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Introduction

Increasing the rate of employment and decreasing unemployment have been some of the
general objectives applied in the Operational Programme Employment and Social
Inclusion for the programming period 2007 - 2013 in the Slovak Republic. This objective
was set up due to the situation in the country regarding the critically high rate of the
unemployed economically active population (13.4% in the year 2006). In this respect,
specific measures of ALMP (hereinafter ALMP”) were proposed to be carried out with
the aim of assisting in the improvement of the population's employability.

Graduate work experience and self-employment are frequently used within active labour
market policy measures. Graduate work experience is an intervention focused on young
unemployed jobseekers which occurred as a phenomenon of the financial crisis; the so
called “lost generation” according to their weak ability to be placed on the labour market
due to their lack of skills. This factor is significant and it is desired to be eliminated in the
Slovak Republic.

On the other hand, it was identified as being necessary to evaluate self-employment
according to the previously carried out Pilot assessment of the impact of selected
measures of active labour market policy which stated a potential positive net effect of
the intervention. The promoting of self-employment is also an actual topic currently
taken into account as a trustworthy tool for dealing with the high unemployment rate
and lack of free jobs on the open labour market. There are some individuals among
jobseekers that need just an initial impulse to start with self-employment. Additionally,
this active labour market policy measure is a supplement that contributes to the "Small
Business Act” for Europe.

The existence of relevant and credible data was another crucial determining point of the
undertaken evaluation. Primarily, we used data of selected interventions provided by the
implementation body which is the Central Office of Labour and Social Affairs (here in
after “COLSaF”), and the second important data source was evidence from the Social
Insurance Agency (here in after “SIA”), which enables the measurement of performance
of the individual jobseekers. This administrative evidence will ensure the highest level
of validity of conclusions arising from the impact evaluation.

The evaluation used as large a sample as was possible according to available individual
data from COLSaF and SIA. The evaluation of the graduate work experience was applied to
130 thousand participants and non-participants of the intervention, while self-
employment was evaluated in the assistance of more than 30 thousand participants and
non-participants with comprehensive records.

This monitoring report describes the results of the provided four quasi-experimental
approaches to the counter-factual impact evaluation methods, of which the main
message was to estimate the net effect of the interventions. In other words, this report
should find an answer to the fundamental counter-factual question: what would have
happened if the intervention were not be provided or promoted? Quite simply, it is
possible to say that the methods subtract the individual performance of participants and
non-participants in the impact period 2 years after the activities of intervention have
finished, or the sustainability period has been complied with. The performed methods
established very similar results to the net effects based on the employability of the
jobseekers due to the intervention.

Another dimension which has been presented in the evaluation is the net and gross



financial effect of the intervention on the national budget in the impact period, estimated
in respect to paid/saved unemployment allowance, taxes, increase of consumption, etc.
Last but not least, the evaluation report provides aggregated opinions of the interviewed
respondents that were intervened. The survey has brought valuable information about
the undertaken activities which has confirmed the designed theory of change of graduate
work experience and self-employment.



1 Slovak labour market at a glance during the period under focus

[t is an undeniable fact that the
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increased by almost half and

then merely increased till 2011. In 2012 another local extreme appeared where the
unemployment rate again started its increasing tendency, which at the end of the year
started falling to the level of when the economic crisis started in 2009, which is a signal
of the economy and labour market's recovery process. At the bottom part of the chart,
miniatures of the Gant charts are presented which describe different reference periods
which were designed to ensure homogeneity of the evaluated interventions according to
the novelization of the Act on Employment Services under the relevant paragraphs. As can
be seen in the first Gant chart, the self-employment promotion has two reference
periods. The lines represent the treatment period of the active labour measure
(intervention) as well a two years long sustaining period of self-employment and
another two years long impact period together. The second blue Gant chart describes
four reference periods of the graduate work experience. The blue line represents the
treatment period as well a two years long impact period.

The evaluation period of the self-employment promotion ended in the spring of 2010,
when the unemployment rate was at a level higher than 12 %. That is the period when
the last financial grants for founding a self-employment licence were distributed, and
this was taken into account for the evaluation. The first two years of the self-
employment reference periods were years of conjuncture of the Slovak economy. The
other reference period of self-employment covered the treatment period of the first
wave of the economic crisis.

The first treatment period of the graduate work experience was also implemented in the
period of economic boom, when the lowest level of the unemployment rate was
registered. However, the impact was estimated partially in the initiative stage of the
world economic crisis. The other three reference periods were implemented mostly
during the recession of the Slovak economy and labour market, that is why first
evaluated period achieved on average better results than the rest of the reference
periods.

The picture below the text describes the distribution of population density in Slovakia.
The red points on the map represent places with the highest number of population (the
capital Bratislava and the metropolis of East Slovakia — KoSice). The strongest population



districts are situated mostly in the south-west and western part of the country; other
more populated regions are concentrated in eastern Slovakia.
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The table below the text describes the regional development of three basic labour
market indicators: registered unemployment rate, average gross nominal monthly
earnings, and employed with workplace outside the SR, which was measured by the
Labour Force Surveyl.

As can be seen, Bratislava region has the lowest unemployment rate in Slovakia and, on
the contrary, the highest gross nominal month earnings and, of course, the lowest level of
employed outside of the SR. The highest unemployment rate is in the south-central and
eastern parts of Slovakia, where are also the highest number of persons employed
abroad. The extreme average gross income is in Bratislava region and in other parts
there are averages distributed almost equally in the regions of the SR.

Extremes of people that find a job abroad are visible in the Presov, Zilina and Nitra
regions, where are also the highest share of jobseekers with occupations in construction,
unskilled occupation or auxiliary occupations. These are very frequent and traditional
kinds of occupation characteristic mainly in Kysuce region, Orava and Presov regions.

LFS is the continuous monitoring of labour based on direct surveys in selected households. The basis
for the Labour Force Survey consists of stratified selection of apartments, which evenly covers the
whole territory of the Slovak Republic. To sample the quarter included 10,250 dwellings, which
represents 0.6% of the total number of permanently occupied dwellings in the Slovak Republic.



5 : Av?rage gross Employed with workplace outside the SR
: Registered unemployment rate (in %) nominal monthly
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The final map additionally presents the distribution of the registered unemployment
rates across the Slovak districts. To compare with the previous heat map, it is obvious
that the highest unemployment rates occur mostly in less populated parts of Slovakia. On
the maps it can be seen that districts exposed to the highest levels of the unemployment
rate are located in the central south of Slovakia and the east of the country. The

unemployment rate is reduced in the districts closest to the capital Bratislava.
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2 Data source

The intention of the evaluators was to use all relevant and available data sources about
all treated and eligible controls. That is the reason why the evaluators applied for the
data census of all eligible treated and non-treated jobseekers for § 49 and 51 registered
in the database during the time period covered by the evaluation.

A number of data sources were identified. Firstly, the most important database was the
database of treated and non-treated jobseekers maintained by COLSaF and supported by
regional Public Employment Services offices. This database has the main purpose of
providing us with identification of treated and non-treated individuals, information
about verifying the eligibility of jobseekers, time period of treatment, amount of grant,
etc.

The other most important data source was the database of the Slovak Insurance Agency,
which provided mostly dependent variables helping to verify the employability of the
treated and controls, the amount of wages earned during individual impact periods,
types of employer, or data which could partially uncover the reasons why jobseekers
could not find a placement on the open labour market through type of registrations. The
other effect of the data is verification and addition of some incorrect or missing
variables, such as gender, date of birth, or permanent residence.

COLSaF provided a database of personal identification numbers of all jobseekers who
were registered during the focused period of evaluation to the Social Insurance Agency.
The Social Insurance Agency extracted all records of jobseekers and prepared all
necessary data for evaluators in accordance with Act No. 122/2013 Coll. on Protection of
Personal Data and on Changing and Amending of other acts, resulting from amendments
and additions executed by Act. No. 84/2014 Coll. Any selected jobseekers in the treated
and control groups were not treated by any other intervention, except intervention by §
46 - Education and training for the labour market of jobseekers which was
complementary realized to the intervention by § 49 - Self-employment in the
preparatory process for business.

COLSaF is a government entity, ensuring the execution of state administration in the field of
social affairs and employment services. The institution was established in January 2004, with
Act NoN.453 / 2003 on state administration bodies in the field of social affairs and
employment services, as amended. The headquartersh ensures management, control,
coordination and methodological guidance performance through 46 offices of labour, social
affairs and family.

2.1 Data preparation

This chapter describes the process of modification, categorization and coding of
variables from individuals in treated and non-treated groups which we obtained from
COLSaF and the Social Insurance Agency, Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic, Slovak
Information and Marketing Company and the University of Zilina.

We decided to group data into four fundamental categories according to the type of
information they provide in the context of log frame intervention.

The first type of data is inputs - there belongs data as sources which were used for the
treatment effect. The basic data source for this kind of data was the database of COLSaF.
The second sort of data is outputs which monitor identification of treated and non-
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treated groups, time periods of treatment, and places where active labour market
measures were carried out. The main data source for this information is the database of
COLSaF about jobseekers and, partially, the database of the Social Insurance Agency.

The third kind of data is outcomes which monitor the employability of jobseekers and
the success of placement on the open labour market through wages. The data source for
this kind of information is the database of registrations of the Social Insurance Agency.
The fourth sort of data informs us about conditions (context data) on the local labour
market in the regions where the unemployed seek their jobs. There is some other
information about population in the regions, number of municipalities and cities, etc.

2.1.1 Input and output data

In general, the data extracted from COLSaF refers to inputs and outputs of both
interventions. There is data about identification of individuals that were treated and
jobseekers that are potentially incorporated into our controls. There is also some
information about the direct outputs of interventions from the end of registration or SK
NACE of an employer where graduates carry out their work experience, amount of
grants, etc.

In total, we obtained 2,886,510 records from COLSaF. In the dataset, one jobseeker has
multiple records about different registration periods. The data contains just jobseekers

that were not exposed to Case Processing Summary

multiple interventions, i.e. Cases

jobseekers which were valid Missing Total
supported by other than the N Percent N Percent N Percent
evaluated intervention were Age 2886266 100,0% 244 0,0% 2886510 100,0%

excluded. The tables below present frequency statistics about the dataset from COLSaF.

1) Independent variable: Gender

The total of values is 2,886,510 cases. Less than 0.1 % of population filled in the
incorrect value “1” in the dataset and 0.1 % of presented cases referred no value. More
than 53 % of the treated and non-treated records are men and less than 47 % are

women.
Gender

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Incorect value 1146 ,0 ,0 ,0
Men 1538344 53,3 53,3 53,3
not identified 3173 1 1 53,4
Women 1343847 46,6 46,6 100,0
Total 2886510 100,0 100,0

11



2) Independent variable: Age

Individual records present years of age at the first registration in the database of
jobseekers. It was the recorded age at first registration in the case of multiple
registrations in the database of jobseekers. Therefore, the values of the variable are
shifted by the difference between the two dates of the beginning of the records into the
database of jobseekers. (i.e.

Descriptives

the difference between the Statistic Std. Error

beginning of the 2nd time |**° 39,3130 00755

and the beglnnll’lg Of the 1St 95% Confidence Interval for Mean Lower Bound 39,2982

time were added to the first Upper Bound 39,3278

age and thus gradually 5% Trimmed Mean 39,0148

further for all records of the Median 37,0000

jobseeker). The values of varance 164,506

age are rounded up to two Std. Doviation 12,8051

decimal places to eliminate Minimum "

the rounding up errors. We e 85,60

excluded jobseekers whose —— 85,60

records dld not meet the Interquartile Range 21,67

eligibility criteria at the Skewness 42 01
Kurtosis -1,017 ,003

reference time for graduate
work experience (less than 25/26 years of age).

The dataset from COLSaF contains just 244 cases without referring to years of age, but as
is presented in the table above, the minimum value is zero years, which indicates some
incorrect records. These records must be merged with data from the Social Insurance
Agency otherwise these records (jobseekers) must be excluded from our sample.

3) Independence variable: Marital status

Maritalstatus

Marital status is information based on the time of

the registration of the jobseeker before the [73 derited Freque:zs Percemzs
intervention was granted. registered

Almost every second registration of jobseekers is partners 1158 04
single and about 40 % of jobseekers' divorced 267095 925
registrations are married. More than 9 % of single 142s824(J | 49.40
jobseekers registrations are divorced and more widow/er 45434 157
than 1.5 % of registrations of jobseekers are married 1139884(] | 39.49
widowers. The minority of the registrations Total 2886510 100,00

subscribes to registered partners, only about 0.04 %. More than 7 thousand jobseekers'
registrations do not specify their marital status and they will probably be excluded from
our dataset.

4) Independent variable: Permanent residence

Nomenclature of Units for Territorial Statistics (here in after "NUTS") - the code was
reduced from 5 digits to just 3 digits (regional permanent address) and to 4 digits
representing the district of permanent residence of the jobseeker. Those digits are
sufficient for the matching and statistical description of individuals in treated and non-

12



treated groups. The permanent residence is missing in 0.5 % of records. That
information must be obtained from the dataset of the Social Insurance Agency otherwise
the jobseekers must be excluded from the sample.

Permanent residence_region

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Missing 13913 5 5 5
Bratislavsky kraj 206659 7,2 7,2 7,6
Trnavsky kraj 273546 9,5 9,5 171
Trenciansky kraj 292784 10,1 10,1 27,3
Nitriansky kraj 380836 13,2 13,2 40,5
Zilinsky kraj 343911 11,9 11,9 52,4
Banskobystricky kraj 410572 14,2 14,2 66,6
PreSovsky kraj 505232 17,5 17,5 84,1
KoSicky kraj 459057 15,9 15,9 100,0
Total 2886510 100,0 100,0

5) Independent variable: Temporary residence

This variable has been excluded from the data set. Only a limited number of cases
indicated information about temporary residence. The information was not significant
from a statistical point of view and experience from previous examination of its
significance in the process of modelling dependence.

6) Independent variable: Level of education

This variable represents the highest achieved level of education of the jobseeker
according to the International Standard Classification of Education (hereinafter
“ISCED”). In our dataset there exists almost 18 % of records without this information.
This variable will not be excluded at the moment. We will decide on it during the next
evaluation process.

Level of education

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Not finished education 15991 6 7 7
Primary education 229596 8,0 9,7 10,4
Lower secondary professional education 32742 11 14 11,7
Secondary vocational education 804982 27,9 33,9 45,7
Full secondary vocational education 839439 29,1 35,4 81,0
Full secondary comprehensive education 117690 4,1 5,0 86,0
Upper vocational education 5093 2 2 86,2
Bachelor 29984 1,0 1,3 87,5
Master 293629 10,2 12,4 99,8
Doctoral 3601 a1 2 100,0
Total 2372747 82,2 100,0
Missing System 513763 17,8
Total 2886510 100,0

13



7) Independent variable: School specialisation field

This variable was recorded into the system in two ways. The first was based on the
individual description of jobseekers about the field of specialisation at their highest level
of education. The second way of recording the field of specialisation was carried out via
the 7 digits of school specialisation field code. Those different approaches of reporting
the field of specialisation caused an enormous number of different specialisation
categories. The variable was used as a starting point for the creation of the next variables
representing the education of the jobseekers.

The independent variable is connected to the previous variable - level of education,
which is the reason the dataset contains almost 18 % of missing values.

8) Independent variable: Type of school

This variable represents the last attended school of the jobseeker. The codes of types of
schools were categorized into several categories of schools. The types of schools varied
mainly at the level of secondary and tertiary education. For example, universities were
sorted into categories such as technical, social, economic, police, health, art, etc.
Secondary schools were sorted into comprehensive school, girls secondary school,
business academy, conservatory, etc.

This independent variable is connected to the previous variable - level of education,
which is the reason the dataset contains almost 18 % of missing values. One third of
jobseekers have, as their highest level of education, secondary vocational school, or
vocational school.

9) Independent variable: Code of degree program

Another variable which was deduced from the School specialisation field is "Code of
degree program", which originally contained a 7 digit code which was reduced to a 4
digit code. That is why the code represents just a degree program. Seven digits were
used in a small number of records, which is another reason why we decided to reduce
the number of digits in the code. Additionally, we assumed that through this reduction
we would ensure easier matching of treated and controls if the variable was significant
in our model.

The independent variable is connected to the previous variable - level of education,
which is the reason the dataset contains almost 18 % of missing values.

10)Independent variable: Driving lincense

This variable represents the type of driving licence of registered jobseekers, composed
of treated and non-treated individuals. We deduced from this variable another 16
dummy variables of driving licence categories because we assumed that there would be
a significant difference between a jobseeker that has a driving licence for lorries and a
jobseeker that has a driving licence just for cars. It could be a significant ability which
excludes the jobseeker with a driving licence just for cars from free working positions in
the transport industry. About 30 % of jobseekers had a driving licence for cars and about
6 % of jobseekers had a permit to drive lorries.
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Frequency Percent
No.| Type ofdriving license o ves o Jes Totl
1 | Drivin license: group DE 2883212 3298 99,9 1 2886510
2 Drivin license: group D 2 865513 20997 99,3 | 7 2886 510
3 |[Drivin license: group D1E| 2883029 3481 99,9 1 2886510
4 | Drivin license: group D1 2865513 20997 99,3 | 7 2886 510
5 | Drivin license: group CE 2821 364 65 146 97,7 [I 2,3 2886 510
6 Drivin license: group C 2715572 170938 94,1 |i] 59 2886510
7 |Drivin license: group C1E| 2821 364 65 146 97,7 [I 2,3 2886 510
8 | Drivin license: group C1 2715572 170938 94,1 }‘ 59 2886 510
9 | Drivin license: group BE | 2821 364 65 146 97,7 [I 23 2886510
10 | Drivin license: group B 2021902 864 608 70,0 . 30,0 | 2886510
11 | Drivin license: group B1 2021902 864 608 70,0 . 30,0 | 2886 510
12 | Drivin license: group A 2633956 252 554 91,3 8,7 2886510
13 | Drivin license: group A2 2886 453 57 100,0 0 2886510
14 | Drivin license: group Al 2633956 252 554 91,3 8,7 2886510
15 | Drivin license: group AM | 2 009 864 876 646 69,6 . 30,4 2886510
16 | Drivin license: group T 2695510 191 000 93,4 E 6,6 2886510
11)Independent variable: disadvantages
This variable represents categories of Disadvantages
disadvantages stated in Act No. Frequency | percent | pecant
5/2004 Coll. on Employment Services, [ag mo disadvantage 2599151_ > P
§ 8 Disadvantaged jobseekers. These graduate 5400 23 022
are categories such as jobseekers unemployed . o 023
with more than 50 years of age, foreigner L o 023
graduates, long-term unemployed, long-term unemployed 180783 63 086
disabled etc. not-finished 307 0 08,6
As presented in the table, most of the low education 494 0 98,6
records have no attribute of a organizational 3508 1 08.7
disadvantage. Just about 10 % of the drop of capability 29 0 08,7
records is had a symptom of termination 297 0 98,7
disadvantage. There are long-term finished 13 0 98,7
unemployed, graduates and migration 1 0 98,7
jobseekers more than 50 years of age care 2464 1 98,8
in most of the cases. hardship 419 0 98,8
age above 50 31054 1,1 99,9
12)Independent variable: health 110 0 99,9
occupation disability 2462 1 100,0
This  variable represents the Total 2886510 100,0

International Standard Classification of Occupations (hereinafter “ISCO”) of the
jobseeker. The code was reduced from 7 digits (which was available just for a limited

number of cases) to a 2 digit code.

In the table below are presented categories of occupations. We eliminated the difference
in monitoring of this variable. We reduced the code to 2 digits because there were less
than a thousand records which had records just with 1 digit. Finally, we grouped the
jobseekers into 45 categories which should be appropriate for the matching. Most of the
records tell us that jobseekers are support staff in mining, construction, manufacturing
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and transport, or sales assistants or administrative staff.
There are slightly more than 30 % of records without values for occupation.

Cumulative
Name of occupation Frequency Percent Percent

Office workers 12 0 0
Workers in services and trade 5 0 0
Skilled workers and artisans 2 0 0
Operators, and assemblers of machinery and equipment 3 0 0
Elementary occupations 232 0 0
Legislators, senior government officials and senior representatives of enterprises and 3273 1 2
organizations

Managers (managers) administrative, support and business activities 9480 , 6
Managers (managers) Production and specialized services 8077 3 1,0
Managers (managers) in accommodation, dining, business and other services 8 22
Specialists in the field of science and technology 7 3,1
Health professionals 2 3,4
Teachers and professionals in education 1,2 51
Specialists administrative, support and business activities 6 59
Specialists in the field of information and communication technologies 2 6,2
Legal professionals, social and cultural 4 6.8
Technicians and associate professionals in the field of science and technology 1,6 91
Health professionals 5 9,8
Professors administrative, support and business activities 47 16,5
Professionals in the legal, social and cultural and related workers 3 16,9
Technicians in the field of information and communication technologies 3 17,4
General office clerks and registrars 1,9 20,0
Clerks Customer services 7 21,0
Clerks to record the number and store data 1,7 235
Other office staff 4 241
Personal service workers 4,0 29,8
vendors 58 38,1
Workers in custody 9 395
Employees of public safety and security services 1,0 41,0
Skilled workers in agriculture (market-oriented) 5 41,7
Skilled forestry, fishing and hunting (market-oriented) 5 42,4
The farmers, fish farmers, hunters and gatherers 0 42,4,
Skilled craftsmen and construction workers, excluding electricians 42 48,4
Skilled workers in metallurgy, engineering, and related workers 3,9 54,0
Art and handmade artisans and printers 5 54,7
Electronics engineers and electricians 9 56,0
Processors and producers of food products, wood products and clothing 3,3 60,8
Operators of stationary machinery and equipment 25 64,4
assemblers 3,0 68,7
Drivers and mobile plant operators 3,3 735
Cleaners and helpers 1,8 76,0
Laborers in agriculture, forestry and fisheries 1,1 77,7
Labourers in mining, construction, manufacturing and transport 12,7 95,9
Labourers in food preparation 1 96,0
Street vendors and auxiliaries similar services 0 96,1
Workers in waste disposal and other unskilled workers 2,7 100,0
Total 2013963 69,8

Missing 872547 30,2

Total 2886510 100,0
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13)Independent variable: Period of registration

This variable tells us how long a jobseeker was

unemployed before the starting date of the registration before
reference period of this impact evaluation, i.e. Cumulative
1.1.2007. All the values have been recoded freauency | Pereent | Peren
into four simple variables because the variable Ezg;npmyed 1044571 36,2 36.2
measured the days of registration in the <iyear 521185 il 442
register of jobseekers. The values categorize 1-3years 554376 102 734
jobseekers into these categories: >3 years 766378 26,6 100,0
e non-registered jobseekers  before 1842810 638
1.1.2007 (non-unemployed), System 1043700 36,2
e jobseekers registered less than 1 year Totul 2886510 100,0
before the reference period of the
evaluation,

e jobseekers registered more than 1 year and less than 3 years in the PES register
and jobseekers registered more than 3 years before the reference period.
14)Independent variable: SK NACE

This variable represents the structure of the Slovak classification of economic activities
of the last employers of registered jobseekers. The code was reduced from 5 digits to 2
digits because of the infrequency of the full 5 digit code. Through reduction the cases are
equal.

More than 96 % of records do not contain a value for SK NACE. This is because the
records represent controls that have not been supported by any measure of ALMP.

