP 0 0 0 0
With ALMP 15,555,102 25,685,579 23,958,642 44,156,260
21-2.3 297,558 495211 2,459,720 2,621,963
24 655,615 9,944,044 7,663,284 14,461,451

3 0 0 0 0

4 8,224,734 4,859,086 4,900,848 11,749,142

5 0 42,015 723,827 2,957,996

6 3,525,069 7,940,810 4,922,759 6,852,196

7 2,286,840 2,008,454 2,960,905 4,888,984
Combined 565,285 395,959 327,300 624,504
Total 15,555,102 25,685,579 23,958,642 44,156,260

Using the methodology presented above, we have analyze the effectiveness of the
funds spent for ALMP. For that reason we have collected information on employment
of people from our sample in twofold manner. For those who have not used any ALMP
we gathered information on number of persons being employed during respective year
(for at least one day) and the total number of days of employment. For persons who
have participated in any ALMP, we gathered the same information but for the period of
12 months after entering the measure. The results are presented in Table 4.

After completing collection of the aggregated data, we could summarize it in 3
sentences. Over the four-year period there has been an increase of 20% in number of
persons who were included in some (or several) programs of active labour market
policies. In the same period total expenditure on financing those policies has
increased by nearly 200%. However, the effectiveness of that increase in expenditure
was accompanied by a modest increase of around 10% measured in number of per-
sons who were employed and total number of days in a respective year they have been
employed.
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Table 4. Employment by number of persons and working days

2008 2009 2010 2011
Persons Days Persons Days Persons Days Persons Days
employed| working |employed| working |employed| working |employed| working
No ALMP | 110,063| 19,694,841  72,591| 12,460,764) 82,253/ 14,327,121] 107,71716,881,759
With 20,600| 5,640,819
ALMP 18,064| 5,162,352 22,005 6,123,127)  14,846] 4,186,389
2.1-23 663] 131,108 611 98,488 952| 218,784 1499| 428,190
24 1,944 561,328 7,592] 2,363,666 4,280 1,408,452 6,048| 1,904,092
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 10,841] 3,561,978 6,895 2,287,067 5915 2,004,103 7,083| 2,338,293
5 0 0 15 2,076 103 23,078 1,279 257,782
6 3,651 606,593 6,051 1,087,727 3,290, 440,640 4,320/ 597,329
7 509 150,542 539 196,223 150 50,983 102 31,291
Combined 456| 150,803 282 87,880 156 40,349 269 83,842
Total 128,127 24,857,193  94,596| 18,583,891  97,099/18,513,510| 128,317|22,522,578

Discussion on microdata and econometric testing. In order to give robustness to
our research we have conducted a test using a matched pair design explained in the
methodological section. From the total population, we have used a sample of 17,943
persons who have exit from ALMP they participated in the period 01 Jan 2011 - 30
June 2011. In Table 5 there is information on the matching process and similarity of
experimental and control groups measured by 5 variables.

Table 5. Similarity test of experimental and control groups by 5 variables

. Number of Matching share Mismatching (in
Rank Variable categories (in %) units)

1 Gender 2 100 % 0
2 Region 30 100% 0
3 Education 10 99.8% 24
4 Age 10 100% 0
5 Occupation 19 97.09% 522

All 5 variables 96.99% 540

As seen in Table 5, for only 3% of persons from the sample of experimental group
were not possible to find the absolute match by all 5 variables. In that case as suggest-
ed by Ognjenovic (2007, p. 30) it has been used a method of nearest neighbor. We can
conclude that the matching process has been successfully completed.

In this way we have created 17,943 pairs for whom we gathered information on
two different outcomes. First one, as noted before, is the employment status 3 months
after the date of exit from the program (Table 6). The second is the number of days
(and business sector by NACE 2.rev classification) person was employed in the peri-
od of 6 months after exiting the program (Table 7).

We must draw attention that in this analysis we have not determined the level of
deadweight, substitution effects and displacement effects. That is something which
remains to be performed in the continued research in order to make the results as
most robust as possible. Despite those drawbacks the results shown in Table 6 prove
very high effectiveness of the measures financed on Serbian NES. The weakest effects
are observed in the category of start-up incentives (7) where the members of experi-
mental group had employment on the day 3 months after exiting from the treatment
by 40% higher than the control group. The best results are present in the group train-
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ing — special support for apprenticeship where over 400% higher employability 3
months after the exit from the program is registered.