15)Independent variable: NUTS of measure performance

This variable represents Nomenclature of Frequency | Percent “percont
Units for Territorial Statistics of the region, mssing 2786494 9.5 96,5
or districts where jobseeker performance Brtsiaaregon 1 967
was measured by ALMP. The code was Tmavregion 3 070
reduced and equalized to a 3 digit code trencinregion P o1
representing regions of Slovakia and a 4 digit region . ors
core representing districts of Slovakia. The . . 05
table next to the text shows that in our g..saeysticaregion ' ’
dataset there are more than 96 % of the 5 988
records without values for regions where the presovregion , .
ALMP measure was performed. Kosice Tegion ] oo
16)Dependent variable: Date of entry — —— 2880070 1000

This variable represents date of entrance into the database of jobseekers at local Public
Employment Services offices between 1st January 2007 and 31st July 2014.
17)Dependent variable: Date of departure

This dependent variable represents the date of departure from the database of
jobseekers. In the cases without a value we added the date 30.6.2014 as the last day of
the reference period of the impact evaluation. The cases without values are still
registered in the database of jobseekers.
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18)Dependent variable: Time period of registration according to dates

This is an additional, deduced variable, which represents the time period of registration
in the database of jobseekers as the difference between the disposal date and the
registration date of jobseeker in months. The variable was used as the control value for
checking the eligibility criteria of the self-employment intervention, i.e. a minimum three
months registration of jobseekers in the database.

19)Dependent variable: Decommissioning due to departure abroad

Thls dummy Varlable reports the reason Of Decommissioning the register due to departure abroad

decommissioning from the jobseekers register Frequency C‘;Z‘r‘é'ef":tve
due to the departure of jobseekers abroad. If a [= = — -
jobseeker departed abroad, he is likely placed on o 788609 10'0 .
the open labour market abroad otherwise the Total J86510 '

jobseeker would return after some period of
time again returned register in the database of jobseekers.

There are slightly more than 400 registrations that indicate the departure of jobseekers
abroad. This variable was voluntarily reported. Exclusion will be considered.

2.1.2 Outcome data

Data from the Social Insurance Agency is mostly output data in the context of an
intervention log. In the database was found also output data. This data set contains
inputs such as gender, permanent residence and date of birth.

Data from this institution was rather comprehensive because there were almost 210 mil.
registrations for more than 3 mil. individuals. The process of data preparation was
accompanied by a number of problems in scripting and removing errors which occurred
during the extraction process from the data storage of the Social Insurance Agency.
Finally, we selected more than 28 mil. registrations of individuals that were identified in
the COLSaF database.

This data contained also some independent variables which were used in the COLSaF
database, which is why we could test the accuracy of data and add missing data in
variables: date of birth, gender and permanent residence. Through that process we
eliminated deleting some cases which would be excluded from the dataset of the treated
and non-treated.

However, mostly the data monitored dependent variables based on employability.
Through categorisation of registrations in the Social Insurance Agency, we could
estimate and eliminate cases when individuals have an objective barrier to employment
on the open labour market. We distinguish these categories of registration of insured
persons in the Social Insurance Agency thus:

e Placed on the labour market - these are registrations as employee, or
voluntarily insured person. We assume that if somebody can pay insurance
payments, he/she would have the financial resources to do so. There are also
mothers and fathers on maternity/paternity leave because they have temporarily
interrupted their employment.

o Partially paced on the labour market - theses are persons employed part-time.

¢ Self-employed persons,

e Persons who are outside of labour market due to occurred individual
barriers such as caring for a child, receiving disability pension, personal
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assistant, etc. These types of registration indicate to us that the jobseeker was
forced by a life event to stay out of the labour market and the social aspect is a
barrier for his entrance to the open labour market.

e Assessment base/wage which is the monthly income of the individual in Euros
or average income in month of the self-employed.

The table below describes in detail the registrations in the proposed categories of
registrations in the Social Insurance Agency which will create the fundamental variables
for verification of a jobseeker's employability.

ZEC - employee placed on the labor market

ZECN - employee with irregular income placed on the labor market

placed on the labor market

partially located on the labor market
partially located on the labor market
partially located on the labor market
partially located on the labor market
partially located on the labor market
partially located on the labor market
self-employed

placed on the labor market

placed on the labor market

placed on the labor market

ZECDN10S - staff who were long-term unemployed
ZECD1PR - part-time agreement of service
ZECDIN - part-time irregular income - agreement of service

ZECD2PR - dopart-time agreement on work activities

ZECD2N - part-time irregular income - agreement on work activities
ZECD3 - part-time student work

ZECD3N - part-time irregular income - student work

SZC - self-employed

DPODP - voluntarily insured person on supplementary insured

OVS - person performing SS, NS, ZDS

OCS - person performing community service

DIEG6R - looking after a child under 6 years

due to subjective reasons outside the labor market

DIE7R - looking after a child under 7 years

due to subjective reasons outside the labor market

DIE18R - looking after a child under 18 years

due to subjective reasons outside the labor market

OID - receiving disability pension

due to subjective reasons outside the labor market

DPPS - additional premium payer for supplementary insured (student)

due to subjective reasons outside the labor market

DPPN - additional premium payer for supplementary insured (unemployed)

unemployed

DPPP - additional premium payer for supplementary insured (interruption insurance)

placed on the labor market

PUR - recipient of accident benefit

due to subjective reasons outside the labor market

POP - recipient of care allowance

due to subjective reasons outside the labor market

OSA - Personal Assistant

due to subjective reasons outside the labor market

FOMAT - ZEC, SZC at the time the maternity / parental leave

Source: Social Insurance Agency

2.1.3 Context data

placed on the labor market

Context data comes from the Slovak Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic and it will be
used mostly for description and interpretation of conclusions based on different analysis
of the evaluation. There is data about the unemployment rate at the different NUTS.
Other data came from the University of Zilina, in particular a matrix of real distances
between Slovak towns and villages in kilometres. The data was used to measure
individual distance from the municipality of permanent residence to the regional PES
office. That database was fundamental for the creation of one instrumental variable that
was used for the estimation model of propensity score matching method.
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2.2 Selection bias

As already mentioned, the intervention promoting graduate work experience is
obligatorily distributed to any eligible jobseekers that apply. This is the reason why the
intervention indeed suffers from selection bias, namely that the impact is potentially
affected by a self-selection bias effect. Therefore, it is necessary to struggle with
unobserved characteristics (variables) which could potentially influence the estimated
average treatment effects. One of the most significant unobserved variables could be the
motivation to participate in the intervention based on the circumstances of the
individuals. We can assume that young jobseekers are primarily motivated to find a job
according to the general situation on the labour market in the place where they live.
There are also some other important influences on employability such as having good
luck, ability to convince people, availability of relevant information, and also random
factors, etc. All the named sources are very hard or impossible to quantify and match
with individuals in our treated and control samples.
We tried to identify some proxy indicators which would identify the differences between
treated and non-treated groups to find the best possible logistic regression model that
would help us credibly estimate the individual probability of participants and controls to
be covered by the intervention. We focused on the data which could be possibly matched
to the individuals according to the available data in the datasets from COLSaF and SIA.
We proposed using these four instrumental variables:

e population of the municipality from the last Slovak census in 2011,

e change of the population in the last 15 years in the municipality and

e real distance from permanent residence to the local Public Employment Services

office where the individual belong

and i e :
2 (]
e inhabitants density in the : L__ ‘ ol
municipality. ' o } l L
The assume that potential instrumental % = =
variables describe the local 3
;"' o |Ge— oe
2

environment of the individual jobseeker
from the potential of the locality to
create new jobs, and variety of
occupations. In the municipality there
could be Dbarriers for individual
jobseekers to match with professions
which are based on the limited number
of employees in the municipality or
region. Trends in the population of the
municipality over the last 15 years
could also provide information about the general motivation of the inhabitants to find a
job possibly in another part of the region or Slovakia for many reasons. Some parts of
Slovakia have become, in recent years, mainly resources or tourism locations. That
indicator should collect information about the socio-economic climate of individuals’
municipality. The next important instrumental variable could be the number of
kilometres between permanent residence and PES office. Local public employment
offices are usually in the cities which are also social, culture and economic centres in the
locality. We assume that distance could be a problem for some graduates to travel
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regularly in order to visit the open labour market and to be in touch with it.

In the scatterplot matrix outliers are marked which were identified_

e in Bratislava V (part of the capital) where the highest number of permanent
inhabitants is situated;

e in Bratislava I (old town) where inhabitant density is extreme and

e Selce (a municipality with a more than 1500 % increase of inhabitants in the last 15
years; it is a municipality near to Banska Bystrica).

These outliers were eliminated and we constructed a new scatterplot matrix which
describes the shape of the function of the proposed instrumental variables.

Before calculating the correlation coefficients it is useful to show the relationships
between variables graphically. For the input variables can be used scatter plot matrix,
which consists of scatterplots for all pairs of given variables.

From the graph, we can check whether the data contains outliers or other kinds of
problems that could further distort the results. At the same time, we can create an idea
about the relationships between variables.

The correlation matrix contains, for each pair of input variables, Pearson's linear
correlation coefficient (Pearson Correlation) values and a significance test of the zero

rate (Slg (Z-talled)) Correlations
Correlation coefficients
significantly different from
zero are indicated with an Pearson 196"
. . Correlation ’
asterisk in the table (One star Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000
corresponds to the non-zero at N 116292
95% confidence level, two Searson - -
. . -,130 -172
stars 99% confidence level). Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 0,000

As is obvious in the matrix, all
N 116197 116197

the Pearson coefficients are

Pearson " - -

estimated to be significantly Correlation e 338 019
different from zero at 99 % o0 (raled 0,000 0,000 1000
confidence level. Despite the " l16292) 116292 116197
fact that all the correlation pearson 287|228 061" 156"
coefficients are calculated Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 0,000 000 0,000
based on confidence levels of N 116292 116292 116197 116292

99%, depending on the **_Correlation is significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed).

individual instrumental variables they are fading, or very weak. The correlation
coefficients were much weaker after elimination of the outliers mentioned in the text
above (max. 0.265).

In the next step it should be verified whether there are identified differences between
treated and non-treated groups across the designed reference periods for both
interventions. Because, if there are significant differences between both groups, there is
reason to expect that some of the proposed instrumental variables could be a
satisfactory proxy indicator which could quantify unobserved factors which could
determine whether the individuals enrol in the intervention.

The table below describes the results of the independent samples from the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov tests during the reference periods. At the significance level of 0.05, we can write
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the statistical statement that all instrumental variables do not have the same
distributions between treated and non-treated groups of jobseekers. In the other words,
in the samples of graduate work experience of participants and their controls, there are
significant differences in inhabitants’ density, change of the population in the
municipality over the last 15 years, population of the municipality or individual real
distance to the PES office.

U . L Independent-Samples .
Th tribution of Inhabitant nsit th R t the null
e distribution of Inhabitants density is the 1, oo oy crimoy | 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 | ciecttne nu
same across categories of Treated/non-treated. Test hypothesis.
The distribution of Independent-Samples Reiect the null
Population_of_municipality_2011 is the KolmogorowSmirnov 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 ! . u
. hypothesis.
same across categories of Treated/non-treated. |Test
The distribution of Independent-Samples Reiect the null
Change_of_population:15years is the same [KolmogorowSmirnov 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 ! .
. hypothesis.
across categories of Treated/non-treated. Test
The distribution of Distance_from_PESoffice |Independent-Samples Reiect the null
is the same across categories of Treated/non- [Kolmogorow-Smirnov 0,000 0,000 0,001 0,000 ! e nu
hypothesis.
treated. Test

In the other table below are presented the results of the same test which are the same as
were in the graduate work experience. Just one test retains the null hypothesis in the
first reference period of the instrumental variable “change of the population in the
municipality in the last 15 years.” Although the result states that differences between the
treated and control groups are not significant, we will use that instrumental variable for
the model of logistic regression.

The distribution of Inhabitants Independent-Samples . .
o ) Reject the null Reject the null
density is the same across Kolmogorov-Smirnov 0,008 ) 0,000 )
. hypothesis. hypothesis.
categories of Treated/non-treated. |Test
The distribution of
; S Independent-Samples . )
Population_of_municipality_201 . Reject the null Reject the null
. - Kolmogorow-Smirnov 0 . 0,000 -
1 is the same across categories of Test hypothesis. hypothesis.
Treated/non-treated.
The distribution of
Change_of_population:15years Independent-Samples Retain the null Reject the null
. ge_ol_popu ) y Kolmogorow-Smirnov 0,277 . Y 0,000 ) . Y
is the same across categories of Test hypothesis. hypothesis.
Treated/non-treated.
The distribution of Independent-Samol
Distance_from_PESoffice is the ependent- a‘ pies Reject the null Reject the null
. Kolmogorov-Smirnov 0,001 ) 0,000 )
same across categories of hypothesis. hypothesis.
Test
Treated/non-treated.

Additionally, we decided to eliminate the influence of self-selection bias through a
narrower selection of controls for self-employment. We assumed that the motivation to
join in the intervention could be partially ensured through the selection of eligible
controls which were:

e registered in the register of jobseekers in the reference period?,

e not supported through intervention or another intervention and

e self-employed during the reference period plus 2 years, which represents the

compulsory sustainable period of self-employment according to the record in the

2 Reference period represents a specific time of intervention homogeneity which was
taken into account for evaluation reasons. For example: from 1.1.2007 till 30.4.2008.
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SIA database.

The limitation of the presented process of selecting jobseekers into controls is that our
counter-factual evaluation should answer just one question: what would have happened
if the intervention had not been provided to any jobseeker who intends to become self-
employed. Because through that selection we will compare just the controls - jobseekers
who really wanted to become self-employed as the treated wanted.
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3 Methodology

This chapter describes the theoretical approaches which were applied across the
provided evaluation of both evaluated active labour market measures (§ 49 and § 51). It
is necessary to emphasise that this impact evaluation report should also have a learning
purpose which is reflected in the selection methods. Through the use of different types
of methods, we would like to use the differences in estimated net-effects. Basically, this
report should cover the triangulation of the counter-factual methods from the less
robust to the more robust and technically challenging ones.

3.1 Hierarchical cluster analysis

Analysis allows the generation of groups of cases (rows of the data matrix) or variables
(columns of the data matrix) such that the elements within the groups were as
homogeneous as possible and elements between the groups were as different as
possible. Input variables can be numeric, dichotomous or express frequency.
Hierarchical clustering is based on the gradual merging of the closest pair of cases or
clusters that have formed into one - each step merges one pair and the distance matrix is
recalculated for the newly formed group. The algorithm is continued until all of the cases
are in clusters.

3.2 Parametric and non-parametric tests

In statistics, the Kolmogorov - Smirnov test is a non-parametric test for testing the
equality of continuous probability distributions that can be used to compare two
samples. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic quantifies a distance between the empirical
distribution functions of two samples. The empirical distribution function is a step
function, which counts a cumulative share of elements in the sample with ordered
values. Two empirical distribution functions of two samples are then compared in each
value and the supremum of the differences is compared with a table of critical values of
this Kolmogorov - Smirnov test. The null distribution of this statistic is calculated under
the null hypothesis that the samples are drawn from the same distribution. This two-
sample test is one of the most useful and general non-parametric methods for comparing
two samples.

3.3 Correlation

Correlation characterizes the relationship of two numeric or ordinal variables. This
relationship is expressed by the correlation coefficient.

Pearson's linear correlation coefficient measures the degree of linear dependence of two
numeric variables. Before calculation it is necessary to determine whether the data
contains outliers that might skew the conclusions reached. This type of rate is not
appropriate where, for the variable, there exists another type of addition than linear.
Pearson's linear correlation coefficient takes values in intervals from -1 up to 1. If the
absolute value equals one, the data is exactly on aa straight line. AA correlation
coefficient equal to one is characterized by a direct proportion (the line is growing); a
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correlation coefficient equal to minus one corresponds to the inverse (the line is
declining). In examining the actual data, however, these cut-off values of the correlation
coefficient are almost never encountered (the data does not lie exactly on a straight line),
but we are interested in the degree to which a line is closest. The closer one is to the
absolute value of the coefficient, the more data the line catches and the stronger the
linear relationship between the variables exists. If there is no linear relation between the
studied variables, the correlation coefficient is equal to zero.

3.4 Post-only non-equivalent comparison design

The post-only non-equivalent comparison design is a weaker quasi-experimental design
than the other one. The method is based on the comparison of post-intervention data. A
major problem is that the treatment or intervention group and the controls may not have
started at the same place. So while we know where the two groups ended, we do not
know where they began. Differences between the treated and non-treated may reflect
differences in where they began rather than the effect of the interventions. To make
groups more equivalent, it is necessary to try to match treated and control groups as
closely as can be. Still, generally this may be the best design the ex-post situation allows.

3.5 Exact matching with the application of post-only non-equivalent
comparison design

This is method is very similar to the previous one. However, it is distinguished by the
application of exact matching, which is the process of pairing individuals from treated
and non-treated samples according to quantified, categorized characteristics which must
be the same for both units.

3.6 Propensity score matching

Propensity score matching (PSM) constructs a statistical comparison group that is based
on a model of the probability of participating in the treatment, using observed
characteristics. Participants are then matched on the basis of their propensity score to
non-participants. The average treatment effect of the program is then calculated as the
mean difference in outcomes across these two groups.

Different approaches are used to match participants and non-participants on the basis of
the propensity score. We used two methods: nearest-neighbour (NN) matching and exact
matching based on propensity score.

3.6.1 Propensity score exact matching

Exact matching based on propensity score was made using a propensity score rounded
up to 4 digits. This choice of digits proved to be the most optimal because by its use we
have kept the largest number of units, both treated and non-treated. The participants
and non-participants with the same propensity score were matched together. Then, the
non-participants assume the impact period from matched participants.

3.6.2 Propensity score nearest neighbour matching

Nearest-neighbour matching is one of the most frequently used matching techniques.

25



Here, each treated unit is matched to the comparison with a non-treated unit (or more
units) with the closest propensity score. We did matching with the 5 nearest neighbours.
Matching can be done with or without replacement; we used matching without
replacement. That means, the same non-participant can be used as a match to
participants only once.

3.7 Cost-benefit analysis

Cost effectiveness analysis involves comparing the costs of the intervention to its effects
that can be achieved from counter impact evaluation approaches. The purpose of cost-
benefit analysis is to determine whether the monetised benefits of a programme exceed
its net costs.

The other expression of the cost-benefit analysis says that it is a kind of financial
statement summing items with a positive and negative influence on public finance.

In the performed cost-benefit analysis, real benefits and costs, as well as costs for lost
opportunities and benefits from savings, were taken into account. Cost-benefit analysis
work was carried out with the following items:

1) Unemployment allowance defined by Act No. 461/2003 Coll. on social
security is, on the one hand, the cost of the state passive labour market policy
which is paid to the registered jobseeker if the jobseeker is eligible3. If the
jobseeker is employed and unemployment allowance is not charged, the value
of the last paid allowance is a positive effect, because we can generally assume
that, due to intervention, the public budget saved the sum of the unpaid
unemployment allowance during the period the jobseekers were employed.

2) Paid and saved benefit in material need is defined by Act No. 599/2003 Coll.
on assistance in material need. That item represents the very same
philosophy as was in the previous unemployment allowance. The positive
effect is a saved non-paid benefit while the jobseeker is employed and he is
not eligible to apply for benefits in material need. Paid benefits of material
need are a negative effect on the public budget.

3) A Grant paid to the treated jobseekers according to the actual rules of the
intervention by Act No. 5/2004 Coll. on Employment Services. That item
appears in the cost-benefit analysis just as the negative effect on public
finance.

4) Received and saved payments of health insurance according to the updating
of Act No. 580/2004 Coll. on health insurance in the two years impact period.
In the case a jobseeker is unemployed, health insurance is paid by public
finance and it is a cost, i.e. negative effect. A positive effect is if individuals are
employed and pay insurance to the public health service.

5) Social insurance paid according to actual versions of Act No. 461/2003 Coll.
on social security. That item measures how much money flows into the social

§ 104 of Act No. 461/2003 Coll. on social security states: The insured person is entitled to
unemployment benefit if, in the four years before registering as unemployed jobseekers (hereinafter
referred to as "registered unemployed") they were covered by unemployment insurance for at least
three years.
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6)

7)

service. In the analysis were considered values paid according to average tax
assessment based on Social Insurance Agency evidence. We took into account
the sum paid by the jobseeker as well as the sum paid by the employer for the
employee.

Value added taxes defined by Act No. 222/2004 Coll. on value added tax and
amendments and supplements of various acts. We assume that if somebody
has a limited and below average income it is possible that almost all is spent
as the consumption of the family. That money comes back to the national
budget in the way of paid value added tax. The positive effect is the total of
paid value added tax; the negative effect is tax that would be paid if jobseekers
were employed (the difference between average tax assessment base and total
of unemployment allowance and benefit in material need).

Paid/lost taxes from income according to Act No. 595/2003 Coll. on income
tax. That item describes the amount of money which flows into the public
budget if the jobseeker is employed and the negative effect is the lost amount
of money which would be paid if the jobseeker were employed.

3.8 Maintenance

All the statistical methods and computation were carried out by:
IBM SPSS Statistics 22

IBM SPSS Modeller

Fusion tables by Google.com

MS Excel

MS Access
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4 Graduate work experience

Allowance for graduate work experience is the intervention stated in § 51 of Act No.
5/2004 Coll. This Active labour market policy measure is distributed through regional
public employment offices. The intervention was introduced for the first time on 14th
April 2004.

4.1 Treatment effects of graduate work experience

The Explanatory Report on Act No. 5/2004 Coll. states that the primary purpose of
graduate work experience is to create the conditions for obtaining the relevant
professional skills and practical experience which will be valuable and attractive for an
employer or any potential employer on the open labour market to ensure a higher rate of
employability for unemployed graduates. The intervention was designed according to
the assumption that lower practical experience is a significant barrier for the smooth
entrance of graduates to the open labour market.

As the scheme shows, the intervention has a number of potential effects. This research
will estimate the effects which occurred in the treated target groups due to the
intervention in separate reference periods. The report will be focused on their
employability and wages earned in the impact period, two years after the end of
intervention. Every jobseeker included in the treated or non-treated samples has 24
months of impact period starting from the individual date of the end of intervention*.
Controls will admit an individual impact period according to treated pairs.

4 This rule is used in CIE methods of exact matching and propensity score matching.
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The schemes below the text present the intervention log of graduate work experience.

Outcomes
Inputs Activities Outputs =
short-term _ mid-term _ long-term

Source: authors
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4.2 Reference periods

As was described in the previous monitoring report, Act No. 5/2004 Coll. on Employment
Services and on the amendment and supplement of various acts, graduate work experience
was revised four times between the years 2007 and 2012, which are the evaluated years
of the implementation of graduate work experience. Therefore, our treated and non-
treated jobseekers must be divided into a reference period according to changes in
intervention conditions, and criterion of eligibility.

Criteria for eligibility of jobsekers according Act No. 5/2004 Coll.:
adequacy of education

any registered jobseeker until 25 years of age (<=25 years of age) | until 26 years of age (<=26)
jobseeker must fill in the application form

Terms of the intervention:

support period up to 6 months at least 3 months and not more than 6 months
Eligibility for multiple support: 1 year after the end of
previous graduate practice. no multiple support

Financial contribution:

financial support 56,43 Eur
for participant per month living wage

Source: Act No. 5/2004 Coll., § 51

The allowance for graduate work experience was distributed in the growth tendency
according to the time of increasing unemployment rate in Slovakia. In the first 16
months of the reference period, less than 700 jobseekers per month on average were
supported. In the last period, based on the years of 2011 and start of 2012, it was up to
3000 jobseekers per month. This is an increase of more than double in comparison to
the first reference period. In total, more than 90 thousand jobseekers from all parts of
Slovakia were supported, and more than 1,400 jobseekers per month during the 64
months of the evaluation period of graduate work experience were treated.

No. of treated jobseekers 10 807 37954 18 042 24 584 91387
Average per month 675 1186 3007 2458 1428

4.3 Target groups

Due to changes in the Act of Employment Services - target groups of graduate work
experience were changed over the period. To keep the evaluated intervention
homogeneous, it was necessary to identify jobseekers' criteria to be eligible for the
intervention. Even when we divided the evaluated period of the graduate work
experience implementation into four periods, it was possible to identify just one
significant change of the target group in 2011. That is the reason why we identify two
types of target groups which will be of concern in the process of control group design.
e From 1stJanuary 2007 till 30th June 2011 (54 months)
o The Act of Employment Services stated that an eligible person for
graduate work experience was: any registered jobseeker who was 25
years of age and less,
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o a jobseeker who has adequate education related to the graduate work
experience he wants to attend and
e ajobseeker who submits an application for graduate work experience
e From 1stJuly 2011 till 30th April 2012 (10 months)
e Eligible for graduate work experience was every registered jobseeker who fit
these conditions:
o 26 years of age and less,
o a jobseeker who had adequate education related to the graduate work
experience he wants to attend and
e ajobseeker who submits an application for graduate work experience.

To summarize these facts, the target group of graduate work experience consists of every
jobseeker that was registered in the database of the Public Employment office,
jobseekers to 25/26 years of age, regardless of whether they ended up continuing
vocational training, and regardless of whether they received regular paid employment.

4.4 Test of representativeness of samples

The samples of the treated and non-treated individuals were created on the basis of the
rules of the law and also on the logical time sequence of individual registrations of
jobseekers. During the process of creating the samples, some individuals were excluded
because they did not have recorded all the values of all relevant variables. We set the
rules concerning which variables must be recorded for every individual to be included in
the sample. It was necessary to reduce the sample because of missing data records.
However, in order to verify that the generated samples sustained were still
representative, we compared in detail the distributions of variables for individuals
which are included in the final sample with those who were excluded for reason of
missing data in some of the variables recorded. For this purpose, a non-parametric
alternative to the Chi-squared test was used, which is represented by the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test. With the aforementioned test we compared the probability of distributions
distinguishing two samples. We have preceded this test to compare the distributions
probability of several variables in the sample of treated individuals and in the sample of
non-treated individuals.

4.4.1 Treated group excluded from the sample

In this part of the evaluation we tested the probability distributions of frequencies for
treated individuals included in the sample and excluded from the sample. We verified the
equality of frequency distributions in the final sample of treated individuals and the
dropped ones. We used the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test as the non-parametric alternative
to the Chi-square test>.

The results of testing are in the following table.
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Hypothesis Test Summary

Treated P51

Variable Null Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision

The null hypothesis

Gender 0,518 -
was confirmed

The null hypothesis

Marital status 1,000 .
was confirmed

Level of education (10
categories)

The null hypothesis

0,759 was confirmed

The null hypothesis
was confirmed

The distribution of values

Level of education (5 categories h
( 9 ) is the same across the

Independent-Samples | 0,893

Kolmogorov-Smirnov

categories of selected / The null hypothesis

Disadvantages hon selected Test 0,964 was confirmed

Evidence before 2007 (in months) 0,699 The null hy.pthSIS
was confirmed

Following registration in SIA 0,964 The null hyPOthESIS
was confirmed

Driving licence (16 categories) 0,211 The null hypothesis

was confirmed

The distribution of Age is | Independent-Samples

the same across Mann-Whitney U Test The null hypothesis

e categories of selected / Independent-Samples 0,255 was confirmed
non selected Kruskal-Wallis Test
The distribution of
Unemployed in months is Independgnt-SampIes .
Unemployed in months the same across Mann-Whitney U Test 0,188 The null hypothesis

Independent-Samples was confirmed

categories of selected / Kruskal-Wallis Test

non selected

The null hypothesis is that both groups were sampled from populations with identical
distributions. That means, for example, in the case of the variable Marital status, that the
sample of treated individuals included in the sample came from the same distribution of
various levels of Marital status than treated individuals excluded from the sample, so
that they have the same distribution. The null hypothesis is confirmed in case that the p-
value of the test is greater than the significance level used for testing. We used the
significance level of 0.05 in all tests. So, for the variables where the p-value of the test is
greater than 0.05, we confirmed the null hypothesis.

As we can see in the table above, the distribution of all variables listed in the table is
the same for the final sample of selected treated jobseekers and for the sample of
dropped ones because of some missing value of some variable. That means, the
sample still remains representative for the whole population of treated jobseekers.

4.4.2 Distributions of frequencies of treated individuals included and excluded
from the sample

In the tables below, the distribution of frequencies of the sample of included treated
individuals and those excluded is written.
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Gender Crosstabulation

Driving licence_16 categories Crosstabulation

group group
non select non select Total
selected | ed | Total selected | ed
men I] 5385 ESSGG Driving license: group DE 1 8 9
Gender women I] 9963 B463 44D6 Driving license: group D 25 75| 100
unknown 7 Driving license: group D1E 1 8 9
Total D 15355 Driving license: group D1 25 75 100
Driving license: group CE 87 256 343
Marital status Crosstabulation Driving license: group C 180 521 701
group Driving license: group C1E 87 256 343
. Total
selne?:Ted seezct Driving Driving license: group C1 180 521 701
licence_16
unknown 0 0 0] categories Driving license: group BE 87| 256 343
registered partners 3 5 8| Driving license: group B H 4604 [|10395 [4999
divorced 59| 116 175 Driving license: group B1 |] 4604 H10394 H4998
Marital status
single D 14132 85242 |f4937. Driving license: group A | 1067 | 2423| 3490
widow 0 3 3 Driving license: group A2 0 0 0
married 1161 | 2663 | 3824 Driving license: group AL | 1067 | 2423 | 3490
Total L .
oa D 15355-E Driving license: group AM [| 4655 [|10508 Lllmm
Driving license: group T 234 676 910
Unemployed before 2007 in months Crosstabulation Total 16904 | 38795 55699
group Total
non Sl Types of disadvantages Crosstabulation
selected | ed
Unemployed | |
1137|| 2324]|| 3461
before 2007 in |~ 1Y Count
1-3years 533( 1258 1796 group
non select
> 3 years 294 360| 654 st Total
no evidence D 13386 no disadvantage D 10876 11 36887
Total D 15355 @9 [3384 graduate | 2543 ﬂ 6626 9169
long - term unemployed | 1906 |] 5350 7256
Following registration in SIA Crosstabulation Types of low education level 1 0 1
group disadvantages |, qanizational 3 6 9
non select
i iscipli 3 1 4
e et Total poor working discipline
Following 10 registration | 1139] 6458 7597 — 10| 17| 27
registration in
SIA following registration D 14216 I?:l %71[578k disabled 13 18 31
Total [ | 15355 |[Ba0bo [BBs84| [T 15355| 38029 53384
Level of
education_10
group Total
non select
selected | ed
Not finished education 43 1 44
Primary education 125 264| 389
Lower secondary professional ed 36 105| 141
Secondary vocational education | 1058 I 3568 |] 4626
Level of Full secondary vocational educatﬂ 6924 188 @12
education_10
categories |Full secondary comprehensive ecl 1451 I 3763 I] 5214
Upper vocational education 34 65 99
Bachelor | e1s| 773 1588
Master | 2733[]| 7280[[looas
Doctoral 19
Total [] 13238




4.4.3 Non-treated group excluded from the sample

In this part of the evaluation the probability distributions of frequencies for non-treated
individuals included and excluded from the sample was tested. As is shown in the table
below, the distribution of the frequencies of the variables is the same in the sample of
included non-treated individuals and the sample of excluded individuals. That means,
through the exclusion of the individuals with some missing value of some variable, the
final sample remains representative for the whole population of non-treated jobseekers.

Hypothesis Test Summary
Non treated P51
Variable Null Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
Gender 0,996 The null hypothe5|s was
confirmed
Marital status 0,441 The null hypothe3|s was
confirmed
Level of education 0699 The null hypothesis was
(10 categories) ' confirmed
Level of education (5 0.441 The null hypothesis was
categories) ' confirmed
Disadvantages S 0,699 The null hypothe3|s was
The distribution of Independent- confirmed
Evidence before values is the same Samples 1000 The null hypothesis was
2007 (in months) across categories of Kolmogorov- ’ confirmed
Following selected / non selected Smirnov Test 0964 The null hypothesis was
registration in SIA ' confirmed
Driving licence (16 0941 The null hypothesis was
categories) ' confirmed
The null hypothesis was
Age 0,979 confirmed
The null hypothesis was
Last occassion 0,269 confirmed

4.4.4 Distributions of frequencies of non-treated individuals included and
excluded from the sample

In the following tables the frequencies of the variables in the sample on non-treated
individuals included in the sample and the excluded ones are written.
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Gender Crosstabulation

Driving licence_16 categories Crosstabulation

group group
Total
non non
selected | ojected | Total selected | oo ected
men I %5987 I 50|145 86132 Driving license: group DE 21 2 23
Gender women I:|26094 BS777 61871 Driving license: group D 134 133 267
unknown 0 42 42 Driving license: group D1E 21 3 24
Total - .
62081 85964 | 148045 Driving license: group D1 134 133 267
Driving license: group CE 553 451 1004
Marital status Crosstabulation Driving license: group C | 1137 I 1008 2145
group Driving license: group C1E 553 451 1004
—n Total
selected seleocted Driving Driving license: group C1 | 1137 I 1008 2145
licence_16
unknown 0 475 475 categories Driving license: group BE 553 451 1004
registered partners 9 34 43 Driving license: group B |:| 16050 |:| 16581 32631
divorced 136 175 311 Driving license: group B1 I:| 16050 [| 16581| 32631
Marital status
single I 79172| 137748 Driving license: group A | 3832 | 4419 8251
widow 7 10 17 Driving license: group A2 0 1 1
married | 3353 |] 6098| 9451 Driving license: group Al | 3832 | 4419( 8251
Total - .
62081 85964 | 148045 Driving license: group AM 16202 16803| 33005
Driving license: group T | 1424 I 1296 2720
Unemployed before 2007 in months Crosstabulation Total 61633 63740] 125373
group Total
non - -
selected Types of disadvantages Crosstabulation
selected
bU?empzloo(éeld <1year | 1095 830 1925 group
efore in Total
1-3years 480 530| 1019 selected | "
selected
> 3 years 65 136 201 no disadvantage I 566%8 I 68231/ 124929
no evidence |_I 604|41|_ 57719] 118160 graduate I 2682 |] 5370 8052
Total 62081| 59224| 121305 long - term unemployed I 2640 n 12168| 14808
low education level 9 25 34
Following registration in SIA Crosstabulation X TRPES O organizational 9 10 19
disadvantages
group poor working discipline 6 64 70
non
selected selected | Total care 26 70 96
Following no registration |_I 620]31 I b0365 92446 age over 50 years 0 7 7
registration in
SIA following registration 0|_99 55599 disabled 11 19 30
Total 62081| 85964| 148045| | Total 62081 85964 148045
Level of
education_10
group Total
non
selected el
Not finished education 26 I 1908 1934
Primary education I 3391 I] 10118| 13509
Lower secondary professional educati 420 457 877
Secondary vocational education D 16198 ﬂ 11818| 28016
Level of Full secondary vocational education |_ 6546 DZGlGS 62714
education_10
categories Full secondary comprehensive educatl 3688 l] 6259 9947
Upper vocational education 106 98 204
Bachelor e[ 1105|1765
Master | 1046| 1470 2525
Doctoral 0 0 0
Total 62081 59410] 121491
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4.5 Description of samples

This chapter describes some facts about the sample at the time before the creation of the
pairs. This is another milestone on the path to gain matched individuals of treated and
control groups in four follow-up reference periods which should ensure homogeneity of
intervention and the validity of counter-factual impact evaluation.

The heath or intensity map presents the size of individuals that enrol in the program of
graduate work experience. It is obvious that most of the participants in the samples are
from those parts of Slovakia which are highly exposed to the unemployment rate, i.e.
places were the intervention mostly make ssense and the placement of jobseekers has a
much desired effect.

4.5.1 Permanent residence

We have covered all districts and regions of Slovakia. Just for interpretation we will use
the regional distribution of individuals. As the table below presents the most treated
jobseekers in all four reference periods coming from Presov region, which is the second
most suffering from high and permanent levels of unemployment rate after Banska
Bystrica region. Even though Banska Bystrica region has a higher level of unemployment
rate, Presov region is more populous, and that 1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008
is the reason why in all reference periods most Correlation Treated  Non-treated
jobseekers came from Presov region. The least Average unemployment [
treated and non-treated jobseekers are in rate In region (%) 0508 D240
Bratislava region; the capital region for a long- Correlation Treated  Non-treated
time has had the lowest level of Averageunemployment [
0,849

unemployment rate. In total we have almost rateinregion (%) 10
65 thousand treated jobseekers covered by 3-rd reference period: 1.1.2011 - 30.6.2011
. Correlation Treated Non-treated

our samples across four reference periods and  Azraze unemployment
almost 67 thousand controls. rate in region (%) 0,874 0,200
The table next to the text describes the power 4-th reference period: 1.7.2011 - 30.4.2012
of relations among treated, non-treated Correlation Treated | Non-treated

f individual d th Average unemployment
groups of individuals an €  average iinregion (%) 0,854 0,308

unemployment rate across the regions of
Slovakia and reference periods.

As is presented in the table, the relation between the unemployment rate in the specific
region and number of treated jobseekers is much more related than the number of non-
treated jobseekers in the regions.

Maximal differences between treated and non-treated groups in the reference periods
are 8.8 %. Through those differences it is obvious that in regions with a higher level of
unemployment rate there are a higher share of treated jobseekers than the total treated
jobseekers in our samples. The aforementioned indicates a higher probability of being
treated in a group of unemployed eligible individuals in regions with a higher level of
unemployment rate than in regions with lower unemployment rates in the west of
Slovakia.
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1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008

Region of permanent Region of permanent Difference Average
Region residence_treated residence_non-treated between |unemploymentrate in
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%) region (%)
Bratislava region 134 2.1 217 53 D3’2 22
Trnava region 607 9,6 522 12,8 Ds,z 4,4
Trencin region 613 97 495 12,2 |25 47
Nitra region 1091 17,3 613 15,1 2,2 7.4
Zilina region 703 11,1 548 135 I] 23 6,7
Banska Bystrica 935 148 508 12,5 |] 23 15,1
region
Presovregion 1145 18,2 639 15,7 |] 2.4 13,3
Kosice region 1080 17,1 525 12,9 |] -4,2 12,8
Total 6308 100,0 4067 100,0 9,2
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 - 31.12.2010
Region of permanent Region of permanent ) Average
Region residence_treated residence_non-treated %‘g&rz';ie unemployment rate in
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%) residence region (%)
Bratislava region 350 29 2873 79 g 3.9
Trnava region 2713 11,2 4450 12,2 LEJ 72
Trencin region 3275 94 4962 136 42 | 8,2
Nitra region 3072 126 5243 143 47 104
Zilina region 3446 14,2 4974 136 -ﬂ,e 10,3
Banska Bystrica 3451 14,2 4004 11,0 [',2 184
region
Presovregion 4756 19,6 5322 14,6 l:.,o 17,2
Kosice region 4063 16,7 4737 13,0 El,e 15,4
Total 24126 100,0 36565 100,0 - 12,3
3-rd reference period: 1.1.2011 - 30.6.2011
Region of permanent Region of permanent Difference Average
Region residence treated residence non-treated between |unemploymentrate in
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%) | residence region (%)
Bratislava region 357 22 583 8,1 5, 55
Trmava region 1556 9,6 943 131 3,E 8,9
Trencin region 1434 8,8 1013 14,1 5,’ ‘ 9,6
Nitra region 1887 116 1023 14,2 2, 32
Zilina region 2333 14,4 999 13,9 -ok 12,8
Banska Bystri
anska Bystrica 2240 138 744 104 Ela 20,7
region
Presovregion 3501 216 1020 14,2 Ela 19,6
Kosice region 2922 18,0 861 120 | [ 182
Total 16230 100,0 7186 100,0 - 14,6
4-th reference period: 1.7.2011 - 30.4.2012
Regign of permanent Re.gion of permanent Difference Average
Region residence_treated residence_non-treated between |unemployment rate in
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%) | residence region (%)
Bratislava region 415 23 1498 79 5.6 51
Trnava region 1641 9,1 2346 123 3,3]] 8,6
Trencin region 1606 8,9 2573 135 4,GD 95
Nitra region 2282 12,6 2704 14,2 1,6[| 125
Zilina region 2670 14,8 2823 14,8 0,1§ 12,3
Banska Bystri
anska Bystrica 2449 135 1998 105 20,2
region
Presovregion 4051 22,4 2596 136 [:. 191
Kosice region 2978 165 2499 131 17,2
Total 18092 100,0 19037 100,0 - 14,0
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4.5.2 Gender

These frequency tables show the share of
men and women in our samples. As the
numbers describe, the average percentage
of treated unemployed men is at the level of
more than 31 %. On the other hand, 2
individuals of treated unemployed
graduates are women in different reference
periods, even though the share of women in
non-treated groups is almost the reverse.
That is why it is possible to deduce that
girls have a greater interest to undergo
graduate work experience than women. We
verified this difference by a statistical test.
The difference between treated and non-
treated groups is at the level of 20 to 25 %.

The differences between the categories of
gender were verified using non-parametric

tests for testing the equality of the
distributions of two samples. The results of
the tests are in the following table.

1-st reference period:

1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008

Gender_treated Gender_non-treated Difference
— — between
Gender Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
men 1974 31,3 2323 57,1 Izs,s
women 4334 68,7 1744 a29 [T 258
Total 6308 100,0 4067 100,0 -
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 - 31.12.2010
Gender_treated Gender_non-treated Difference
between
Gender Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
men 8870 36,5 20808 56,9 I20,4
women 15434 635 15757 31 [ K 204
Total 24304 100,0 36565 100,0 -
3-rd reference period: 1.1.2011 - 30.6.2011
Gender_treated Gender_non-treated Difference
between
Gender Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
men 6027 37,1 4336 60,3 ’23,2
women 10203 62,9 2850 s07 [ K 232
Total 16230 100,0 7186 100,0 -
4-th reference period: 1.7.2011 - 30.4.2012
Gender_treated Gender_non-treated Difference
between
Gender Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
men 6588 364 11325 59,5 l23,1
women 11504 63,6 7712 40,5 . -23,1
Total 18092 100,0 19037 100,0 -

If we compare the p-value of the test with a significance level of 0.05; we could say that
the null hypothesis is rejected. The differences between the percentage of men and
women between treated individuals are significant. The differences between non-treated
individuals in the field of gender are not significant. This result is illustrated in the

following table.

This test verified that between treated individuals more women are participating in this
program and this difference is statistically significant.

Hypothesis Test Summary
Null Hypothesi= Test Sig. Decizion

The distribution of

count_gender_non_treated izthéndependent Retain the
1 zame across categorias of Samplez Mann- 243 null

lewels_of wariable_gender_non Whitney U Test hypothesis.

treated.

The distribution of

count_gender_non_treated izth n:;pa:ent— Retain the
2 same across c_ategories of Kolmpogorw- 211 null )

Lz-ae\f‘;atlesaof_\tan.aihIe_gent:h:_-l_non_smimmr Test hypothesis.

The distribution of

count_gender_non_treated iz th n:;pa:ent— Retain the
3 same across categories of Kruskzl-'l.lll'allis 24928 null

levels_of wariable_gender_non hypothesis.

treated. e

FAeymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

Exact significance is displayed for this test,
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Hypothesis Test Summary
Mull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision

The distribution of

count_gender_non_treated isthéndependent- Fetain the
1 same across categories of Samples Mann- 244 null

levels_of_variable_gender_non Whitney U Test hypothesis.

treated.

The distribution of

count_gender_non_treated is th n;:lrenpzlagsdent- Retain the
2 zame actoss categories of Kolmpogorov- 211 null .

{:a.!\r‘;atlzﬁnf_\f.zin.Eihle_gender_non_sl_nimwr Test hypothesis.

The distribution of

count_gender_non_treated iz th n:nipf;ﬂsdent- Retain the
3 same acmss categories of KruskF:aI-‘ull'allis 2498 null

levels_of_variable_gender_non hypothesis,

treated. ==t

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance lewel iz 05,

1Exact zsignificancs iz dizplayed for this test.



4.5.3 Marital status

Our database distinguished five types of marit:

a]

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008

. . rital us tr ri S non-tr Difference
status of the registered jobseekers. The most | mpeo |miesareyener | e o non om0l petween
. . marital status| Frequenc Percent Frequenc Percent roups (%)
frequent type of registered jobseekers are F—0r- - - 2 Ip
. . . . 3 0 0 0 0
single; in different reference periods these | wlos - ol @ s
make up about 90 % of the eligible sample of |, =7 2o wr| W
treated and non-treated groups. A high share |uion 2[00 2 oo | oo
of single individuals in our distribution was | S 398 oo I 3
Total 100,0
expected based on the fact that we evaluate =% il 00
graduate work experience, i.e. jobseekers a short 2:nd reference period: 1.5.2008 - 31.12.2010
; Marital status_treated Marital status_non-treated | Difference
time after they have graduated from schools. | W between
. . . marital status| Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
Nevertheless, our samples distributions show [rgserea " 0 5 NI
. . partners ! ! !
3.8 by more than 11 % of married jobseekers. |avorces o 03 100 os] | oo
There is only an insignificant share of widows, |snse 2527 9.7 34320 93,9
divorced individuals or registered partners. [ 2 e ‘ o I
. married 1706 7.0 2132 58 1,2
Differences between treated and non-treated B
h 18 © f th Total 24304 100,0 36565 100,0 -
gFOUIpIS are not greater . than ' %o of the 3-rd reference period: 1.1.2010 - 30.6.2011
SpelelC Category Of marltal status across the o of Marital status_treated Marital status_non-treated D:)fference
. ype o etween
reference peI‘IOdS. marital status | Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
The differences between the percentage of the | 1 0 0 0 | 0
category single and of the category married |"° 27 02 8 o1 | o1
" . ingl 93,9
were also verified by non-parametric tests. | S - 615 %48
. widow 2 A 1 ,0 ; 0,0]
The results are written below. In both cases, |, . o 5o o <o T o5
the significance of the differences was not |wa 24308 woo|  aeses wo0| -
confirmed. 4-th reference period: 1.7.2011 - 30.4.2012
T : Marital status_treated Marital status_non-treated D:)fference
e O etween
man)tl:l status| Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
registered i 0 1 0 E 0
partners I
divorced 29 0,2 20 0.1 E 0,1
single 17082 944 18283 96,0
widow 1 0,0 1 0 ; 0,0
married 979 5.4 732 3,8|:. 1,6
Total 18092 100,0] 19037 100,0 -
Hypothesis Test Summary
Null Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision Hypothesis Test Summary
The distribution of count_single imdependent- Retain the Hull Hypathesis Test Sig. Decision
g the EEIu0 SIS sategories of Sar_nples Manr- '114 null i The distribution of count_maried ndependent Retain the
iRaRAhge, Wiy U vesd ippoiices 1 the zame across categories of Sam‘;les Mann- .343' null
treated_married. Wrhitney U Test hypothesis.
The distribution of count_single i J2pendent Feetain the
2 Ihe same soross categories of szwpolgirou- 583 EU” thesi The distribution of count_maried :;%Iee“sdent' Retain the
redted_single. Smirnaw Test Ypathesis. 3 :?:af:?_em?;,rioes;categones of gfr:{:‘n°09v°_'r°e"s't . E;yothesis.
The distribution of count_single i SePendent Retain the -  pdependent i
B 1 I, o e S e R
= . Test .
Asymptotic signiticances are displayed. The signiticance level is 05. Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance lewel is 05,
1Euact significance is displayed for this test. 1Exact significance is displayed for this test.
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4.5.4 Types of disadvantages

We recognize 9 types of disadvantages
according to the definitions of Act No.
5/2004 on Employment Services.

This variable shows that in a group of
treated jobseekers, only about 20 % are
graduates. We verified the eligibility of
jobseekers and our samples are composed
from eligible individuals currently valid in
the reference period.

Distribution in all reference periods
indicates insignificant character of the
variable because it only covers on average
less than 20 % of all jobseekers, the rest of
the treated and non-treated jobseekers are
without any feature of disadvantages.
Never the less, the second biggest category

in the presented distributions are
graduates and long-term unemployed
jobseekers. The other types of
disadvantages rarely appeared in our

distribution of reference periods.

4.5.5 Age

The average age of treated jobseekers is in
the range from 20 to 21 years, while the
average age of controls is in the range from
22 to 24 years. The average age of non-
treated jobseekers is higher in all reference
periods. The youngest eligible treated
jobseekers are 16 years old in all reference
periods and the youngest non-treated
jobseekers are 17 years old.