Table 6. Frequency and structure of the first outcome
(employment 3 months after exit)

Number of persons —
ALIXIP Group 3 months after exit Total

code Employed Unemployed
. Frequency 1106 527 1633
9193 Experimental =g o) 67.7% 32.3% 100.0%
e Contrd Frequency 252 1381 1633
Share (%) 15.4% 84.6% 100.0%
Experimental Frequency 4404 1290 5694
24 Share (%) 77.3% 22.7% 100.0%
’ Control Frequency 963 4731 5694
Share (%) 16.9% 83.1% 100.0%
Experimental IS:}I;Z?E(?&/C;I 0 0 0
3 2 ~ . ~
Frequency 0 0 0
Control Share (%) : - -
Experimental Frequency 4862 1478 6340
4 Share (%) 76.7% 23.3% 100.0%
Control Frequency 2231 4109 6340
Share (%) 35.2% 64.8% 100.0%
. Frequency 46 6 52
s Experimental  7q) e (%) 88.5% 11.5% 100.0%
Contrd Frequency 9 43 52
Share (%) 17.3% 82.7% 100.0%
Experimental Frequency 9 9 18
6 Share (%) 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
Contral Frequency 0 18 18
Share (%) 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Experimental Frequency 1754 2452 4206
; Share (%) A1.7% 58.3% 100.0%
Contrdl Frequency 1249 2957 4206
Share (%) 29.7% 70.3% 100.0%
Experimental Frequency 12181 5762 17943
Total Share (%) 67.9% 321% 100.0%
Control Frequency 4704 13239 17943
Share (%) 26.2% 73.8% 100.0%

Significantly different results are generated when calculating the second out-
come (Table 7). If instead of looking at the employment status on the day of 3 months
after exiting the treatment we observe the number of days the same person has been
employed in the period of 6 months (182,5 days) after the exit we can see that the
effects of ALMP are reduced. As long as 67.9% of the persons treated were employed
3 months after exit, they have been employed for only 40% of days in the period of 6
months after the exit. If we look at the control group, the difference is significantly
smaller. There is a drop from 26% of people employed on the exact day 3 months after
exit, as long as they have been working for around 24% of the days in the period of 6
months. Hence, we can conclude that the effectiveness of ALMP measured by the
first outcome which showed gains of nearly 160% is significantly lower if measured by
the second outcome and it equals 69%. That is certainly not an unimportant effect,
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but it does not cover the above named effects of deadweight, substitution and dis-
placement. At this stage we were not able to estimate the impact of those three effects,
so we will continue with our analysis as it is.

Table 7. Frequency and structure of the second outcome (days employed
in the period of 6 months after exit) of matched pairs in Serbian NES, 2011

Number of days —
AUX[P Group period of 6 months after exit Total
code Employed Unemployed
Experimental Frequency 164467 133555,5 298023
9193 Share (%) 55,2% 44,8% 100,0%
e Control Frequency 42250 255772,5 298023
Share (%) 14,2% 85,8% 100,0%
Experimental Frequency 734569 304586 1039155
94 P Share (%) 70,7% 29,3% 100,0%
’ Control Frequency 168032 871123 1039155
Share (%) 16,2% 83,8% 100,0%
Experimental gﬁgﬁge(r;;’ 0 0 0
3 o
Control gﬁz(ige(r;;/ 0 0 0
Experimental Frequency 244460 912590 1157050
4 Share (%) 21,1% 789% 100,0%
Control Frequency 363499 793551 1157050
Share (%) 31,4% 68,6% 100,0%
Experimental Frequency 7484 2006 9490
5 Share (%) 78,9% 21,1% 100,0%
Control Frequency 1480 8010 9490
Share (%) 15,6% 84,4% 100,0%
Experimental Frequency 974 2311 3285
6 Share (%) 29,6% 70,4% 100,0%
Control Frequency 0 3285 3285
Share (%) 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Experimental Frequency 164073 603522 767595
7 Share (%) 21,4% 78,6% 100,0%
Control Frequency 200735 566860 767595
Share (%) 26,2% 73,8% 100,0%
Experimental Frequency 1316027 1958571 3274598
Total Share (%) 40,2% 59,8% 100,0%
Control Frequency 775996 2498602 3274598
Share (%) 23,7% 76,3% 100,0%

Setting the second outcome as more reliable, we will continue with our analysis
only by using that data. Further on we will show the effectiveness of ALMP on women
and youth population (15-24). We will also exclude the data on frequency and con-
tinue with presenting only the share in total.

First of all, let us see the distribution of women and youth among participants in
ALMP (Table 8).