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008

Disadvantages_tre

Disadvantages_tre

Difference
Type of disadvantages ated ated_non-treated between
Frequency| Percent] Frequency|Percent| groups (%)
no 5289 83,8 3760 92,5
graduate 733 116 15| 36 M -s1
long-term unemployed 279 4.4 158 3,9 -05
low education level
0 0,0 2 .0 0,0
organizational > 0.0 1 0 0.0
unemployed 0 0,0 0 0 0,0
care 3 0,0 1 ,0 0,0
age more than 50 0 0,0 0 0 0,0
disable 2 0,0 1 0 0,0
Total 6308| 100,0 4067| 100,0
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 - 31.12.2010
Disadvantages_tre |Disadvantages_tre .
Difference
Type of disadvantages ated ated_non-treated b n
Frequency|Percent]Frequency|Percent| groups (%)
none 18107| 745| 33685 921
graduate azo0| 181 14s7| 41| M -140
unemployed 1785| 73 1 of B 73
long-term unemployed 0 0 1349 37 [| 3,7
notfinished 0 0 1 0 0,0
low education 0 0 6 0 0,0
organizational 5 0,0 8 0 0,0
care 12 0,0 19 a1 0,0
problematic situation 0 0 3 0 0,0
disabled 5 0,0 6 ,0 0,0
Total 24304| 1000| 36565 1000
3-rd reference period: 1.1.2011 - 30.6.2011
Disadvantages_tre[Disadvantages_tre| Difference
Type of disadvantages atel ated nondreated | between
Frequency| Percent] Frequency|Percent| groups (%)
none 10551 650 6682 930
graduate 3611|222 200 33 M 189
long-term unemployed 2052| 126 258 36 l] 36
low education 0 0 1 0 ; 0,0
organizational 1 0 8 0 0,0
care 6 0 1 0 0,0
disabled 9 1 1 0 0,0
Total 18092 100,0 o[ 100,0

4-th reference period: 1.7.2011 - 30.4.2012

Disadvantages_tre

Dlsafivanfages_fre Difference

Type of disadvantages ate ated nonqreated | - between
Frequency|Percent]Frequency|Percent| groups (%)

none 9610| 53,1 16977 89,2 iﬂ
graduate 3898 215 988 52 [I -16,4
long-term unemployed 4560 252 1063 5,6 [I -19,6
not finished 0 0 0 0 . 0,0
low education 0 0 1 0 0,0
organizational 1 0,0 1 ,0 0,0
care 5 0,0 6 0 0,0
disabled 12 0,1 1 ,0 -0,1
Total 18092 100,0]  19037| 100,0
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1-st reference 2-nd reference 3-rd reference 4-th reference

period: 1.1.2007 - | period: 1.5.2008 - | period: 1.1.2010- | period: 1.7.2011 -
Descriptives_treated: AGE 30.4.2008 31.12.2010 30.6.2011 30.4.2012

Treated Non-treated Treated Non-treated Treated Non-treated Treated Non-treated

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic
Mean |I 20,7215 24,3479. 210387)0 240229 212060 231316 212146f0 228624
95% Lower Bound 20,6791 24,3059 21,0145 24,0111 21,2661 23,1043 21,1894 22,8433
Confidence
Interval for  UPPer Bound 20,7640 24,3899 21,0629 24,0347 21,3277 23,1590 21,2478 22,8814
5% Trimmed Mean 20,6909 24,5641 21,0015 24,1491 21,2546 23,1880 21,1569 22,8845
Median 20,0000 25,0000 20,0000 24,0000 21,0000 23,0000 21,0000 23,0000
Variance 2,959 1,865 3,699 1,323 4,010 1,400 4,014 1,796
Std. Deviation 1,72031 1,36579 1,92338 1,15015 2,00259 1,18336 2,00340 1,34016
Minimum 16,00 17,00 16,00 17,00 16,00 18,00 16,00 18,00
Maximum 25,00 25,00 25,00 25,00 25,00 25,00 25,00 25,00
Range 9,00 8,00 9,00 8,00 9,00 7,00 9,00 7,00
Interquartile Range 3,00 1,00 4,00 2,00 3,00 1,00 3,00 2,00
Skewness 437 2,451 450 -1,434 324 -678 444 ,008
Kurtosis -,808 5,394 -1,093 2,263 -1,248 662 -1,108 -,665

As is presented in the output table of the normality test below, any distributions of
reference periods were not confirmed via a normal distribution of values. Even graphical
numbers of distributions do not have symmetric histograms under a normal curve. The
shape of distributions reveals that the group of treated jobseekers is created mostly by
individuals between 19 and 20 years of age. On the other hand, non-treated groups in
the first two reference periods are mostly 25 years old jobseekers and in the last second
reference period the majority are 22 and 23 years old jobseekers.

Treated Non-treated
Tests of Normality: Age Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Kolmogorov-Smirnov?
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008 ,199 6308 0,000 401 4067 0,000
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 - 31.12.2010 219 24304 0,000 237 36565 0,000
3-rd reference period: 1.1.2010 - 30.6.2011 ,208 16230 0,000 216 7186 0,000
4-th reference period: 1.7.2011 - 30.4.2012 216 18092 0,000 181 19037 0,000

Boxplots present the number of outliers and extremes in the distributions of controls,
which ensures a slight distortion of means to decrease. Extremes and outliers occur just
in non-treated samples.
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4.5.6 Level of education

We distinguished 5 types of highest
achieved level of education among
treated and non-treated jobseekers.
As is presented in the green bar charts
in the tables next to the text, the
highest frequency of education level is
of secondary vocational school
graduates, i.e. on average more than
half of the sample. The second most
frequent level are college and
vocational school graduates who were
treated. We can identify an increasing
interest of college graduates about
graduate work experience since the
second period, i.e. 1.5.2008, when the
crisis started in Slovakia and started
to increase the unemployment.

The biggest differences between
treated and controls across the
periods are 22 % at the college level of
education. We tested the statistical
significance  of the differences
between the sample of treated and
non-treated individuals for every level
of education. The results of these tests
are in the following table.

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008

Treated Non-treated Difference
Level of education between
groups (%)
Frequency|Percent| Frequency| Percent|
primary shool 93 15 648 15,9
secondary vocational school 3475 55,1 1839 452 9,9
vocational school 1260| 204f | 1250| 310 e
comprehensive school 519 8.2 189 4.6 u 36
college 952| 15.1 132 s2 M 118
Total 6308 100,0 4067| 100,0 -
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 - 31.12.2010
Treated Non-treated Difference
between
Lewel of education Frequency|Percent] Frequency| Percent| groups (%)
primary shool 169| 07 1821 50 D4,3
secondary vocational school 13213 54.4 22136 605 E 2
vocational school 3789 156 9393 257 10,1
comprehensive school 2392 9.8 2184 6,0 I] 39
college arar| 195 03| 28 E-167
Total 24304 100,0 36565| 100,0 -
3-rd reference period: 1.1.2010 - 30.6.2011
Treated Non-treated Difference
between
Level of education Frequency|Percent] Frequency | Percent groups (%)
primary shool 109 07 408| 57 E,o
secondary vocational school 8285| 51,0 a400| 612
vocational school 2265 140 1728 240
comprehensive school 1644 101 501 70 I]_3 2
college 3927| 242 ol 21 l2n
Total 16230 1000 7186( 100,0 -
4-th reference period: 1.7.2011 - 30.4.2012
Treated Non-treated Difference
between
Level of education Frequency|Percent| Frequency| Percent| groups (%)
primary shool 110 0,6 835 44 I}?»B
secondary vocational school 9755| 539 11083 629
vocational school 2555 14,1 4443 23,3
comprehensive school 2118 11,7 1279 6,7 I:‘ 5,0
college 3554| 19,6 ao7| 26 K70
Total 18092| 100,0 19037| 100,0
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Only in the «case of
secondary school
education, the difference
between treated and non-
treated individuals are not
significant. In the case of
other variables, the
differences are statistically
significant. This we can say
by using the p-value of the
test, which we compare
with the significance level
0.05. In case that the p-
value of the test is lower
than 0.05, the null
hypothesis about the same
distribution between
treated and non-treated is
rejected.

Hypothesis Test Summary

Mull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
The distribution of Independent- Reject the
1  count_priman_school is the same Samples Mann- oza' | null
across categories of treated. Whitney U Test hypothesis.
The distribution of pedependent Reject the
2 gount_priman_school is the SamEKnlmp-:-gnrmr- L0237 null .
acrozs categories of treated. Smimow Test hypothesis.
The distribution of ndependeant Reject the
3 count_primany_school is the SamEKruskl:lal-Wallig J20  null
across categories of treated. Test hypothesis.
The distribution of Independent- Retain the
4  count_secondany_school isthe  Samples Mann- 243 null
same across categories of treated. Whitney U Test hypothesis.
The distribution of pilependent Retain the
5  count_zecondany_school isthe Ku:-lmpu:-g-:-rmr- 211 null .
same across categories of treated. Smimow Test hypothesis.
The distribution of ndependent Retain the
E  count_secondany_school isthe K[LISkpaF'l.“.I'a“iS 2492 null
same dcross categories of treated. Test hypothesis.
The distribution of Independent- Reject the
T count_vocational_education isth&Eamples Mann- 0zal | null
same dcross categories of treated. Whitney U Test hypothesis.
The distribution of pidependent Reject the
g count_vocational_education iSthq(-:-Imp-:-gnrw- L0237 null .
same dcross categories of treated. Smimow Test hypothesis.
The distribution of ndependeant Reject the
3  count_wocational_education iSth%ruskil-Wallis 021 null
same dcross categories of treated. Test hypothesis.
The distribution of Independent- Reject the
10 count_comprehensive is the same Samples Mann- 0zal | null
acrozs categories of treated. Whitney U Test hypothesis.
The distribution of ndependeant Reject the
11 count_comprehensive is the SamEKnlmp-:- — 0237 null
acrozs categories of treated. 4 hypothesis.

Smirnow Test

Asymptotic significances are dizplayed. The significance level iz 05,

TExact significance is displayed for this test.
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4.5.7 Registered before 2007

There are four groups of the variable
which inform us about the cumulative
period of jobseekers before the first
reference period as of 1.1.2007.

It is obvious that most of the treated and
non-treated  jobseekers were not
unemployed before 2007. No more than
20 % (just in the first reference period)
are long-term unemployed jobseekers.
From the second reference period, long-
term  unemployed jobseekers are
markedly reduced.

The biggest differences between the
groups of treated and controls are at the
level of 16 %.

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008

Difference

Unemployed Treated Non-treated between
before 2007 | Frequency |Percent] Frequency|Percent groups (%)
no 3565 56,5 3442 846 28,1
<1lyear 1344 213 411 101 E' 11,2
>3 years 354 56 192 47 [ 0.9
1-3years 1045 166 22 05 [l -16,0
Total 6308] 100,0 4067| 100,0 -
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 - 31.12.2010
Unemployed Treated Non-treated Tgﬁ;zgie
before 2007 | Frequency | Percent|Frequency|Percent groups (%)
no 22538] 927 35552 97,2|45
<1lyear 1139 47 648 1,8
>3 years 153 0,6 323 0,903 I]
1-3years 474 2,0 42 0,1 '
Total 24304 1000 36565 100,0 -

3-rd reference period:

1.1.2010 - 30.6.2011

Unemployed Treated Non-treated ng;‘;’;e
before 2007 | Frequency | Percent|Frequency|Percent groups (%)
no 15783 97,2 7076] 98,512

<1year 64| 22 87| 12

> 3 years 7 0,0 21 0,3]0:2
1-3years 76 05 2 0,0 '0"1]

Total 16230 100,0 7186| 100,0 B

4-th reference period:

1.7.2011 - 30.4.2012

Unemployed
before 2007

Non-treated

Difference
between

Frequency

Percent

groups (%)

no
<1year
> 3 years
1-3years

Total

Treated
Frequency |Percent
17703 97,8
315 1,7
7 0,0
67 04
24304 100,0

18850
161
20

6
19037

99,0
0,8
0,1
0,0

100,0

12

0.1 i

'O’ﬂ_
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4.5.8 Category of driving licence

Most of the graduates in the samples do
not have any driving licence, which could
be one of the reasons for their missing
attractiveness on the labour market.

Just about every one in four jobseeker has
a driving licence for cars and motorcycles.
And, just on average, about 3 present of the
treated and non-treated jobseekers are
holders of driving licences for buses or
lorries, which determines transport
working positions.

Between the treated and non-treated
groups were identified differences at the
maximum level of four present.

We verified the differences between
treated and non-treated individuals during
these 4 reference periods. The results of
the testing are in the following table.

For both levels of variables, the differences
between treated and non-treated are not
significant. That means, we could say
that both treated and non-treated
individuals come from the same
distributions.

4.6 Analysis of variance

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008

Category of
driving Treated Non-treated Difference
i between
license Frequency |Valid percent| Frequency [Valid percent groups (%)
Cars and 1427 23 920 23 0
motorcycles
Smaller 118 2 94 2 0
trucks
Buses 41 1 36 1 0
Trucks 12 0 10 0 0
No driving 3145 77 27501 75 2
license
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 - 31.12.2010
Cars and 6408 26 8959 25 2
motorcycles
Smaller 415 2 817 2 -1
trucks
Buses 158 1 330 1 0
Trucks 44 0 78 0 0
No driving 5230 73 13138 69 4
license
3-rd reference period: 1.1.2010 - 30.6.2011
Cars and 4957 31 1952 27 3 ’
motorcycles
Smaller 302 2 149 2 H 0
trucks
Buses 117 1 55 1 0
Trucks 33 0 13 0 0
No_ driving 4879 77 17890 74 4 ‘
license

4-th reference period: 1.7.2011 - 30.4.2012

Hynothesis Test Summary
-1
Null Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
The distribution of count_cars iz th n:;';f:::,‘?;n_ Bagl ELe”tlain the 0
same across categories of treated. Wihitney U Test . hypothesis. 0
Independent- .
2 The distribution of count_cars iz th&amples 1,000 Ejham the
zame dcross categories of treated. Kolmogorow- ' hwpothesis
Smirnov Test ve .
Indepandent- n
3 The distribution of count_cars isth&amples 550 Ef”tlam the
zame dcross categories of treated. Kruskal-allis b hypothes
Test ypothesis.
The distribution of Independent- Retain the
4 count_no_driving_licence isthe  Samples Mann- 243 null
zame across categories of treated. Whitney U Test hypothesis.
The distribution of Independent- Retain the
5 count_no_driving_licence is the Kolmpogoro\r- 599 null X
zame 3cross categories of treated. Smimov Test hypothesis.
The distribution of independent- Retain the
B count_no_driving_licence iz the KluskF:al-Wallis 205 null
zame dcross categories of treated. Test hypothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

1Exact significance is displayed for th

iz test,

In the samples of treated and non-treated jobseekers, we verified the equality of means
or probability distributions of variables. There we tested the significance of differences
between the variable means or between the variable frequency distributions. For the
purpose of the testing we used a one-way analysis of variance. Firstly we verified
whether the distribution of variable frequencies was normal or not. This was made by
the Shapiro-Wilk test of normal distribution. Then, within the second step, we used the
independent samples t-test in case of normal distribution or non-parametric alternative
Mann-Whitney U test. We also used the Kruskall-Wallis test and Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test as non-parametric alternatives to one-way analysis of variance for two samples.
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4.6.1 1streference period

In the following table, the results of verifying normal distribution of variables in the

sample of treated and non-treated jobseekers in the first reference period are written.

Based on the results from the Shapiro-Wilk test we then used the parametric or non-
arametric alternative for testing the equality of means or equality of distributions.

Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-
Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
Statisti
Variable Treated Statistic | df Sig. | c Df |Sig.
. non treated ,403 5| ,008 ,625 5| ,001
Marital status
treated ,392 5| ,012 ,638 5 ,002
Level of education | Non treated 3261 10| 003 678 10| 000
(10 categories) treated 339| 10| 002 583| 10| 000
o non treated 1133 78| ,002 886 | 78| ,000
District of School
treated 179 78 | ,000 823| 78 ,000
. non treated 476 7| ,000 ,492 7 ,000
Disadvantages
treated 1391 7| ,002 552 7| 000
) non treated 453 36| ,000 211| 36| ,000
Last Occasion
treated ,289 36 | ,000 619 36 ,000
non treated ,388 | 4067 | ,000 ,550 | 4067 ,000
Age
treated 198 | 6308 | ,000
non treated ,260 2
Gender
treated ,260 2
School (5 non treated ,204 5| ,200 1910 5| 467
categories) treated 298 5| 169 853 5| 206
Jobseeker before | non treated 395 4 7191 4| 019
2007 treated 317 4 ,880 4 ,339
o ) non treated ,333 16| ,000 633 16| 000
Driving licence
treated 1343 16 | ,000 618 | 16| ,000

Based on the results of this testing we used the t-test for two variables: School (5
categories) and Jobseeker before 2007. The results of comparing the means of these two
variables between the treated and non-treated individuals are in the following table.
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's
Test for
Equalit .
q of y t-test for Equality of Means
Variance
S
Sig.
Mean
. (2- . Std. Error
F |Sig.| t df . Differenc .
tailed o Difference
)
Equal variances assumed 534 | ,486 | -,667 8 524 -448,200 672,461
School 5 !
categories) Equal  variances  not -,667 6,253 529 -448,200 672,461
assumed
Equal variances assumed 148 | 714 | -524 6 619 -560,250 1068,632
Jobseeker before .
2007 Equal  variances  not -524 5,858 619 -560,250 1068,632
assumed

For both variables, the difference between the means is not significant. So the variable
means of these two variables for treated and non-treated jobseekers are statistically
equal.

In the following table, the results of non-parametric tests for the other variables are
written.

Gender Marital status
Hypothases Test Summarny
r Ml gotresie Tost
e e it - [y The gse Whies o nint ks e - ATSSNENATA
W Hppctrmnie Toet P Daci s 1 RITe AT Categarie of bmated ;f‘,‘,:‘_:‘_',’,‘(‘_j
Indupandart Rutain the o
The datridvtien of coart & th 2 ha o
1 ot devem s iinguivet o1 hosed Savales Mana. 1000, wad l;_ Tive detsturbon of countisthe G 000 s
= { RATHA ACIBES CaeG 00 of foaaied. I baroelvash
ar wpThut
Iedepasdant Ratzin 4 >
P bt L R L wa it l SRR
K A e fa The catsbabon o o W S 05 1ot
Srimse.Tod ! BETVE BEINIE Mg Ar tenind, brumal oalte !
Te Pt
led cart
S The SAMUIn of courtBlhe  SOTOIS s Netsin e Arenplatd eritie anoes 300 dUplaped Tha sgritinanes vl & 06
P LATe 200008 3 g Rivet oF reated FIucha b Wa ke v ;"“’h - v ‘
ot A Ea6l B0nrio sl & gl aved Ter s ait
Acpratetic Bgeitoacoet Me Scplaped The signitasnae lesel i 05
VEwaa! SON S Ca0 00 0 SHp PR 1 11oh Tast
Level of education (10 categories) Disadvantages
Hypothesis Test Summary Hypothesis Test Summary
Null Hypathesis Tast Sig. M=sisiem Null Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
n [ q Independent Retain the
- . . Independent Retain the The distribution of count is the
1 The t:IlstnI:uutn:nnt of c:n_:nuntflstthet " Sam|pjles Manmn- Fog  null 1 same across categaries of treated.%i?}ﬁle;sﬁd?en;{ Asef R;ur:nlothesis
same across categories of treated. yypir T oot Fryp ath esis. 5
Independent h
Independent Fetain the 5 The distribution of countisthe  Samples qag etainthe
o The distribution of countisthe  Samples aga null same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- : hypothesic
zame across categories of treated. Kolmogoro- ’ bryp ath esis, Smirnow Test ¥P .
Smirmov Test }
Independent n
Independent . 5 The distribution of countisthe  Samples a40 E:Itlaln Hha
The distribution of count isthe  Samples Retain the same across categories of treated. Kruskal-wiallis ! hypothesis
E zame across categories of treated. Kruskal-wiallis 762 Eu“ th asi ves
Test ypothesis.
Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,
Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance lewvel is 05, 1Exact significance is displayed for this test,
1Exact significance iz displayed for this test.
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Last occasion District of school

Hypothesis Test Summary Hypothesis Test Summary
Hull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decizion Mull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
. e B Independent Reject the
y The distibution of sount isthe  I0d%pendent - Retain the 1 Tne ditibution of sountls e, Sampics Man: 004 il
zame across categories of t[eatEd'Whitney U Test ' Frep oth esis Wihitney LI Test hypothesis.
Independent .
Independent Retain the o The distiibution of count isthe  Samples o ejectthe
2 The distribution of count iz the Samples are null same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- . hiym oth esis.
zame across categories of treated. Kolmagaoro- ! hnothasiz Smirnow Test e .
Smirnow Test VP .
Independent .
Independent . 2 The distribution of zaunt is the Samples 004 EUEIJIECt i
5 The distiibution of countisthe  Samples ey Detsinthe EEA EE0EES SEERS S e T HAHTS s
zame across categories of treated. Kruskal-wiallis ' hypothesis &
e Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level iz 05,

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

Age \ Driving licence
Hypothesis Test Summary Hynothesis Test Summary
Null Hypathesis Tast Sig.  Decision O pathes S =] g, UEESED
PR : Ind dent Retain th
The distribution of Age isthe samdndependent Reject the 4 The distributien of count iz the g?a:,gfgs e sad T s
1 across categories of Treatedénon- Samples Mann- 000 | null . same across categories of treated. o prs T oot hypothesis.
treated. Whitney U Test hypothesis.
Independent R
. . Retain the
PR : Independent A The distribution of countisthe  Samples
The distribution of fge '5thesam353m';|es Reject the 2 came across categories of treated. Kolmogorow el Ru”othesis.
2 across categories of Treatedinon- Kolmagorow- 000 | null X Smirmov Test VP
treated. Smimou Test hypothesis. — -
ndependent- .
Ind dent 3 The distribution of count iz the Samples 554 ESItlam thie
The distribution of Age is the zam nal'le'lp?:S B> Reject the zame acrozs categories of treated. Kruskal-iallis b hyp othesis.
3 acmss categories of Treated/non- Kruskl?al-‘ull'allis 000 null Test
treated. Test hypothesis. . K ___ K
8 Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,
Azymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level iz 05, TEsxact significance is displayed for this test

e Variables, for which the means or the probability distributions of their
frequencies are statistically the same:
o School (5 categories)
Jobseeker before 2007
Gender
Marital status
Level of education (10 categories)
Disadvantages
Last occasion
o Driving licence
e Variables, for which the probability distributions in the sample of treated and
non-treated jobseekers are significantly different:
o District of school
o Age.

O O O O O O

4.6.2 2ndreference period

Similarly to the first reference period, we tested the equality of means or of probability
distributions for the variables in a sample of treated and non-treated individuals in the
second reference period. As before, the first step was to test whether there is a normal
distribution of every variable. The results are in the following table.
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Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov?® Shapiro-Wilk
Variable Treated Statistic | df Sig. | Statistic | Df | Sig.
non treated 434 5| ,002 ,594 5 ,001
Marital status
treated ,425 5| ,004 ,603 5| ,001
Level of education (10 non treated 317 5] ,113 ,786 5 ,062
categories) treated 310 5| 132 861| 5| 234
non treated ,126 79| ,003 ,902 79 ,000
District of School
treated ,168 79| ,000 ,833| 79| ,000
non treated 478 8| ,000 ,458 8 ,000
Disadvantages
treated ,329 8| ,011 ,579 8| ,000
non treated ,263 39| ,000 ,661 39 ,000
Last Occasion
treated ,289 39| ,000 ,631| 39| ,000
non treated ,217 | 36565 | ,000
Age
treated ,210 | 24304 | ,000
non treated ,260 2
Gender
treated ,260 2
non treated ,126 79| ,003 ,902| 79| ,000
School (5 categories)
treated ,168 79| ,000 ,833 79 ,000
non treated ,435 4 ,643 4 ,002
Jobseeker before 2007
treated 423 4 ,664 4| 004
non treated ,338 16 | ,000 ,623 16| ,000
Driving licence
treated ,354 16 | ,000 ,606 16| ,000

In this case, only the variable Level of education (10 categories) is normally distributed.
Based on this result, the second step is to test whether the mean of this variable or the
mean and the distribution of the other variables are the same between the samples of
treated and non-treated individuals. This is tested by t-test in the case of the variable
Level of education (10 categories), which is normally distributed and by a non-parametric
alternative for the other variables.
The results are in the following two tables.

Independent Samples Test

Levene's
Test for
Eq%?llty t-test for Equality of Means
Variance
S
Sig. Mean
F |Sig.| t df (2- | Differenc | Std- Error
tailed - Difference
; 1,73
' 224 | 536 8 ,607 2452,200 4577,173
School ® Equal variances assumed 3
SIS, Eaual varances not 536 6,259 611 2452,200 4577,173
assumed , , , i ,

As we can see in the table, based on the significance of the t-test, the means of the

51




variable Level of education are the same in the sample of treated and non-treated

individuals.

Marital status

Hypothesis Test Summary
MNull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
L q Independent- Retain the
1 Same acros catageries of Hested JAMPIes Mann. 54wl
g “uihitney 1 Taest hypothasic.
Independent .
2 The distribution of count is the Samples a19 Ef”tl‘!'n the
zame acrozs categories of treated. Kolmogaorow b hyp oth esis.
Smirnow Test VP .
Independent .
3 The distribution of count is the Samples a5 Ef”tl‘!'n ihe
zame across categories of treated. Kuskal-Wallis ' h thesi
Test ypothesis.

Azymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

1Exact significance is displayed for this test.

Gender

Hypothesis Test Summary
MNull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
T q Independent Fetain the
1 Jame scios totegeries of Hasted SamplesMann 333 null
a “Whitney U Tast hypothesis.
Independent .
2 The digtribution of count iz the Samples 270 ELTItIam the
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- h by oth esis.
Smimov Test VR .
Independent .
3 The digtribution of count iz the Samples 121 Esltlalnthe
same across categories of treated. Kruskal-wrallis . h thasi
Test ypothasis.

Paymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

1Exactsignificance is displayed for this test.

School (5 categories)

Hypothesis Test Summary
Null Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
PP f Independent Retain the
1 The dtibution of count o ihe, Sambicsiann. 1000 i

9 “Aithitney 1) Test hypothesis.

Independent :
2 The distribution of countisthe  Samples 210 E:Itlam the
same acmss categories of treated. Kolmogorow ! hp othesis
Smimow Test VP .

Independent .
3 The distribution of countisthe  Samples a17 E:Itlam the
zame acrozs categories of treated. Kuskal-Wallis b hypothesis

Test

Azymptotic significances are dizplayed. The significance level is 05,

1Exactsignificance is displayed for this test.

Disadvantages

Hypothesis Test Summary
Hull Hypothesis Tast Sig. Decision
i1 B Independent Retain the
1 Lirme Setass catagaton of Hasted Samples Mann- 648 null
g “Whitney U Test hypothesis.
Indepandent :
2 The distribution of countisthe  Samples 627 Elfltlam the
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow ' hypothesis
Smimow Test VP .
Indepandent q
3 The distribution of countisthe  Samples sag Elfltlam the
zame acmss categaories of treated. Kruskal-Wallis * h thasi
Test ypothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance lewel iz 05,

1Exact significance is displayed for this test.

Last occasion

Hypothesis Test Summary

Hull Hypothesis Test Sig. Deci=ion
A A f Independent Reject the

1 ame acrom categanes of Hasted, SAMPles Mann 005 nul
9 ithitrey U Test hop oth esis.

Independent- .
2 The distribution of count iz the Samples 050 ELEI|J|ECt e
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- ' imEeE
Smimov Test VR .

Independent- .
a The distribution of count iz the Samples 005 ELEI|J|ECt iz
zame across categories of treated. Kruskal-wallis ' Fryp ath esis,

Test

Asymptatic significances are displayed. The significance lewel iz 05,

Jobseeker before 2007

Hypothesis Test Summary
Hull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decizion
U : Independent- Retain the
1 Line setom astagaries of Heated Samples Mann 1,008 nul
g “Urhitney U Test hypothesis.
Independent h
2 The distribution of countizthe  Samples 1,000 ESItlam the
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- ' hypothesis
Smirmov Test ¥R .
Independent .
3 The distribution of count iz the Samples 773 ELe”tlalnthe
same across categories of treated. Kruskal-iiallis ' hypothesi
Test ypothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

1Exact significance is displayed for this test.

Age

Driving licence
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Hypothesis Test Summary
MHull Hypathesis Test Sig. Decision
The distribution of Age isthe samdndependent: Reject the

=

across categories of Treatedfnon- Samples Mann- 000 null

treated. Whitney U Test hypothesis.
T . Independent f
The distribution of Age isthe sAMes e Reject the
2 across categories of Treatedfnon- Kolmpo p— 000 null
treated. Sl'nirnog\r Test hypothesis.
The distribution of Age is the samer o =P =ndent Reject the
3 across categories of Treated/non- Krusk?al-llll’allis 000 null
treated. Test hypothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance lewel iz 05,

Hypothesis Test Summary

Hull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
st : Indepandent- Retain the
1 Jame acroms oategoies of Heated SaMples Mann 34 nul
g “ihitney U Test hypothesis.
Independent .
g The distribution of count izthe  Samples A5 ELe”tlalnthe
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- y hpothesis
Smirnov Test vP .
Independent n
g The distribution of count isthe  Samples 336 ELe”tlalnthe
same across categories of treated. Kruskal-iiallis ! hypothesi
Test ywpothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

1Exact significance is dizplayed for this test.

District of school

Hypothesis Test Summary

Mull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
AR B Independent Reject the

1 Jome serost cateqanas of Hesied SAMEISs Mann. 004 il
g “Whitney U Test hypoth esis,

Independent .
2 The distribution of countis the Samples n21 Eflljlem the
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow ' hirpoth esis
Smirnov Test t :

Independent .
3 The distribution of countisthe Samples 004 ESIJIQCHM
zame across categories of treated. Kruskal-Wallis ' hyp oth esis.
Test :

Azymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level iz 05,

e Variables, for which the means or the
probability distributions of their
frequencies are statistically the same:

o School (5 categories)

Jobseeker before 2007

Gender

Marital status

Level of

categories)

o Disadvantages
o Driving licence

e Variables, for which the probability
distributions in the sample of treated
and non-treated jobseekers are
significantly different:

o Lastoccasion
o District of school
o Age

@)
O
@)
O

education (10

4.6.3 3rdreference period

The results of testing normality using the Shapiro-Wilk test are in the following table.
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Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnov?® Shapiro-Wilk
Statisti
Variable Treated € Df Sig. | Statistic | Df Sig.
non treated ,440 5| ,002 ,588 5 ,000
Marital status
treated ,433 5| ,003 ,594 5 ,001
Level of education (10 non treated 377 10| ,000 ,605 10 ,000
categories) treated ,303 10| ,010 ,651| 10| ,000
non treated 121 79| ,006 ,896 79 ,000
District of School
treated , 170 79| ,000 774 79 ,000
non treated ,483 8| ,000 ,453 8 ,000
Disadvantages
treated ,332 8| ,010 ,650 8| ,001
non treated ,402 41| ,000 ,226 41 ,000
Last Occasion
treated 321 37| ,000 ,628 37 ,000
non treated ,181| 7186 | ,000
Age
treated ,196 | 16230 | ,000
non treated ,260 2| ,000
Gender
treated ,260 2| ,000
non treated ,302 5| ,153 ,793 5 ,072
School (5 categories) X
treated ,223 51,200 ,913 5 487
non treated ,436 4 ,639 4| ,002
Jobseeker before 2007
treated 432 4 ,647 4| ,002
non treated ,347 16 | ,000 ,615 16 ,000
Driving licence
treated ,358 16 | ,000 ,607 16 ,000

The only one variable that has a normal distribution, is School (5 categories). For this
variable we used the t-test to compare means for treated and non-treated individuals.
The results are in the next table.

Independent Samples Test
Levene's
Test for
qui)?hty t-test for Equality of Means
Variance
S
Sig. Mean
F |Sig.| T Df (2- | pifferenc | Std- Error
tailed - Difference
; 1,14
Equal varian m ' 316 | -1,125 8 1293 -1808,800 1607,525
School G qual varial c_es assumed 5
categories) Egsut?rlned variances  not 108 6208 o — B

According to the significance of the test we can say that the means of this variable
between treated and non-treated individuals are not different.
In the next table are the results of non-parametric tests of equality of the variables
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distributions between treated and non-treated individuals.

Gender
Hypothesis Test Summary
Hull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
T A Independent Retain the
1 Jams soross sategories of Heated, SAmples Manne 333 ol
4 “Wihitrey U Test hypothesis.
Independent .
2 The distribution of count iz the  Samples 270 E:Itlaln the
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow " hypothesis
Smimov Test i }
Independent .
2 The distribution of count iz the  Samples 121 Ejltlalnthe
same across gategories of treated. Kruskal-urallis ' hupothesi
Test ypothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displawed. The significance level is 05,

1Exactzignificance is displayed for this test.

Marital status

Hypothesis Test Summary
MHull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
NP—— f Independent Retain the
1 Jaime oross oategeries of asted Samples Mann.  oael - nul
a “illthitney 1 Test hypothasis.
Independent .
z The dishibution of count isthe  Samples 1.000 Esltlam the
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- ' hypothesis
Smimoy Test t .
Independent n
3 The distibution of count isthe  Samples 530 Esltlam e
same across categories of treated. Kruskal-wallis v hypothesi
Test ypothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displaved. The significance level is 045,

1Exact significance is displayed for this test.

Level of education (10 categories)

Hypothesis Test Summary
Kull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
[P : Independent Fetain the
1 Ine detiution soant e o Sambics e, 591 nul
g “Uhitney U Test hypathesis.
Indepandent h
2 The distribution of caunt is the Samples aas Eue‘talnthe
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow ! hp othesis
Smimov Test ¥R '
Independent .
e The distribution of count is the Samples 523 Euetalnthe
same across categories of treated. Kusal-Wiallis ' h thesi
Test wpothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

1Exact significance iz displayed for this test.

District of school

Hypothesis Test Summary
Mull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
R A Independent Reject the
1 Jame across categories of Hested SAMples Mann 000 |l
g “Mihitney U Test hypathesis.
Independent- .
2 The distribution of count iz the Samples aoa ESIJIEM iz
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- ' hypoth esi
Smirnow Test Wpothesis.
Independent- .
a The distribution of count iz the Samples aoa ESIJIEM iz
same 3cross categories of treated. Kroskal-wiallis ' hwpathesi
Test wpothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level iz 05,

Disadvantages

Hypothesis Test Summary
Mull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
N A Independent Retain the
1 Same actos categenas of Hesied SAMPIes Mann. 788 null
g “Wrhitney U Test hypothesis.
Independant :
5 The distribution of countisthe  Samples a6 ELe”tlalnthe
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- v hypuothesis
Smimow Test ¥R .
Independent .
a The distribution of countizthe  Samples 751 Ejtaln‘the
=ame across categories of treated. Kuskal-iiallis . hypoth esi
Test wpathesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The zignificance level iz 05,

TExactsignificance is displayed for this test.

Last occasion

Hypothesis Test Summary
Hull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
. R Independent Retain the
1 Came aoross categenias of eated, SAMPIes Mann 195 null

g “ihitney U Test hypothesis.

Independent h
2 The distribution of caunt is the Samples 78 Eue‘talnthe
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- ! hp othesis
Smirnow Test ¥R '

Independent n
3 The distribution of caunt is the Samples 195 Euerlalnthe
same across categories of treated. Kruskal-i'allis ' hyp athesis
Test .

PAzymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

Driving licence

Variables, for which the means or

the probability distributions of
frequencies are statistically the same:

School (5 categories)
Jobseeker before 2007
Gender
Marital status
Level of
categories)

O O O O O

education

their

(10
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Hypothesis Test Summary

Mull Hypothesis Te=t Sig. Decision
e f Independent Retain the
Siima acrost ateqonas of tested Samples Mann  3ad  nul

9 “Whitney U Test hyp othesis.

Independent .
The distribution of count is the Samples 415 Eueltlaln the
zame across categories of treated. Kolmogorow ' hwp oth esis
Smirnow Test P .

Independent .
The distribution of count i= the Samples 238 Eueltlaln the
zame across categories of treated. Kruskal-wiallis v hyp oth esis
Test .

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance lewel iz 05,

1Exact significance iz displayed for this test.

o Disadvantages
o Driving licence
o Lastoccasion
o Age

e Variables, for which the probability
distributions in the sample of treated
and non-treated jobseekers are
significantly different:

o District of school

4.6.4 4t reference period

In the last reference period the results of testing the normality of variables frequencies
in the sample of treated and non-treated jobseekers are the following:

Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnov?® Shapiro-Wilk
Statisti
Variable Treated C Df Sig. | Statistic | Df | Sig.
non treated ,448 5| ,001 ,579 5| ,000
Marital status
treated 437 5| ,002 ,591 5 ,000
Level of education (10 non treated 374 10| ,000 ,578 10| ,000
categories) treated 293| 10| 015 619| 10| 000
non treated ,141 79| ,001 ,899| 79| ,000
District of School
treated ,153 79| ,000 ,827 79 ,000
non treated 461 7| ,000 ,511 7 ,000
Disadvantages
treated ,328 7| ,022 , 769 7 ,020
non treated 274 38| ,000 ,615| 38| ,000
Last Occasion
treated ,332 38| ,000 ,607 | 38| ,000
non treated , 125119037 | ,000
Age
treated ,205 | 18092 | ,000
non treated ,260 2| ,000
Gender
treated ,260 2| ,000
non treated ,300 5| ,162 774 5| ,049
School (5 categories)
treated ,307 5| ,139 ,856 5| ,213
non treated ,438 4 0 ,636 4 ,002
Jobseeker before 2007
treated 434 4 0 ,643 4 ,002
non treated ,340 16 | ,000 ,615 16 ,000
Driving licence
treated ,359 16 | ,000 ,609 16 ,000

Similarly to the third reference period, only one variable has a normal distribution,
School (5 categories). For this variable, we used the t-test to compare the means for
treated and non-treated individuals. The results are in the next table.
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Independent Samples Test
Levene's
Test for
Eq%?“ty t-test for Equality of Means
Variance
S
Sig. Mean
. 2. . Std. Error
F |Sig.| T df ta(iled lefeerenc Difference
Equal variances assumed 420 | ,535| ,070 8 ,946 189,000 2709,096
School 5 .
categories) Eg:ﬂ]e d variances not ,070 7,445 ,946 189,000 2709,096

Based on the significance of the test we can say that the means of this variable is not
different between the samples of treated and non-treated individuals.
The results of the other variables testing are in the following table.
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Gender

Hypothesis Test Summanry

Hull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
PR : Independent Fetain the
1 Lime Serost categarias of basted Zamples Mann. 1,000 null
& “Whitney U Test hyp oth esis,
Independent R
2 The distribution of count is the Samples o5 Ejham the
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- b hvpothesis
Smirnow Test ¥P .
Independent R
5 The distribution of count is the Samples 1,000 Ejltla'n e
same across categories of tre ated. Kruskal-wiallis " h thesi
Test wpothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance lewel is 05,

1Exact significance is displayed for this test.

| Marital status

Hypothesis Test Summany

Hdl Hypthesis Test Sig.

Decision

ndepeadent

The sbution of coent is the

same aciss categodes Whitnes U Test

Redzin the

af trested, SAm@les Manr- 1o0d  aull

fypothesis

ndepeadent

- The ihution of coent isthe  Samgles 1.000 35;]5 n the

< came acios categodes of treafed. Kolmagomes nothesi
Smimaw Test YpahESts
ndepeadent -

= The distibution of cosnt isthe  Samples a1 3:;‘; D=

=~ same aciss categodes of trested. KnsakWalls athesi
Test hypothesis

Fopm phodic significances are displayed.

1

E=aci significance is displawed foo this best

The significance lewal i 05,

Level of education (10 categories)

Hynothesis Test Summary

Test

Mull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
U : Independent Retain the
1 lime acton cateqarias of Hagted Samples Mann. 853 nul

“Wihitney U Test hypothesis.

Independent .
2 The distribution of count i= the Samples aas Eueltlam the
same across categories of treated. Kelmogorow ! hwp athesis
Smirnow Test ¥P .

Independent R
3 The distribution of count iz the Samples 250 Eueltlam e
same across categories of tre ated. Kruskal-wiallis hyp oth esis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance lewel is 05,

1Exact significance is displayed for this test.

| District of school

Test

Hypothesis Test Summany
Mull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
. B Independent Retain the
1 e scrom s ateqoes of Hested SAMPles Mann. 543 nul

9 “hitney 1 Test hiypith esis.

Independent- .
2 The distribution of countisthe  Samples 554 Eueltlam the
zame across categories of treated. Kolmogorow- ' hmoth esis
Emirnoy Test P .

Independent- .
3 The digtibution of count isthe  Samples 543 Eueltlaln e
same across categories of treated. Krusial-wiallis hypothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

Disadvantages

Hypothesis Test Summary
Mull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
il B Independent Retain the
1 Jarme aoross sategories of Heates,Samples Mann 1,000 nul
2 “ithitney U Test hp athesis.
Independent .
2 The distribution of countisthe  Samples gz Euetaln the
zame across categories of treated. Kolmogoraw ! b ath esis,
Smirnow Test R '
Independent 3
a The distribution of countisthe  Samples gag Eueltlam the
same across categories of treated. Kruskal-Wallis ! h .
Test wpothesis,

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance lewel is 05,

1Exact significance iz displayed for this test.

| Last occasion

Test

Hypothesis Test Summary

Hull Hypothesis Tast Sig. Decision
T f Independent Reject the

1 Joma Setoss oategaries of Hosied Sameles Mann: 003l
a “Wihitney U Test hypothesis,

Independent .
2 The distribution of count is the Samples 022 Eueljlef’t e
same across categories of treated. Holmogorow ' reaiihess
Smimow Test £ .

Indepandant .
3 The distribution of count iz the Samples oz EUEIJIECt e
zame Jcross categories of reated. Krugal-wiallis ' hypathesis

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level iz 05,

Jobseeker before 2007

Hypothesis Test Summary
Kull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
NN B Indepandent Retain the
1 Ine detiouion soaunt e Sampics e 1008 nul
g “Uhitrey U Test hyp othesis.
Indepandent h
2 The distribution of caunt is the Samples 1.000 Eueitlaln the
same across categories of treated. Kolmogorow ’ hp othesis
Smimov Test ¥R '
Independent .
e The distribution of count is the Samples 773 Eueltlam the
same across categories of treated. Kusal-Wiallis ' h thesi
Test wpothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

1Exact significance iz displayed for this test.

Driving licence

Hypothesis Test Summary
Hull Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
PP f Independent- Retain the
1 Lo sorems sataqaries of ased Samples Mann 537! nul
g “WWhitrey U Test hyp othesis,
Independent- .
2 The distribution of countisthe  Samples 241 Ejltla'n the
same across categories of treated. Kolmaogo row- ! hyp othesis.
Smimow Test VR .
Independent- .
3 The distribution of countisthe  Samples 205 Esltla'n the
zame across categories of treated. Kruskal-Wallis * hp ath esi
Test ypothesis.

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level iz 05,

1Exact significance iz displayed for this test.
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Age

Hypothesis Test Summary ° Variables, for which the means or
Null Hypothesis Test Sig. _ Decision the probability distributions of
1 nggﬂ{’e”JLﬁ?e;’fof‘%?efé“d‘i.fé'ﬁ'?“ﬁ{ﬁﬁ%‘iﬁn}}; 000 Egi.::::; their frequencies are statistically
The distribution of Age is th Independent Reject th the same: .
2 ;fo'd_c!te”g?r?ei ot Tieatedinon. LITPISE oo R;ii:hes; o School (5 categories)
Smimey Test o Jobseeker before 2007
o WIS o e o Gender
Test o Marital status
Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05, o Level Of edUCatIOH (10
categories)
o Disadvantages
o Driving licence
o District of school
e Variables, for which the probability
distributions in the sample of
treated and non-treated jobseekers
are significantly different:
o Lastoccasion
o Age

Just one problematic variable which is not possible to eliminate is age; significant
differences between treated and non-treated samples have been identified. As was
obvious already in the histograms in the sub-chapter which described age, there was a
left-side distribution of treated ages and right-side distribution of non-treated ages in
three reference periods. That fact will influence the shrinkage of the matched samples,
because the intersection between treated and non-treated distributions is too low.
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4.7 Qualitative survey of graduate workwork experience

This qualitative part was incorporated in the evaluation because the evaluators wanted
to outline even partial motivations, aspirations, real outputs and the results of the
treated individuals. The main reason for this part of the research was verifying a theory
of the change of graduate work experience. Qualitative research was carried out through
interviews by phone. COLSaF provided a database of 48 contacts for treated individuals
who were asked for an interview. The database contained individuals from every region
of the SR (i.e. 8 regions) and three individuals for men and women, in total 48 contacts.
Finally we carried out 41 interviews composed of 23 women and 18 men from every
Slovak region.
In the scheme below is described the expected theory of the change of the intervention
and the prepared topics for interviews which came from three basic parts:

A. Activities of the intervention

In the first section of the questions which were posed to our respondents, we wanted to
uncover the motivation to take part in the intervention and identify activities which
could lead to immediate service for the jobseeker and to increase his employability on
the open labour market.
During the interview we asked questions like:
1) Where did you learn about the intervention?
2) Did you find an employer for graduate work experience on your own, or did PES
assist you?
3) How did you find the employer?
4) Why did you decide to go to graduate work experience?
5) Have you matched your graduated profession with the profession of the place
where you performed graduate work experience?
6) Did you do what was agreed with the employer in the agreement?
7) Have you attended any training during graduate work experience?
B. Immediate outputs of the intervention

Through those sort of questions we wanted to identify the provided services
products that jobseekers carried out during their graduate work experience. We
wanted to lead a dialogue with the jobseeker about their emotions coming out
from completing the intervention.

- Have you met with your initial aspiration of graduate work experience?

- Which skills and knowledge have you gained during graduate work experience?

- Have you gained any contact for other employers or references for any job?

C. Outcomes

This last group of questions should identify the perception of short-term and
mid-term effects of graduate work experience.

e Do you think your graduate work experience was successful? Why? Do you think
that graduate work experience helped you to get a job?

e  Which knowledge and skills have you used for your work?

What would you change?
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4.7.1 Conclusions from the interviews

One third of asked respondents had information about the intervention before this was
offered by the Public Employment Services office. In other words, one third of those
treated applied for intervention without any impulse, they knew that they were eligible
and they wanted to attend graduate work experience.

The rest of the eligible jobseekers were informed about the intervention by the PES
office and, afterwards, the interventions were offered as well.

Most of the respondents answered that they chose their placing for graduate work
experience from the list provided by the PES office and only about 2 jobseekers from 5
had selected a place for intervention before they applied at the PES office for
intervention. These are the same jobseekers which stated that they knew about the
intervention before the PES office informed them.

Just one third of treated jobseekers answered that they would like to find a job through
intervention, the rest of the respondents had the aspiration just to have some practical
experience or deepen existing skills.

All respondents admit that they really carried out work that was agreed upon in the
agreement before they started graduate work experience; all participants denied any
abuse. But just in a few cases jobseekers worked in the field from which they graduated.
Just about 10 % of respondents admitted that they worked in a business matching the
type and specialization of the education they had completed.

Overall, most of the respondents were satisfied with the provided intervention. They are
sure that they have met with the expectations of graduate work experience, even though
these expectations were minimal and, in most cases, they did not aspire to find a job and
stay employed in the field in which they carried out graduate work experience.