As one can see from Table 8, there are significant differences in distribution in
different types of active measures. That is not surprising since the design of some
treatments is strictly made for women or youth population. However, it is interesting
to note that women comprise the majority of participants in training, whereas in other
types are mostly below 50%. On average, women are evenly included in measures as
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men. Youth population comprise only 1/3 of the total participants in ALMP. Their
share is high only in special support for apprenticeship and supported employment.

Table 8. Distribution of women and youth population

among participants in ALMP

ALMP code Total Women Youth
9193 Frequency 1,633 1,054 370
T Share (%) 100.0% 64.5% 22.7%
24 Frequency 5,694 3,017 3,121
’ Share (%) 100.0% 53.0% 54.8%
3 Frequency 0 0 0
Share (%) - - -
4 Frequency 6,340 3,197 2,146
Share (%) 100.0% 50.4% 33.8%
5 Frequency 52 22 25
Share (%) 100.0% 42.3% 48.1%
6 Frequency 18 6 5
Share (%) 100.0% 33.3% 27.8%
7 Frequency 4,206 1,663 454
Share (%) 100.0% 39.5% 10.8%
Total Frequency 17,943 8,960 6,126
Share (%) 100.0% 49.9% 341%

Let us now review the effectiveness of women and youth participants compared

to the total (Table 9).

Table 9. Comparison of the effectiveness of ALMP on women
and youth against total

ALMP| Gr Total Women Youth
code oup Employed |Unemployed | Employed |Unemployed |Employed | Unemployed
21-93 Exp. 55,2% 44,8% 56,0% 44,0% 55,0% 45,0%
77 |Con. 14,2% 85,8% 13,2% 86,8% 17,1% 82,9%
24 Exp. 70,7% 29,3% 70,4% 29,6% 68,4% 31,6%
’ Con. 16,2% 83,8% 16,6% 83,4% 13,0% 87,0%
3 |Exp. - - - - - -
Con. - - - - - -
4 Exp. 21,1% 78,% 21,5% 78,5% 22,0% 78,0%
Con. 31,4% 68,6% 31,9% 68,1% 38,2% 61,8%
5 Exp. 78,9% 21,1% 63,.9% 36,1% 70,8% 29,2%
Con. 15,6% 84,4% 18,1% 81,9% 13,9% 86,1%
6 Exp. 29,6% 70,4% 16,8% 83,2% 10,2% 89,8%
Con. 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 100,0%
7 Exp. 21,4% 78,6% 21,6% 78,4% 18,2% 81,8%
Con. 26,2% 73,8% 26,5% 73,5% 26,8% 73,2%
Total Exp. 40,2% 59,8% 421% 57,9% 47,6% 52,4%
Con. 23,7% 76,3% 23,5% 76,5% 23,1% 76,9%

‘When looking on the last two rows of the table it is easy to see that both women
and especially youth show better results as compared to the total sample of 17,934
persons who participated in ALMP in the first half of 2011. This is not a result of
achieving better results than average in any specific group of measures, but it was
rather the result of greater participation in measures which in general showed better
results, like Special support for apprenticeship and Supported employment.
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Conclusions. This comprehensive and extensive research has shown some very
important results which might significantly alter the decision process on selection of
the persons to participate in ALMP. Firstly, we need to draw attention to the fact that
there is a significant difference in the results of two different outcomes, where look-
ing at the number of days person taking part in ALMP has been employed in the peri-
od of 6 months after the exit from treatment gives much more precise results. At sec-
ond we have shown that matching process results in very high level of similarity of the
experimental and control group members with nearly 97% marching of the 5 observed
variables. Further on we have seen substantial differences in the achieved effectiveness
among persons taking part in different groups of measures. Especially poor results,
with control group performing much better are shown for ALMP groups 4:
Employment incentives and 7: Startup incentives, as long as all types of training show
extremely positive results. Finally, we have shown that women and youth are playing
important role in the active policies, and that the results they achieve are better than
average, mostly due to the fact that they are not massively taking part in treatments
that in general show weak results.

Finally, it is important to note that findings of this research to some extent coin-
cide with the findings of the researches conducted in a different environment, i.e. in
more developed countries and by using different methodologies. For example,
Kuttim et al. (2011) note that "the best way of developing human capital is ... through
combination of education and experience". This opens a completely new field to per-
form comparative study in order to verify our findings.

It is also important to note that the results of this research need to be combined
with the results presented in the paper by Zubovic and Simeunovic (2012) in order to
gain precise information on the cost-benefit effectiveness of the ALMP performed in
Serbia in the period of deep recession.
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