For the question focused on gained skills, most of the respondents answered directly
that they learned to communicate with people, they gained some interpersonal skills in
the working environment because that was the first experience in almost a real job
without support of school, or schoolmates, and that is why they feel this intermediate
step was important. A few of the asked respondents mentioned that the area in which
they worked provided some sort of course, training was provided to the participants
only rarely. In those few cases, the trainings were focused on MS Excel, or Access,
internal supply system, or work with a cash machine. In most of the cases graduates
were distributed into public institutions; only a few participants stated that they
attended graduate work experience in the private sector or third sector (about 10 %).

Only about 1 treated individual from 10 stayed at the public institution where they
worked during the graduate work experience, this was the Public Employment Services
office - registration of jobseekers, or Social Insurance Agency - as an administrator.
Finally, those treated found other jobs and used those public institutions as way stations
which helped them to gain references for other employers. Another identified benefit
from graduate work experience was contacts and friendship created during graduate work
experience, but none of the treated identified that through those contacts they would find
a job.

About 20 % of asked jobseekers wanted to go to graduate work experience just because
they were waiting for another year to enrol in another school.

What treated jobseekers would like to change?

The most frequent proposals of interviewed jobseekers concern the motivation
allowance based on living wage that is not sufficient motivation for graduate work
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experience. This is one identified barrier for wider use of this active labour market policy
measure.

Another frequent proposal is based on the treatment period. About 3 asked graduates
from 10 state that 6 months is not long enough a period to show what they know, to
present their real potential even though they have just 4 hours per day and they depend
on the decisions of their tutor. The tutor mostly has in the mornings some urgent work
and, only after he has finished what he must, then he can care about graduates. The
respondents are sure that longer working days and increased allowance during
graduate work experience would also increase their chances of employment.

Treated jobseekers identify the need to gain something tangible through graduate work
experience, something like a recommendation, or certificate, which could enforce the
positions of seeking jobseekers in a job interview and would upgrade the intervention to
a more serious level. Treated jobseekers would like to seriously make an effort to gain
the chance of a job through preparing as much as possible.

Graduate work experience should be better fitted to the type of education or working
positions which are attractive for graduates or where they see themselves. It is possible
to expect that a higher involvement of subjects from the private sector would also
increase the efficiency of the intervention. There should be prepared a motivation tool
for firms and organizations to offer graduate work experience. For instance, graduate work
experience could be extensive in case of financial contribution to the allowance for
graduates. Intervention could be varied into some types of modus operandi with some
motivation of companies to offer graduates jobs, sustained for some protected period.
The last type of comment from respondents was about administration whilst applying
for graduate work experience. Some data should be electronically exchanged between PES
offices if graduate work experience is to be carried out in another city than where the
jobseeker is registered.
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4.8 Net effects of graduate work
experience

4.8.1 Analysis of influences on

employability

In the table next to the text are

correlation  coefficients and their

significance on the dependent variable

Placed on LM and Assessment Base and

other independent variables that are

the characteristics of treated and non-
treated units and their living
environment.

For the dependent variable Placed on

the labour market we can see that:

e men are placed on the labour market
longer than women, the correlation is
significant but weak;

e older individuals are placed longer, but

the correlation coefficient is not very high,

although it is significant, in other words its
power or influence is not very strong;

e alonger period of registration and total
period of all registrations cause a
shorter placement on LM, which is
confirmation of  the expected
assumption, and the correlation is
moderate;

e the classification of an individual into
Reference period 2 has a negative
impact on placement on LM; other
reference periods have a positive
impact on placement;

e single jobseekers are unemployed for a
shorter time than other marital
statuses, the correlation is weak;

Placed_on_LM shares 1,000 615" 0,000
Average assessment base 6157 0,000 1,000

Gender -,019" 0,000 -,085" 0,000
Age 1137 0,000 249" 0,000
Unemployed in months -306" 0,000 -335" 0,000
Total period of all registrations in months (colsaf) 412" 0,000 387" 0,000
The average gross wage in the region of perm. residence 089" 0,000 140" 0,000
The proportion of women in the district of perm. residence 042" 0,000 058" 0,000
Surface of district of permanent residence 048" 0,000 -092" 0,000
The density of population in the district of perm. residence 042" 0,000 081" 0,000
;I?seidn::;:er of municipalities in the district of perm. 069" 0,000 123 0,000
The number of cities in the district of perm. residence -0,005 0,088 ,032" 0,000
E;Cirzgf;ered unemployment rate in the district of perm. 135 0,000 184 0,000
Inhabitants density 033" 0,000 ,100" 0,000
Population_of_municipality_2011 022" 0,000 031" 0,000
Change_of_population:15years 0,004 0,129 012" 0,000
Distance_from_PESoffice 027" 0,000 040" 0,000
period=1.0 033" 0,000 047" 0,000
period=2.0 061" 0,000 064" 0,000
period=3.0 029" 0,000 ,025" 0,000
period=4.0 023" 0,000 1022 0,000
marital_status=registered partners -,007" 0,012 0,002 0,558
marital_status=divorced 012" 0,000 008" 0,004
marital_status=single 087" 0,000 008" 0,004
marital_status=widow 0,002 0,418 0,001 0,755
marital_status=married ,086" 0,000 -,006" 0,022
education_STUPEN=Not finished education 009" 0,002 -0,003 0,225
education_STUPEN=Primary education 115 0,000 085" 0,000
:gﬁizt:g:_STUPENzLowersecondaryprufesswnal 017" 0,000 017" 0,000
education_STUPEN=Secondary vocational education 039" 0,000 -,038" 0,000
education_STUPEN=Full secondary vocational education ,058" 0,000 025" 0,000
:gﬁgzzg:_STUPENﬁull secondary comprehensive 105" 0,000 002" 0,000
education_STUPEN=Upper vocational education 0,004 0,110 0,005 0,077
education_STUPEN=Bachelor 048" 0,000 047" 0,000
education_STUPEN=Master 144" 0,000 167" 0,000
education_STUPEN=DoctoraI 0,001 0,607 0,005 0,093
school=primary shool 115 0,000 ,085 0,000
school=secondary vocational school 025" 0,000 -0,002 0,571
school=vocational school -0,002 0,544 ,008™ 0,005
school=comprehensive school ,103" 0,000 ,091" 0,000
school=colledge 116" 0,000 137" 0,000
disadvantage=no disadvantage 154 0,000 123" 0,000
disadvantage=graduate ,064 0,000 042" 0,000
disadvantage=long - term unemployed 146 0,000 127 0,000
disadvantage=low education level -0,002 0,411 0,000 0,897
disadvantage=organizational ,006' 0,032 0,005 0,070
disadvantage=poor working discipline -0,005 0,097 -007" 0,015
disadvantage=care 009" 0,001 0,004 0,178
disadvantage=disabled 012" 0,000 014" 0,000
unemployed_before_2007=< 1 year 023" 0,000 0,004 0,181
unemployed_before_2007=1 - 3 years 0,003 0,252 027" 0,000
unemployed_before_2007=> 3 years 017" 0,000 026" 0,000
unemployed_before_2007=no evidence 015" 0,000 026" 0,000
region=Bratislavsky region ,054” 0,000 122" 0,000
region=Trnavsky region 069" 0,000 084" 0,000
region=Trenciansky region 056" 0,000 057" 0,000
region=Nitriansky region 015" 0,000 -,008 0,005
region=Zilinsky region 015 0,000 022" 0,000
region=Banskobystricky region 050" 0,000 057" 0,000
region=PreSovsky region 088" 0,000 104" 0,000
region=Kosicky region ,033 0,000 ,050 0,000
Treated/non-treated 052" 0,000 197" 0,000
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from significant education levels, Master's education (positive impact) and primary education
(negative impact) have the greatest impact

from school types, college has a positive impact and primary school has a negative impact;
almost all significant disadvantages types have a negative impact; if an individual has no
disadvantage, he is placed on LM for longer;

all regions have significant correlations but the correlation is weak.

For the Assessment base we can state that:

older individuals have a higher assessment base, the correlation is significant and moderate;

men have a higher assessment base than women, the correlation is significant and moderate;
the period of registration and total period of all registrations have a negative impact on the
assessment base, which means that if an individual is unemployed for a longer time, then he
has a smaller assessment base, the correlation is significant and is moderate;

e in Period 2 the assessment base is higher, but the correlations are weak;

marital status has very weak correlations with the assessment base;

Master's education level has the biggest correlation from all education levels and college is
similar,

with the disadvantaged long term unemployed the assessment base is lower, with no
disadvantage the assessment base is higher;

if an individual has no registration before 2007, the assessment base is higher, all other
unemployment durations have a negative impact, but the correlation is weak;

Bratislava region has the biggest positive correlation from all regions;

In the following table the coefficient of linear regression for 5 types of dependent variables are
listed. If there is no coefficient, that variable wasn’t significant in a linear regression model.
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Dependent variable Placed_on_LM Sl ATl G Part time job |nd|V|QuaI (ESEER
employed employed barrier base
(Constant) ,925 ,146 ,932 -,057 ,101 109,825
Treated/non-treated ,156 ,004 ,152 ,014 -,010 -14,905
Gender -,028 -,006 -,022 ,004 ,054
Age ,005 ,000 ,004 ,002 4,810
Unemployed in months -,004 -,004 ,001 ,001 1,454
Total period of all registrations in -.008 1000 -,008 001 -,001 3,313
months (colsaf)
The proportion of women in the 003
district of perm. residence '
The ayerage gross Wage in the -,001 -,001 1000 350
region of perm. residence
Surface of district of permanent 018
residence '
The density of population in the - 008
district of perm. residence '
The number of cmes.ln the district 005 005 -,001
of perm. residence
The number of municipalities in - 299
the district of perm. residence ’
The regl.ster.ed unemploymgnt rate -,001 -,001 1000 001 .702
in the district of perm. residence
Inhabitants density ,009
Change_of_population:15years ,002
District of permanent residence 852
period=1 ,042 ,041 -,004 -,007 -31,633
period=3 ,104 -,003 ,108 ,018 ,007
period=4 ,104 -,003 ,109 ,045 ,004
marital_status=registered partners ,180
marital_status=divorced -,068 -,066 -,012 ,143 -33,128
marital_status=widow ,176
marital_status=married -,109 -,109 -,006 ,168 -27,368
education_|evel=Primary education -,108 -,107 -40,144
education_leyeI:Lower sgcondary -,029 -,030 019 30,964
professional education
educalloh_leveI:Secqndary .,035 .,036 1020 28,446
vocational education
educauon_level»:FuII seco.ndary -,099 -,100 014
comprehensive education
educauon_level:Upper vocational .,054 -,052
education
education_level=Bachelor -,132 -,024 -,132 ,019
education_level=Master -,024 120,306
education_level=Doctoral -,030
school=primary shool -,006 ,074
school=comprehensive school -,008
school=vocational school ,001 -4,823
school=colledge ,093 ,024 ,094 -,020 -,023
disadvantage=graduate -,038 -,001 -,037 -,008 ,004
disadvantage=long - term -,095 -,002 -,003 ,008 -,005 21,192
unemployed
disadvantage=organizational ,196 ,200
disadvantage=care -,102 -,097 ,025 ,087
disadvantage=disabled -,120 -,116
unemployed_before_2007=< 1 year ,063 ,002 ,061 -,014 ,010 14,982
unemployed_before_2007=1 - 3 141 141 _021 012 11,881
years
unemployed_before_2007=> 3 years ,252 ,251 -,049 ,015 39,531
region=Bratislavsky region ,389 -,004 ,402 -,005 ,056 -48,032
region=Trnavsky region ,142 -,004 ,148 -,003 ,009 48,953
region=Trenciansky region ,102 -,003 ,106 -,002 ,007 30,706
region=Nitriansky region ,066 -,002 ,070 20,864
region=Zilinsky region ,095 ,095 -,003 ,022
region=Banskobystricky region ,065 ,068 ,005 7,387
region=Kosicky region ,126 -,003 ,132 -,004 ,021 -49,870
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4.8.2 “Post-only non-equivalent comparison design” Method

There are several methodologies on how to estimate the net effect of the interventions,
one of the most simplistic methodologies is the difference of average treatment effects
between a treated group and control without the matching of individuals'
characteristics. That is why this method is not sufficiently robust.

We decided to apply this methodology to the data
because we intend to provide different results of

. . N Valid 4067 6308
net estimated treatment effects on the promotion 1 Missing o o
of self-employment. ] N Valid 36565 24304
As can be seen on the bottom line of the table, the 2 Missing 0 0
non-treated group is composed of more than 66 N valid 186 16230
thousand individuals and the treated group is 3 Missing 0 0
composed of almost 65 jobseekers which were LN valid 19037 18092
exposed to the intervention. In total, there are 131 Missing 0 0

thousand individuals, which is already a serious

number of items of jobseekers; in reality, that

sample is almost 5 % of the working-age Slovak population. For this method there was
used the biggest possible number of jobseekers that had recorded correct and
exhaustive data. This fact ranks among the advantages of the Post-only non-equivalent
design.

Measuring of employability

The frequency table below the text represents at a glance the average probability of
treated and control groups across the set reference periods sustained in the impact
period on the labour market in the first column. To recap, being placed on the open
market means, for the purposes of this evaluation report, to be placed in a full-time job,
or to be self-employed. The numbers there are ranked from 0 to 1. 0 means that
jobseekers were not placed on the labour market. In the last part of the table (i.e. the last
three columns) are presented the total average percentage of probabilities to be placed
on the labour market for different parts of the impact period.

While on average for all reference periods 34 % of the treated did not find any job during
the two years long impact period, just more than 15 % of non-treated jobseekers did not
find a job. There was 10 % probability that one treated jobseeker was sustained on the
LM for the entire impact period of the first reference sample, while one control sustained
on the labour market in the same period had less than 1 % probability.

The yellow bar chart integrated into the table represents the tendency of the jobseekers
in the different samples to be employed and sustained on the labour market in a full-
time job or to be self-employed.

To state simply, the more successful are those cumulative percent columns that have
more yellow area. In the first reference periods the treated have more individuals that
were sustained on the labour market mainly longer than the controls. For instance, in
the first reference period it was indicated that almost 29 % were employed for 70 % of
the impact period for the treated while it was just 25 % for the non-treated.
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0 633[ |156 15,6 6472 17,7 17,7 819| 11,4 11,4 2513 | 13,2 13,2 10437 156 156
01 600| | 14,8 844 4580 | 12,5| 82,3 537 75| 886 1742 9,2[ 868 7459 | 11,2| 84,4
0.2 a85| | 119 72,5 3546 97| 726 622 87| 799 1327 70[ 79,8 5980 89| 75,4
03 428 | 105) 62,0 3614 99| 627 467 65 734 1187 62| 736 5696 8,5/ 66,9
0,4 326 80| 540 4463| | 12,2| 50,5 460 64| 67,0 1714 9,0 646 6963| | 10,4| 56,5
0,5 313 77| 46,3 a948] 135 37,0 467 65/ 605 1143 60| 586 6871| | 10,3[ 462
0,6 425| | 10,4] 358 4037| | 110[ (259 484 67| 538 1649 87| 499 6595 9,9| 36,4
0,7 a94| 121|237 2406 66| 194 538 75| 463 1872 9,8 401 5310 7,9| 284
0.8 335 82| 154 1385 38| 156 81| 12,4 339 2682 |14,1| 260 5293 79| 205
0.9 23 06| | 149 1087 30[ 126 1412 19.6] 143 2014 (153 107 5436 81| 12,4

1 5 01| 148 27 01| 125 489 68| 7.5 204 15| 92 815 1,2 11,2

0 1407| 22,3 22,3 7384 30,4 30,4 5801 35,7 35,7 7542 41,7 41,7 22134 34,1 34,1
01 458 7.3[77.7 1665 69 696 1076 6,6 643 1123 62| 583 4322 6,7| 659
0,2 351 56| 721 1391 57 639 878 54| 588 901 50| 533 3521 54| 60,5
03 489 78| 644 1913 79| 560 1334 82| s06 1365 75| 458 5101 7,9 52,6
0,4 303 48| 596 1152 47| 513 743 46| 461 829 a6 412 3027 47| 480
05 501 79| 516 1757 72| 441 1212 75| 386 1369 76| 336 4839 7,5| 40,5
0,6 330 52| 46,4 1242 51| 389 818 50| 335 937 52| 285 3327 51| 354
0.7 351 56| 408 1200 49| 340 752 46| 289 778 43 242 3081 47| 30,7
0,8 604 96/ 313 2069 85 255 1206 74| 215 1174 65| [17.7 5053 7,8| 22,9
0.9 509 81| 232 1644 68| 187 849 52| 162 819 a5 131 3821 59| 17,0

1 1005 159] 7.3 2887 | 11,9 6,9 1561 96| 66 1255 69| 62 6708| | 10,3[ 6,7

In the next table is presented the net effects of the intervention where there are
subtracted frequency tables of the treated and controls for the reference periods.

It appears that across all reference periods
there was a higher probability of the
treated finding a job in comparison to the

controls - about 6 to almost 29 % 0 t67 B127 B2as
probability. On the other side, in the table o B 75 [ 57 | o8 [ 29[ s
it is visible that if somebody found a job Zz [[Il 64 [é 40 [i| 32 [[! 20 D 33
from the treated it was for a longer time 04 [ ij 1 32 [E i; 1 _44['- :;
on average, because there is in the bottom 05 02 I 63 | 10 | 16 T 28
part of the impact period sustained on the 06 B 52 U 59 | 47 [ 3sE 47
labour market on the bottom of the table 07 B 66 | 16 [ 29 F ssF -2
positive differences. In the first period for 08 13 {47 [ 5o 76 | -01
instance, one treated jobseeker had almost 09 Hos | 38E[ 144 (B 08 | 22
a 6 % higher probability to be employed - Pz Tius | 28 f 50 o

for the entire two years after finishing

graduate work experience.

On the table below the text are presented the estimated average performances of the
graduate work experience by PES offices. There are six different dependent variables
which should refer to the effects of the intervention. The first dependent variable which
was measured is average wage translated from the average assessment base in Euros
based on the records of the Social Insurance Agency. The other effects are devoted to the
placement of the jobseekers on the labour market in the form of part-time, full-time job,
or self-employed. With that kind of registration we can consider that particular
jobseeker was a success because it is out of the registration of the jobseekers and has a
financial resource. Even if in the registration “part-time job” it isn’t comprehensive
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success of employability, but the jobseeker keeps in touch with the labour market. The
other registration refers to individual barriers for entrance to the labour market due to
the need to do personal assistance for family relatives or care for a child. The last
dependent variable describes total average months registrations in the Social Insurance
Agency (SIA) i.e. out of the jobseeker database of the PES office.

Average assessment base non treated 429 494 501 526 421
Average assessment base treated 432 483 499 490 324
Placed on labour market non treated 0,39 0,38 0,57 0,53 0,46
Placed on labour market treated 0,56 0,50 0,45 0,41 0,43
Self-employed non treated 0,00 0,01 0,00 0,00 0,00
Self-employed treated 0,01 0,01 0,00 0,00 0,00
Part-time job non treated 0,00 0,00 0,01 0,04 0,01
Part-time job treated 0,00 0,02 0,04 0,08 0,03
Full-time job non treated 0,39 0,38 0,56 0,52 0,41
Full-time job treated 0,55 0,49 0,45 0,40 0,38
Individual barrief for entrance to LM non treated 0,05 0,04 0,05 0,03 0,03
Individual barrief for entrance to LM treated 0,04 0,03 0,03 0,03 0,03
Average assessment base 3 } -11 I] -3 E -3 -Qil
Placed on labour market ('7 (E ,11 ,12 ,03
self-employed oo do1 4,00 00 4,00 4,00
Part-time job 4,00 doz o3 4os o2
Full-time job 6 d2 | (e [®o 03
Individual barrief for entrance to LM ﬂ),Ol (ﬁ,OO ,02 -p,01 ,01

The averages of wages and months of different types of registrations are presented in the
table and there is also a difference between the treated and controls of jobseekers which
are all target groups of the evaluated intervention. That statistical statement is
confirmed through the results from the last table. There are significant differences
between treated and controls in the achieved average assessment base, during the
impact period of 24 months after the intervention finished.

Just in the first reference period, assessment base of the placed participants of the
intervention were higher (almost 3 Euros per month) on average within 24 months after
intervention in comparison with the controls but in total average across all reference
periods the treated had on average almost 100 Euros lower assessment base .

As is obvious from the table above, graduates prefer to find a job on the labour market
and it was not frequent to establish their business in self-employment immediately after
leaving school. There is just a very small but significant difference between the treated
and non-treated in part-time jobs where the group of treated is a little more successful.
The biggest difference is obvious in the ability of jobseekers placed in a full-time job on
the open labour market. In the first two reference periods there are positive net effects
which brought an increased average probability of the treated to be employed on the
labour market longer than between 12 to 17 % of the impact period. But in the last two
reference periods the net effects were estimated as negative. In this respect it is
necessary to mention that in those reference periods started a total influence of the
highest unemployment rate on the labour market and the influence was maximum.

In total we can say that across the reference periods, treated jobseekers were placed on
the labour market for 46 % of the impact period of 24 months and controls were
sustained on the labour market on average for 43 % of the reference period.
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In the table below the text are presented the results of the statistical tests of dependence
variables which should reject or retain the null hypothesis: whether the distribution of
the particular dependent variable which demonstrates the effect in the impact period of
24 months base is the same across all categories of treated/non-treated jobseekers. The
statistical tests were carried out at a 95 % confidence level. Quite simply, yellow cells
represent the statement that differences between treated and non-treated samples are
significant for the particular dependent variable and reference period.

There are obvious significant differences between the treated and non-treated across all
the reference periods in placement on the open labour market, namely in full-time jobs
and in achieved average assessment base in the database of SIA.

In the three final reference periods there were identified significant differences between
treated and controls in placement in part-time jobs, individual jobseekers that
completed graduate work experience were working in part-time jobs at a higher
frequency than their controls, even placement in part-time jobs was quite rare.

x

The distribution of self-

employment is the Independent- Retain the null Reject the null Retain the null Retain the null

S ILIEM Samples Kolmogorov-| 0,53 hypothesis 0 hypothesis 0.97 hypothesis hypothesis

categories of Smirnov Test P ' P : P ' P '

Treated/non-treated.

The distribution of part- T

time job is the same P Retain the null Reject the null Reject the null Reject the null
. Samples Kolmogorov- 1 ) 0 . . X

across categories of hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.

Treated/non-treated. Smirnov Test

The distribution of full-

time job is the same Independent- Reject the null Reject the null Reject the null Reject the null
; Samples Kolmogorov- 0 X 0 . . X
across categories of ) hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.
Smirnov Test

Treated/non-treated.
The distribution of
barrier for entrance to |Independent- . . . .

. Retain the null Reject the null Reject the null Retain the null
LM is the same across | Samples Kolmogorov-| 0,18 hvpothesis hvpothesis hvnothesis 0,07 hvpothesis
categories of Smirnov Test P ' yp ' P : yp '
Treated/non-treated.
The distribution of
BB IS Independent Reject the null Reject the null Reject the null Reject the null
CE T e Samples Kolmogorov- 0 hypothesis hypothesis hypothesis hypothesis
categories of Smirnov Test yp ' P ' yp : P '
Treated/non-treated.
The distribution of
Avera.ge il | ndependent- Reject the null Reject the null Reject the null Reject the null
base is the same Samples Kolmogorov-| 0,02 X . . X

hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.

across categories of  |Smirnov Test
Treated/non-treated.

Cost-benefit analysis

In the next table there are presented the financial effects on the national budget, which
should be representative according to the results learnt from the Post-only non-
equivalent comparison design. All the numbers in the table are counted per jobseeker
which was treated and non-treated for the particular reference period which was set for
graduate work experience. There are also presented the net effects of the intervention
against the reference periods. The whole cost benefit analysis proceeded according to
the methodology introduced in the previous chapter.

The next table contains items which are fundamental at the moment of possibly
measured influences or flows on the national budget. Every item is divided into the
situation when the treated or non-treated jobseeker is employed. Only the items “grant”
and Social Insurance do not distinguish between employed and non-employed statuses
because the grant was paid just to the treated individuals when they were unemployed.
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Social insurance did not pay when a jobseeker was unemployed according to the
evidence from the PES office.

1.1.2007 - 1.5.2008 - [1.1.2011-{1.7.2011 - [1.1.2007 - | 1.5.2008- [1.1.2011 -[1.7.2011 -| 1.1.2007 - | 1.5.2008 - [1.1.2011-[1.7.2011 -
30.4.2008|31.12.2010| 30.6.2011| 30.4.2012 | 30.4.2008| 31.12.2010 30.6.2011| 30.4.2012 | 30.4.2008| 31.12.2010 | 30.6.2011 30.4.2012
l 56%‘ FO‘% l 57% lissﬂ) 17% 12% 1%
2269€ | 2962€ | 3043€ | 2451€ | 1058€ | 2344€ | 3270€ | 3055€ | 1211€ | 618€ | -2d8¢
-1814€ | -2978€ | -3704€ | -3577€ | -1656€ | -3771€ | -2510€ | -2763€ | -1f7€ | 793€ | -1lbsc
1606€ | 1416€ | 1281€ | 1154€ | 1032€ | 1088€ | 856€ | 1491€ | 574€ | 32Be | 424¢
-1284€ | -1423€ | -1550€ | -1685€ | -1615€ | -1751€ | -657€ | -1348€ | 33€ | 328€ |[-G@1€
-348€ | -1082€ | -1112¢€ | -1121€ | 0¢€ 0¢€ 0€ 0€ -3z € EF e
802€ | 828€¢ | 760€ | 719€ | 566€ | 622€ | 948€ | se5€ | 235€ | 205€ | -188€ | -1f6e
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From the results presented above a positive impact on the state budget was estimated in
the first three reference periods. For instance, in the first reference period the estimated
effectiveness ratio shows that one invested Euro to the jobseeker returned 10 Euros over
the 2 years long impact period. That extremely positive effectiveness is based on the very
limited grants which were provided to the treated jobseekers (on average about 60
Euros per month). In the next update the value of the grant increased based on the living
wage stated for that particular year. That is why the grant increased on average 3 times.
The final row describes total flows which were on average produced by one treated or
non-treated jobseeker and the differences between these groups. In the first three
reference periods the treated should create on average positive flows in the state budget.
They returned to the state the grant was invested to them and also they produced on
average some extra money over the grant. However, in the last period the treated
jobseekers were not able to repay the grant and part of the unemployment allowance.
That is the reason why the last reference period is in the red.

Non-treated jobseekers were mostly successful in the last two reference periods, where
they produced for the state budget up to 4600 Euros. As can be seen in the last columns
in the first two months there are positive net effects of the intervention, i.e. the treated
produced more money for the state budget than the non-treated - up to 3200 Euros per
one treated. In the last reference periods the situation changed and the non-treated were
less successful in placement on the open labour market, as well as the grant increased
and that is the reason why the treated jobseekers were much more difficult to get to the
green numbers.

4.8.3 Exact matching with the application of Post-only non-equivalent
comparison design

This method is based on the creation of pairs of treated and non-treated jobseekers
which have the same characteristic of independent variables:

e reference period,

e gender,

e age,
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marital status,

permanent residence,

level of education (5 categories),
unemployed before 2007 (4 categories),
driving licence: cars and motorcycles,
driving licence: vans and trucks,

driving licence: bus,

driving licence: trucks.

After matching the individuals from both samples there was estimated an impact of the
intervention through subtraction of the individual dependent variables of the treated
and non-treated. We measured 6 types of dependent variables which should estimate
the financial status of the individual and employability in the impact period of 24
months:
1) placed on the labour market which is a total of registrations for full-time work and self-
employment
2) individual barrier for entrance to LM,
3) part-time job,

4) full-time job,
5) self-employed,
6) average assessment base in Euros.
1 non treated 702 100,0%
The first five variables are measured as shares of the reated 2439 100,0%
particular type of registration in SIA during 24 months 2 hontreated | 31800 | 1000%
. . . . . d ,0%
of the impact period. The coefficient was designed reare 2008 | 00
. . . . non treated 6258 100,0%
because it will be needed to provide a comparison of 3
. R treated 11266 100,0%
results estimated based on the different types of ronveasd | 17220 | 1000%
carried out methods. 4 reated 14110 100,0%
In total, more than 100 thousand individuals for exact . nonueated [ 5590 100,0%
. . . In tota
matching in all set reference periods were used. Every reated 47853 | 1000%

treated jobseeker was matched to individuals from

controls which should help in estimating the net effect of graduate work experience in
different reference periods. For instance, in the first reference period there were
established 359 pairs, where 702 treated individuals were matched to 2439 non-treated
individuals.
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Measuring of employability

0 396 56,4 56,4 15925 | 501 50,1 2458 | 393 39,3 7353 | 427 427 26132 | 46,7 46,7
01 43 6,1 436 1745 55 49,9 378 6,0 60,7 729 42 57,3 2895 52 533
0.2 25 36 40,0 1529 48 451 359 57 55,0 682 40 53,3 2595 46 48,7
03 27 38 36,2 2012 6,3 38,8 588 9,4 456 1069 6,2 471 3696 6,6 421
0,4 20 28 33,3 1343 42 34,6 368 59 39,7 706 41 430 2437 44 37,7
0,5 a1 58 275 1769 56 29,0 490 78 319 1205 7,0 36,0 3505 6,3 315
0,6 23 33 242 1174 37 253 267 43 276 829 48 31,2 2293 41 274
0,7 15 21 221 1192 3,7 216 263 42 234 770 45 26,7 2240 40 234
08 40 5.7 16,4 1864 59 15,7 400 6,4 17,0 1083 6.3 205 3387 6,1 17,3
0.9 29 41 123 1128 35 122 240 38 13,2 808 47 158 2205 3,9 134

1 43 6,1 6.1 2119 6,7 55 447 71 6,0 1986 | 115 42 4595 8.2 52

0 325 13,3 13,3 4031 | 201 201 2423 | 215 215 3399 | 241 241 10178 | 213 213
01 182 75 86,7 1540 77 79,9 856 76 78,5 1010 7.2 75,9 3588 75 78,7
0,2 125 51 815 1296 6,5 734 753 6,7 718 853 6,0 69,9 3027 6,3 724
03 188 77 738 1934 9,7 63,8 1180 | 105 61,3 1372 9,7 60,1 4674 98 62,6
0,4 128 5.2 68,6 1078 54 58,4 665 59 554 846 6,0 54,1 2717 57 57,0
05 221 9.1 59,5 1653 8.2 50,1 1029 9.1 46,3 1344 95 446 4247 8,9 48,1
0,6 138 5.7 53,9 1174 59 443 741 6,6 39,7 995 71 376 3048 6,4 417
0,7 161 6,6 47,3 1129 56 38,6 630 56 341 931 6.6 31,0 2851 6,0 358
08 265 10,9 36,4 1951 9,7 28,9 1000 8,9 253 1376 9.8 21,2 4592 96 26,2
0.9 224 9,2 27,2 1552 77 21,2 708 6,3 19,0 796 56 15,6 3280 6,9 193

1 482 19,8 75 2700 | 135 77 1281 | 114 76 1188 8.4 72 5651 | 11,8 75

In total we estimated the net impact with a sample of almost 56 thousand non-treated
individuals and almost 48 thousand treated jobseekers that were matched according to
the same values of the independent variables.

The table above presents a distribution of the samples treated and controls in different
reference periods across a share of sustainability on the labour market within the impact
period of 24 months. From up to down there are presented non-treated groups, treated
groups and differences across set reference periods. The highest intensity in the group of
controls was identified as being the jobseekers that did not find any job during the whole
impact period. The frequency of non-employed jobseekers depended on the reference
period. The highest numbers are in the first two periods - more than 50 % of samples.
The other shares of sustaining time on total impact period (i.e. 24 months) are equally
distributed among the shares.

The sample of treated jobseekers shows

that the highest frequencies are in the

interval with zero share of time spent

on the LM or all 2 years employed on 0 (08 78 B [

the labour market. On average there is Z; 12{ iji} ;2} zj{] : II]]

almost 36 % probability that the treated 03 39 | 13 i ) | 35 i 22 1]

jobseeker sustained employment more 0.4 241 12f 00! 19] 13|

than 17 months after he finished 05 s2]  27] 13 25] 26

intervention while in the group of 06 24 22] 23] 22 23]

controls it is just less than 23 % o7 ssi 19l 1a]  21] 20 ]

probability that the same jobseeker o8 s2l s 2s] oas] o oas

sustained 17 months placed on the o8 sif a2 2ef 0s] 2s
1 1368] 68f 42] -39 36 [
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labour market.
The yellow histogram in the columns “cumulative percent” should help to picture the

speed of decreasing probability of individuals staying on the labour market. While on
average almost 80 % of the treated found a job for just 2 and half months of the impact
period, more than 50 % controls had the same performance in the same impact period.
To compare numbers among set reference periods of the treated shows the tendency of
worsening of employability and vice versa - the non-treated had the reverse trend of
employability improving.

In the next table is presented the net effect on employability of treatments by the
graduate work experience. The numbers are the results of the subtraction of treated and
non-treated. That is why the first red bar chart shows the decreasing probability of the
treated that they will not find a job during the whole impact period. The result shows
that in total the average in all reference periods is about 25 % higher probability that a
jobseeker that is treated will not get a place on the open labour market at all within two

years after the intervention finished.

Types of registrations in SIA

In the table below it is possible to see the types of registration in the SIA. There are
outlined 5 basic types of registration. The treated and non-treated that were placed on
the labour market were placed in full-time jobs. In the table it is obvious that, generally,
the unemployed graduates didn’t have any interest in establishing a business and
becoming self-employed. Also, there were found minimum individuals registered in part-
time jobs in the database of SIA, and on average for about 2 % of the time of the impact
period, the treated and non-treated found individual barriers for entrance to LM. These
individuals received accident benefits, care allowance or were temporary personal
assistants.

The assessment base reveals treated and non-treated individuals that were even once
per period placed on the open labour market and who achieved on average monthly
assessment base higher than the stated minimal wage, which is on average about 100

Euros.
|

self-emplovment non treated 0,4% 0,8% 0,3% 0,2% 0,6%
ploy treated 0,7% 0,4% 0,3% 0,2% 0,3%
L non treated 20% 24% 27% 29% 26%
Full-time job
treated 52% 42% 38% 34% 39%
non treated 4% 2% 1% 2% 2%
Individual barrier for entrance to LM > > > > >
treated 2% 3% 2% 2% 2%
0,09 19 3% 4% 29
Part-time job non treated (] 0 o () 0
treated 0,0% 1% 3% 6% 3%
placed on LM non treated 21% 25% 27% 29% 26%
treated 53% 43% 38% 34% 40%
non treated 433 504 510 522 510
Average assessment base
treated 432 488 501 496 490
Self-employment i 0% P 0% I o% I 0% L 0%
Full-time job ) | NEVE TS A il
L . Difference/
Individual barrier for entrance to LM . E -1% i 1% l 1% [
X 2 estimated net i 3
Part-time job offoct i0% | 1% I o% {
Placed on LM I:|11% D
Average assement base -1 [| -16 - -9 E.I

To analyse the net effects of the intervention through the methodology it is obvious from
the bottom part of the table that treated graduates seem to be with higher probability
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placed on the labour market longer by about 13 % in total effect across the reference
periods. The treated sustained employment for about 32 % of the impact period, longer
in comparison to the controls in the first reference period. In the table there is also
visible a trend of decreasing of efficiency over time.

It was estimated a negative effect on the assessment base in the impact period, because
according to the values it is reasonable to assume that if the intervention had not been
granted the graduates would have achieved higher assessment base , on average about

20 Euros per month.

-

T

The distribution of self-employment
is the same across categories of
Treated/non-treated.

Independent-Samples
KolmogorowSmirnov
Test

1,000

Retain the null
hypothesis.

0,744

Retain the null
hypothesis.

1,000

Retain the null
hypothesis.

1,000

Retain the null
hypothesis.

The distribution of full-time job is
the same across categories of
Treated/non-treated.

Independent-Samples
KolmogorowSmirnov
Test

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

The distribution of barrier for on the
LM is the same across categories
of Treated/non-treated.

Independent-Samples
KolmogorowSmirnov
Test

0,994

Retain the null
hypothesis.

0,001

Reject the null
hypothesis.

0,744

Retain the null
hypothesis.

0,543

Retain the null
hypothesis.

The distribution of part-time job is
the same across categories of
Treated/non-treated.

Independent-Samples
KolmogorowSmirnov
Test

1,000

Retain the null
hypothesis.

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

0,935

Retain the null
hypothesis.

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

The distribution of placed on LM is
the same across categories of
Treated/non-treated.

Independent-Samples
KolmogorowSmirnov
Test

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

The distribution of Average
assement base is the same across
categories of Treated/non-treated.

Independent-Samples
KolmogorowSmirnov
Test

0,419

Retain the null
hypothesis.

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

0,004

Reject the null
hypothesis.

0,000

Reject the null
hypothesis.

In the table above there are presented the results of the carried out Kolmogorov-
Smirnov tests of variables which should reject or retain a null hypothesis: whether it is
the distribution of the particular dependent variable which demonstrates the effect in
the impact period of 24 months base, the same across categories of treated/non-treated
jobseekers. The tests were carried out at 95 % confidence level. The yellow cells
represent variables in particular reference periods where the treated and non-treated
differ from each other significantly.

Significant differences were estimated namely in the full-time job registrations, which is
the reason why also in the dependent variable “placement on LM” were counted
significant differences between treated and controls in assessment base they achieved in
the last three reference periods .

Cost-benefit analysis

The table below presents the estimated values of the financial effects of the intervention
outcomes which have been applied to the results on the basis of the exact matching
method. The cost-benefit analysis is a kind of financial statement summing items with
positive and negative influence on public finance. The table is divided into reference
periods of treated and non-treated with final counting of the difference between these
two groups. In vertical distribution of the table presents in the first two lines the average
effect on employability and in the next lines are presented the different types of the
items which affect the public budget. All the values are counted for the impact period of
2 years after realisation of the intervention.

In the cost-benefit analysis there were taken into account real benefits and costs as well
as costs for lost opportunities and benefits from savings. The cost-benefit analysis was
carried out with items outlined in the first column of the table below.

The insured person is entitled to unemployment benefit if, in the four years before
registering as unemployed jobseekers (hereinafter referred to as "registered
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unemployed"), he was covered by unemployment insurance for at least three years®.
All the values presented in the table below are estimated on one treated individual.

E3% ’E% % E4% I:| 21% [ 25% [27% [_9% 32% 18% 1% 5%
E7“o 57% l:66°o E% ‘ 75% 73% 71% % -18% 1% -B%
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Nevertheless, while the most important results are presented in the last green line in the
table above, it is important to take a look at the values in the last four columns of the
table. Naturally, the most negative influenced item of cost-benefit analysis which
decreases the net financial effect of the intervention is the grant, namely in the last three
reference periods.

The first part of the columns takes into account only the treated samples in the reference
periods. From the result in the last row, it is estimated that one treated brought in, in just
the first reference period, positive cash flows of almost three thousand Euros. This is just
one positive result which influences the state budget due to mainly the lowest average
amount of grant - financial allowance provided during graduate work experience for a
maximum of 6 months. The other reason why this is just one positive result, it is a high
average level of the time placed on the labour market. In the whole line of reference
periods the difference between treated and non-treated was estimated in the range of 63
Euros to 6 442 Euros per jobseeker. This means one treated can generate from 63 to 6
500 Euros more cash for the state budget in a 2 years long impact period after
completion of the graduate work experience than the same non-treated jobseeker.

4.8.4 Propensity score exact matching

This method approach is composed of:

e estimation of logistics model with its application on
individuals on the samples of treated and control
individuals,
e matching only those individuals which have the . non treated 249|100,0%| 0|  0,0%
same value of propensity score, treated 762|100,0%| 0|  0,0%
e individual non-treated adopted individual impact , fonueatd | 12303/1000%|0| 00%
periods of the treated individual who was matched reated 6335)100,0%| 0| 0.0%
with the non-treated, g |nonteatsd 823[100,0%| 0| 00%
treated 3724(100,0%| 0| 0,0%
non treated 4486(100,0%| 0|  0,0%
®  Act No. 461/2003 Coll. on social insurance and amendments and sup) oler‘hent@b@d/arioqs A686(100,0%| 0| 0,0%
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e enforcement of post-only comparison design,

e statistical tests between treated and non-treated results of dependent variables.

The logistic model was estimated using all independent variables that were measured
for the participants and non-participants. We used the following independent variables:

1) Gender
2) Age
3) Marital status - used as a categorical variable

4) Level of education_10 categories

Categorical Variables Codings

5) Level of education_5 categories - used as a primary shool

categorical variable secondary vocational

6) Types of disadvantages

school

Level of education_5 categories vocational school

7) Unemployed in months
8) Total period of all registrations in months

comprehensive

school

(COLSaF)

colledge

registered partners

9) Unemployed before 2007 in months - used
a categorical variable

- as
divorced

Marital status

single

10) The average gross wage in the region of

widow
permanent residence mamed
11) The proportion of women in the district of —Terr
permanent residence 1-3years
12) Surface of district of permanent residence I >3years
13) The density of population in the district of no evidence
permanent residence

14) The number of municipalities in the district of permanent residence

15) The number of cities in the district of permanent residence

16) The registered unemployment rate in the district of permanent residence
17) Inhabitants density

18) Population of municipality in 2011

19) Change of population: 15 years

20) Distance from PES office

21) District of permanent residence

22) Region of permanent residence

23) Driving licence: cars and motorcycles, buses, trucks, vans

The dependent variable in logistic regression was the variable Treated / non-treated,

with values 1 for participants and 0 for non-participants.

In the logistic regression procedure we used the Backward conditional stepwise method,
with the condition of entry probability 0.01 and removal probability 0.05. Three
variables were used as categorical variables with categories defined in the table above.

Using the backward conditional method we get the final best logistic regression for
modelling the probability (or odds) of participating in the programme with the given
independent variables. This model was created separately for every reference period. In

the following tables there are the results of the final logistic models.
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In the first reference

Wald

period the
independent variables
Age, Education level,
Unemployed in month,

Age (rounded)
| ducation tvwl
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registrations,
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are significant with a
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significance level of 0.05. The values of coefficient B and Exp(B) we can interpret in the
following way: if the value of Age increases by 1 year, that means the participant or non-
participant will be 1 year older, and all other variables stay the same, the unit will 0.363

times more likely to belong to the
treated units. The odds of Age are
smaller than 1, so increasing Age
changes the probability that the unit
is treated 0.363 times (e.g. decreases
the probability). For education level
the influence is stronger. With higher
education level of 1 degree the
probability of being treated will
increase 3,716 times, if the values of
all other variables stay the same.
Similarly for Unemployed in months
and Total period of all registrations.
If the value of odds Exp(B) is greater
than 1, increasing of that variable by
1 will increase the probability of
being treated. If the value of Exp(B)
is smaller than 1 (as for Total period
of all registrations), increasing of this
period by 1 month will change the
probability of being treated 0.969
times (decrease it).

For categorical variables such as
School, the value of odds Exp(B) can
be interpreted for every category
compared to the reference category
as follows: for example, for School
category 1 (primary school) the
value 24,139 means that the units
with primary school have 24,139
times higher probability of belonging
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to the group of treated individuals than the reference category (the last/highest category
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of school, which is College).

For another categorical variable Unemployed before 2007 for example category 3
(registered more than 3 years) has 23,719 times higher probability of belonging to the
group of treated units than the reference category (that is No evidence before 2007).

In reference period 2, the following variables are significant in logistic regression with a
significance level of 0.05. The variables Age, Total period of all registrations, Average
gross wage in the region, Number of cities in the region and Distance from PES office
decrease the probability of being treated, because their odds Exp(B) are smaller than 1,
although only Age has odds significantly smaller than 1, the others are very close to 1
(therefore do not change the probability of being treated very much). Other variables
have the value of odds Exp(B) greater than 1, so in case they change by 1 and the other
variables stay the same, the probability of being the unit in the treatment group will
increase Exp(B)-times. For categorical variables School and Unemployed before 2007 the
odds Exp(B) means a change in multiples of the probability of every category compared
to the reference category. All categories of these variables increase the probability of
classification of the unit into the group of treated individuals.

In the third reference period the situation is similar. Only Age has the odds Exp(B)
significantly smaller than 1, so a change in Age of 1 decreases the probability of being in
the treatment group. Some variables have odds very close to 1, so we can say that a
change in these does not change the probability of being in the treatment group. All
other variables, categorical too, have odds more than 1, so with a change of 1 the
probability of being treated increases in multiples of Exp(B).

For the last reference period Age, Variathes i the | ain, poriod 4
Marital status category 2 (divorced), 8 |
Driving licence category Vans and _ = 1 Bty el el
category Motorcycles have the odds —swim s comgory a3 2| )
less than 1, so a change of 1 of these J™=*== =" st s Rt Bt Bt SR
variables will cause a decrease in the s va72| ool erzomf 1| mo|  easr
probability that the unit will be in the ** , o v Rk Bt S
treatment group multiple by the RSTERRS iy B Bt e By St
Exp(B). In case of Marital status it e o, o _:jf?
means the ratio of probability of being ... Y 0% IR 7 %1
treated compared to the reference vrmotsedmmontss 197] oaaj2ze6s00f 10000 1218
category. All other variables have 0dds e s o kR Bent 1 Beny S
more than 1, so with a change of them  vsmesse st 2607 0 monns_cangons 10 200 19| 112.108] 1| 000)

of 1, the probability that the unpit s mme e @
belongs to the treatment group | o i el ol v el s el

increases by multiples of Exp(B). Bertess of isirict of pormssont reoiince 00| oo0] 2seol 7] sl om
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Goader 6| D48 120048 1

The average ¢ross wags i the region of penm. rasdance it L 10 413] 1| 00 )

Pogulston_of_musicpaity 2011

The coefficient of all variables is .. . s o el ol )
significant with a significance level of e w0l om0 az02) 1| ool
0.05 in the Wald test for logistic ™" it Sour Selters: &1 Eoodl ML
regression coefficients. All created
models have very good classification ability. The percentage correctly classified is always
more than 90%; the Nagelkerke R-square (alternative for R-square in linear regression)
is in all 4 models more than 0.80.

Measuring of employability

As was used in the previous method, we divided samples of the treated and non-treated

Coanlam 11405 1 Y0 18 74 1 WO! #9725 687
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into four reference periods. The smallest samples were matched in the first reference
period. And, on the other side, the biggest samples of treated and non-treated were
matched in the second reference periods.

In total, the results of the method were estimated according to more than 32 thousand
individuals from the treated and non-treated samples, that is about one third of the
available total sample. Exact matching is a significant rule which directly influences the
shrinking of available samples before matching.

As already described twice before, the next table provides a view on the frequencies
table of the most important dependent variable which has a role in bringing the view on
employability after the intervention finishes after the two years impact period of treated
and control groups.

In the lines there are presented the shares of the time of the impact period when
individuals were sustained on the labour market from 0 to 100 % in a coefficient from 0
up to 1. The table is again divided into five parts; the first four describe employability in
the particular impact periods of set reference periods and the fifth part informs about
the average effect without taking into consideration of the homogeneity of the
intervention.

As it is presented in the table, in the all four reference periods are high frequencies of
non-treated jobseekers that were not employed during the entire impact period. This
fact will increase the net-effect of the intervention. On average more than 60 % of the
non-treated remained unemployed throughout the entire two years of the impact period.
From the shape of the yellow bar chart, particularly from the sharpness and bluntness of
the shape which is created from the bar chart, it is possible to deduce that if a non-
treated placed was placed once on the labour market, they remained there for a longer
time with higher probability. For instance, in the second reference period, about 40 % of
controls found a job at least for 10 % of the impact period, but from those individuals
there remained about every second one employed for the entire impact period. While
almost 84 % of treated identical graduates placed on the labour market for at least for
10 % of the whole impact period (2 months), from those remained employed only every
7th treated individual.
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0 199 799 79,9 7404 602 60,2 475| 57,7 57,7 2893| 645 645 10071 614 61,4
0.1 10 40 20,1 549 45 39,8 48 58 423 222 49 355 829 46 38,6
0.2 8 3,2 16,1 443 36 354 44 53 36,5 160 3,6 30,6 655 37 339
03 5 2,0 12,9 553 45 31,8 52 6,3 31,1 192 43 27,0 802 45 30,3
0.4 2 08 10,8 267 2,2 273 15 18 248 84 1,9 22,7 368 21 258
05 4 1,6 10,0 317 2,6 25,1 29 35 230 112 25 20,8 462 2,6 237,
06 2 08 8.4 194 16 225 17 21 194 49 11 18,3 262 15 21
0,7 3 1.2 76 177 14 20,9 9 11 174 40 09 17,3 229 13 19,7
08 5 2,0 6,4 198 16 195 15 18 16,3 66 15 16,4 284 16 18,4
0,9 0 0,0 a4 112 0,9 17,9 3 04 14,5 87 1,9 14,9 202 11 16,8

1 11 a4 44 2089 17,0 17,0 116 141 14,1 581 13,0 13,0 2797| | 157 15,7

0 167 | 219 21,9 1022 | 161 16,1 1018 273 27,3 992| | 27,6 27,6 3199 222 22,2
0.1 54 71 78,1 556 88 83,9 399|107 72,7 276 77 72,4 1285 8,9 778
0,2 39 51 71,0 498 7.9 751 313 8,4 61,9 250 6,9 64,8 1100 76 68,9
03 49 6,4 65,9 656 104 67,2 465|125 53,5 370|103 57,8 1540[ 107 61,3
0,4 a1 54 59,4 367 58 56,9 242 6,5 411 225 6,3 475 875 6,1 50,6
05 70 9,2 54,1 582 9,2 51,1 339 9,1 34,6 317 88 413 1308 91 445
0,6 43 56 449 391 6,2 41,9 221 59 255 226 6,3 325 881 6,1 355
0,7 45 59 39,2 365 58 35,7 175 47 195 176 49 26,2 761 53 293
08 73 96 333 608 96 30,0 216 58 148 281 78 213 1178 8,2 241
0.9 72 94 238 482 76 20,4 132 35 9,0 191 53 13,5 877 6,1 15,9

1 109| 143 14,3 808| 128 12,8 204 55 55 295 8,2 8,2 1416 98 98

The next table informs us about the types of registration of treated and non-treated on
average during the impact periods. There are again five types of registration which have
been identified for graduates, infrequent self-employment, full-time job, part-time job,
individual barrier for entrance to LM and placement on LM which is a full-time job, or
self-employment. A part-time job is not considered as real placement on LM. Another
presented independent variable average of the assessment base.

In the context the test results
between the results of independent
variables of treated and non-treated
groups it is possible to note that
treated and control individuals
earned less of money across all
reference periods by about 10 up to
20 %.

From the presented results it is again
obvious that graduates do not have
any significant interest about self-
employment.

There are significant differences
across all reference periods between
the distribution of treated and
controls for the independent
variables full-time job and placement

Average assessment non treated 461 539 510 564
base treated 422 476 480 482
treated 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
Self-employment
treated 0,01 0,01 0,00 0,00
X . non treated 0,10 0,25 0,24 0,21
Full-time job
treated 0,47 0,47 0,33 0,38
Individual barrier non treated 0,01 0,03 0,03 0,02
forentrance to LM  treated 0,04 0,04 0,03 0,03
non treated 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
Part-time job
treated 0,00 0,02 0,06 0,08
non treated 0,10 0,26 0,24 0,22
Placed on LM
treated 0,48 0,47 0,34 0,38
Average assessment ED | o[ s
Self-employment | oot | oo | o000 | o0
Full-time job o7 (Wod [flow Wdw
Individual barrier net effect {
0,02 0,00 -0,01 0,01
for entrance to LM i
Part-time job { o000 | o002 f] oo X oos

Placed on LM ! 0,38 1

oo

LY,

on the labour market. This means that the presented net effect is confirmed. In the first
reference period the treated remained on average on LM for about 37 % of the entire
impact period longer than the controls. In the second reference period it was about 21 %
and in the others it was 9 % and 17 %. Graduates achieved that effect mostly due to
placement in full-time jobs, just in some exceptions graduates established self-
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employment. From the group of non-treated none had any interest in self-employment.

x
The distribution of Average Independent-Samples Reject the Reject the Reject the Reject the
assessment base is the same across |Kolmogorov-Smirnov |0,038 [null 0,000(null 0,001 |null 0,000/ null
categories of Treated/non-treated. Test hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.
The distribution of Self-employment is|Independent-Samples Retain the Retain the Retain the Retain the
the same across categories of Kolmogorov-Smirnov | 0,999 null 0,211 (null 1,000 |null 1,000 |null
Treated/non-treated. Test hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.
The distribution of Full-time job is the |Independent-Samples Reject the Reject the Reject the Reject the
same across categories of Kolmogorov-Smirnov | 0,000 null 0,000 |null 0,000 [null 0,000 [null
Treated/non-treated. Test hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.
Eee?]ﬁgﬁgto: I?’;li';dtlr\:lgzzlr::mef Independent-Samples Retain the Reject the Retain the Reject the

h Kolmogorov-Smirnov | 0,564 |null 0,000 [null 0,727 |null 0,005 |null
across categories of Treated/non- . . . .
] Test hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.
The distribution of Part-time job is the |Independent-Samples Retain the Reject the Reject the Reject the
same across categories of Kolmogorov-Smirnov | 1,000|null 0,000 [null 0,000 (null 0,000 (null
Treated/non-treated. Test hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.
The distribution of Placed on LM is  |Independent-Samples Reject the Reject the Reject the Reject the
the same across categories of Kolmogorov-Smirnov | 0,000|null 0,000 |null 0,000 [null 0,000 [null
Treated/non-treated. Test hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.

Cost-benefit analysis

The next table presents the net effect of the graduate work experience on the state
budget calculated per jobseeker. The net effects in the last four columns are calculated by
subtraction of the treated and their controls financial balance based on the average
measured success in placement on the open labour market. From the table can be seen
that the treated returned on average the grants that were distributed through
intervention and they also brought a “net profit” from 1,200 up to 1,800 Euros per 24
months long impact period. That situation was estimated from just the first two
reference periods, the other had a negative estimated financial influence on the national
budget. All controls have an estimated negative financial influence on the national
budget due to their low level of employability. On average the net effects are very
positive because across all reference periods the treated generated from 700 Euros up to
almost 7,500 Euros per impact period more finance due to employability and paid taxes
and saved allowance and benefits.

4% EB% 10% 26% 24% 22% 38% Zi% 10% 17%

I66°o 62% [IQO% 74% 76% % Ei% -10% 7%
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4.8.5 Propensity score nearest neighbour matching
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This method is very similar to the previous one. The difference is based on the rule of
pairing treated and non-treated individuals, where each treated unit is matched to the
control unit with the closest propensity score. The method was applied without

replacement, i.e. one participant or non-participant can be
used for matching just once.

As can be seen in the reported table next to the text, due
to the carried out method of matching, the samples' size
in the reference periods significantly shrank. For example,
in the first reference period the size of the sample is lower
than the ideal estimated size of a representative sample.
Every treated and non-treated were used just once and

one individual was matched with 5 nearest neighbours.

Measuring of employability
The table below informs about frequencies of shares of time spent on the open labour
market in the impact period of 24 months, as already explained. The results show that in
all reference periods more treated individuals remained on the labour market for the
whole time period. From the control group at least 72 % of jobseekers were not placed
on the labour market in the whole impact period. Again, there is the obvious tendency
that one non-treated who finds a job will have a greater probability of remaining on the
labour market in comparison with participants of graduate work experience. On the
other hand, in the group of controls they are not frequently placed on the labour market
according to the carried out methodology approach.

0 32| 653| 653 678 668| 668 158| 545| 545 511| 655| 655 1379| 64,6 64,6
01 3 61| 347 39 38| 332 23 79| 455 32 41| 345 97 45 354
0.2 3 61| 286 27 27| 294 13 45| 378 35 45| 304 78 37 30,8
03 2 41| 224 37 36| 267 17 59| 331 36 46| 259 92 43 272
0.4 1 20| 184 15 15[ 231 10 34| 272 17 22| 213 43 2,0 229
05 3 61| 163 19 19 216 9 31| 238 18 23| 191 49 2,3 20,9
0,6 0 00| 102 8 08| 197 2 07| =207 3 04| 168 13 0,6 18,6
0,7 0 00| 102 15 15[ 189 3 10[ 200 5 06| 164 23 11 17,9
08 0 00[ 102 14 14| 174 5 17| 190 11 14| 158 30 14 16,9
0.9 1 20| 102 8 08| 161 1 03| 17,2 11 14 144 21 1,0 155

1 4 8,2 8,2 155 | 153| 153 49| 169 169 101|129 129 309 145 145

0 20| 278 278 110|129 129 61| | 144 144 136|  206| 206 327| 163 16,3
01 2 28| 722 70 82| 871 29 68| 856 46 70| 794 147 73 837
0.2 5 69| 694 58 68| 789 36 85| 788 38 58| 724 137 6.8 76,4
03 7 97| 625 79 93| 721 61| 144 703 67| 102 667 214|106 69,6
0.4 1 14 528 45 53[ 629 22 52| 559 36 55 565 104 52 59,0
05 7 97| 514 85| 100| 576 34 80| 507 58 88| 511 184 9,2 5338
0.6 5 69| 417 a7 55| 477 28 66| 427 a7 71| 423 127 6,3 446
0.7 2 28| 847 55 64| 422 18 42| 361 35 53| (352 110 55 383
08 8| 111| 319 87| 102| 357 36 85| 318 54 82| 298 185 9,2 3238
0.9 4 56| | 208 83 97| | 255 27 64| 233 53 80| 217 167 8,3 236

1 11| | 153| 153 135| | 158| 158 72| 170 170 90| 136 136 308| 153 153

The next table summarizes the types of registration of the participants and controls for
different reference periods. This information should explain where our units were

placed and how they were successful financially.
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In the first lines it is possible
to see that participants of
graduate work experience
earned a lower assessment
base per month compared to
non-treated groups, except for
the first reference period
where the treated achieved a
predominantly higher
assessment base than the
controls by about 22 Euros per
month. Even that difference
was tested with the results:
non-significant differences are
between the treated and non-
treated in the first reference

Assessmentbase

non treated

treated

Self-employment

non treated

treated

Full-ime job

non treated

treated

Part-time job

treated

Individual barriers for
enatrance to LM

non treated

treated

Placed on LM

non treated

treated

Assessment base

Self-employment

Full-time job

Individual barriers
for enatrance to LM

Placed on LM

net effect/

difference

period. Significant differences

in the assessment base/wage of treated and non-treated were identified just in the
second and fourth reference periods.

According to the following results, both groups of eligible jobseekers did not have
significant interest to start with self-employment. That information has been confirmed
by the statistical test presented in the table below. Also, individual barriers for entrance
to the open LM did not occur very frequently according to the result in both treated and
non-treated groups of samples.

One of the most important pieces of information was the dependent variable “placement
on the labour market” which collates full-time job and self-employment. In accordance
with the values presented in the table, it was estimated that the treated remained placed
on the open LM for about 6 months longer than the controls in the period of 2 years
immediately after graduate work experience finished. This result was similar for all the
set reference periods.

h 4
The distribution of Assessment gg;ptﬂig:ent» Retain the Reject the Retain the Reject the
base/wage is the same across Kolm':())gorov— 0,781 (null 0,000 |null 0,283 (null 0,000 (null
categories of Treated/non-treated. Smirmov Test hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.
The distribution of Self- ISndeandent— Retain the Retain the Retain the Retain the
employment is the same across Kilr:fz)gzrow 1,000 [null 0,995 [null 0,997 [null 1,000 |null
categories of Treated/non-treated. Smirnoy Test hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.
The distribution of Full-time jobs ISndeandent— Reject the Reject the Reject the Reject the
is the same across categories of Kirr;%gzrov 0,000 (null 0,000 [null 0,000 (null 0,000 ([null
Treated/non-treated. Smirnov Test hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.
The distribution of Part-time jobs Isn:ipelzgent— Retain the Reject the Reject the Reject the
is the same across categories of Kolm’::)gorov- 1,000 |null 0,000 [null 0,000 |null 0,000 ([null
Ti - L h hesis. is. is. is.
reated/non-treated Smirnov Test ypothesis hypothesis hypothesis hypothesis
-tl)-';riglrsft(:'b::t?znc::f(alr;glt;\j/lu?sl the Ig;i:qptleggent- Retain the Retain the Retain the Retain the
; P 1,000 (null 0,602 (null 0,930 (null 0,788 [null
same across categories of Nl hypothesis hypothesis hypothesis hypothesis
Treated/non-treated. Smirnov Test yp ) P ) P ) P )
The distribution of Placed on LM 'S”;’fnpelgge”t' Reject the Reject the Reject the Reject the
is the same across categories of Kolm?)gorov 0,000 |[null 0,000 [null 0,000 |null 0,000 |null
Treated/non-treated. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis. hypothesis.
Smirmov Test ypothesis ypothesis ypothesis ypothesis
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Cost-benefit analysis

The estimated numbers of the analysis ensure the information about the financial
influence on treated and non-treated jobseekers on the state budget in the 2 years long
impact period. The methodology was applied to the numbers of the dependent variable
“placement on the LM”.

On average, the treated were able to repay into the state budget in the first reference
period more than 3 times more money than the grant that the state had invested in the
graduate work experience graduate work experience. This trend decreases and, in the
last fourth reference period, the treated returned, due to paid taxes and saved allowance,
about 80 Euro-cents for each invested Euro into the graduate work experience.

While the non-treated are in red numbers due to their weak ability to find a job, the
participants of the program in every reference period returned to the public budget
grant and produced some extra money on average.. The table in the last green line
presents the financial positive net effects of graduate work experience in all reference
periods.
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4.8.6 Comparisons of the method results

To put all of what we have learnt from the values from the provided previous four impact
evaluation designs, we prepared an overview of the outcomes. The following tables
provide a comparison of the established net effects between the treated and non-treated

groups of samples.
In the 5 and half years which were
evaluated, more than 91 thousand
eligible jobseekers were treated Minimal estimated size of o 250 6
b d k . Th samples (confidence level 95 %)

y gra uate wor experlence' € No. of treated jobseekers 10807 EQM 18 042
available databases allowed us to & [postonly non-equivalent s308 | bazos P 16230

. . (2 comparison R |
use a limited number of correct | & |ecctmatcning 243 |l 20038 | 11226
records) Wthh were in total 72 % propensity exact score matching 762 6335 3724
: . propensity score nearest
of all the treated in the different P ehbour matching 7 ss4 | a4
reference periods. The table next post-only non-equivalent ol B B - =
. comparison
to the text presents a cOmpariSON | shareon [exact matching 2% 53% 62% 57% 52%
Of the methOdS from the jo:::;i:rs propensity exact score matching 7% 17% 21% 15% 16%
representativeness of the samples propensity score nearest % 2% 2% w |
neighbour matching
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of treated jobseekers used for the estimation of net effects. Post-only non-equivalent
comparison design uses every available record without elimination due to matching. The
method is not very accurate but simple to use. It is important to emphasise that the
samples for this method were tested and the samples do not differ from the basic set of
data that has been obtained from COLSaF. Due to the performed exact matching, samples
were eliminated on average from about one third of the records that were not matched.
One of the most rigorously provided methods is propensity exact score matching, which
on average covers 16 % of the total treated eligible graduates. The fewest samples of
treated units were used for propensity score nearest neighbour matching; it is possible
to say that these were used for just 2 % of all treated jobseekers.

The values in the table are sorted by the used CIE design and type of the analysed
dependent variables. In the last columns are summarized the significances which
represent the results of the statistical tests between treated and non-treated units in the
samples. Yellow cells inform us that a null hypothesis has been rejected. A null
hypothesis assumes that the distribution of the values for a particular independence
variable is the same across the categories of participants and non-participants.

For average wage or assessment base during the impact period were estimated mostly
significant differences. Jobseekers that underwent the graduate work experience earned
monthly less money than non-treated jobseekers by 1 to 82 Euros per month in average.
Coefficients inform us about the share of sustainability on the labour market during the
whole impact period of 24 months after the intervention. The values are differences
between treated and non-treated jobseekers. The blue bar charts in the cells of the table
represent positive effects.

One of the most important constructed indicators that estimate employability as a net
effect is represented by the dependent variable “Placed on LM.” The values show that the
estimated net effect is positive. In the other words, this means that the graduate work
experience is meaningful for employability and sustainability of the graduates as
the target group. Differences between the treated and non-treated in placement on LM
were confirmed by the statistical tests. The results show that in the data are significant
differences across the methods and reference periods. Only the results from the method
of exact matching estimated for the last two reference periods indicate a negative impact
that could be due to the used method of the net-effect estimation without using any of
the matching methods of the same treated and control individuals. The Post-only non-
equivalent comparison design method is not a very accurate method which uses large
samples of the data which just simply compare, but on the other hand, uses also
individuals who essentially differ from one another. There were also problems setting
the exact impact period of the non-participants, which takes over the impact period from
the matched exact or neighbour twin. That is the reason the impact period was set as the
initial date of the reference period plus 2 years of impact period after the last date of the
reference period. For instance, in the first reference period it was 40 months (16 moths
of reference period and 24 months for the impact period). That could also be a very
important aspect which affects the result, because while the treated do not look for a job
during the graduate work experience period for a maximum of 6 months, controls could
be very active in seeking placement on the labour market.

Placement on LM represents that the jobseeker was registered as an employee in a full-
time job or was self-employed. The values show that mostly graduates were placed in
full-time jobs and numbers indicate the weak efforts of jobseekers up to 26 years of age
to establish self-employment. This knowledge is in contrary to the analysis of samples of
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the treated by grant for self-employment in the next chapter. There we learn that young
jobseekers are more willing to start self-employment if they receive a grant for it. It is
possible to state that older graduates were more successful in the sustaining of self-
employment,; age is not a significant independent variable which influences the on
number of months sustaining self-employment or being placed on LM in the 2 years
after the intervention had finished according to the results of the estimated linear
regression model. Age was identified as a significant independent variable which had an
influence on sustainability and employability although the coefficient is very low
number, which means a one year increase initiated only a minimal change in placement
on the labour market.

The results of the statistical tests also present significant differences of placement in
part-time jobs of the treated mainly in the last three reference periods. In the first
reference period, it looks like that both the treated and non-treated were not willing to
work in part-time jobs. In the first reference period, no rule in the Act of employment
services, according to § 6, Art. 2 which states: The jobseeker can engage in gainful
employment on the basis of employment or legal relationship under a special regulation,
if the wage or remuneration for carrying out these activities shall not exceed 75% of the
amount of subsistence minimum for one adult person, was identified. In the last three
periods, the treated were more able to find a part-time job than their controls, even if it
was just for a short time of the impact period on average.

Only rarely did the treated or non-treated have individual barriers for entrance on the
labour market because they were, for example, recipients of accident benefit, care
allowance, or they were personal assistants for relatives.

Post-only non-comparison design 3k - lﬂ€ - 3|€ - 0,017 0,000 0,000 0,000

Average o et matching - 1e- 18- de- p8e| o410 | o000 [ 0004 | 0000
assebsas:;ent Propensity score nearest neighbour matching ZZF: -l:.€ - |3€ - I:'€ 0,781 0,000 0,283 0,000
Propensityscore exact matching - - - 0,038 0,000 0,001 0,000

Post-only non-comparison design 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

Full-time job Exact matching 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
Propensity score nearest neighbour matching ),28 ),26 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
Propensityscore exact matching ﬂ I@OQ E]l7 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

Post-only non-comparison design -0,01 0,00 -0,02 -0,01 0,181 0,000 0,000 0,069

t')'::i‘gi”;'r Exact matching 0,01 0,01 0,01 000 | 0994 | o001 | 0744 | 0,543
entrance to LM Propensity score nearest neighbour matching -0,02 0,00 [I-0,0Z 0,01 1,000 0,602 0,930 0,788
Propensityscore exact matching I]0,0Z 0,00 -0,01 0,01 0,564 0,000 0,727 0,005

Post-only non-comparison design 0,00 0,02 0,03 0,04 | 200 | o000 | 0000 | 0,000

Part-time job Exact matching 0,00 0,01 0,00 I]0,0Z 1,000 0,000 0,935 0,000
Propensity score nearest neighbour matching 0,00 ||0,02 ,06 @,08 1,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
Propensityscore exact matching O,bO O,bO 0, O,bO 1,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

Post-only non-comparison design E7 [@12 |]—0,11 |]—0, 12 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

blaced on L1 |EX3Ct matching B2] Joi fun  ibos [ oo [ ooo | o000 | o000
Propensity score nearest neighbour matching ),28 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
Propensityscore exact matching m @10 m7 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

Post-only non-comparison design 0,01 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,525 0,010 0,973 0,999

Self-  |Exact matching fo00 oo  |ooo {ooo [ 2000 | 0744 | 1000 | 1,000
employment |propensity score nearest neighbour matching |0,01 ' 0,00 0,01 0,00 1,000 0,995 0,997 1,000
Propensityscore exact matching |0,01 ' 0,00 0,00 ; 0,00 0,999 0,211 1,000 1,000

The outcomes of the performed cost benefit analysis indicate the financial influence of
the treated and non-treated eligible graduates on the national budget, as well as the net-
effect of the graduate work experience. In the first part of the table are presented the
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number of treated jobseekers, then non-treated and finally the net financial average
effects in the impact periods. Values in the table are calculated per jobseeker, per impact
periods.

Treated jobseekers in the first reference period achieved, on average, a positive influence
on the financial budget, they were able to repay the grant back to the national budget
multiply and in the second reference period as well. In the last two reference periods the
situation changed and the treated had an estimated negative average effect on public
financial sources mainly due to the achieved employability.

Observations of the outcomes of the financial influences of controls on the national
budget indicate a generally negative effect. Only the first method of Post-only non-
comparison design increased the estimated employability of the non-treated and
through that influence were estimated some positive trends. But as already mentioned,
the impact periods were set for the whole time of the reference period and 2 years after,
i.e. a total of 40 months for first reference period and individuals are not matched. That
approach of measurement of the registrations in the impact period may overestimate the
controls.

The last part of the table presents net effects. It is obvious that in most of the cells
appear yellow bar charts which inform us about the positive net effect of the treated
when compared to the financial average outcomes of the non-treated. The financial
outcomes are positive almost for every reference period across the carried out methods.

Post-only non-
'y " . 3357,00€ | 1807,88€ | 479,19€ |- 664,84€ 139,67 € |- 363,09€ | 4575,55€ | 3583,01€ | 3217,33€ | 2170,98€ »4ES,36€ —4E7,85€
comparison design

Exact matching 2922,89€ |- 50,40€ [-1393,50€ [-2652,52€ |-3519,20€ |-4121,98€ |-2652,00€ |-2715,09€ | 6442,09€ | 4071,58€ | 1258,50€ 62,57 €
Propensityscore exact !
matching

1806,95€ | 1213,75€ (-2846,14€ |-1389,91€ |-5673,35€ [-3832,92€ |-3514,86€ (-4895,36€ | 7 4%0,30 €| 5046,67 € 668,73 € | 3505,45€

Propensity score
nearest neighbour 1141,13€ | 2593,53€ | 1705,33€ 875,37 € |-4289,00€ |-4889,10€ |-2958,18€ |-5148,91€ | 5480,13€ | 74B2,63€ | 4663,51€ | 6024,28€
matching i

4.8.7 Identification of the successful target group for graduate work experience

In this sub-chapter are presented outcomes which describe the average net effects of the
key and available independent variables and their categories. Averages are divided into
four reference periods of the intervention and there were also carried out statistical
tests between the treated and non-treated groups of samples. The null hypothesis of the
test was distribution of the variable across the categories is the same.

The objective of this sub-chapter is to identify the target group which was the most
successful in fundamental net-effect: placement on the open labour market and its
sustainability during the impact periods across the reference periods.

The men and women who participated in the graduate work experience achieved on
average a positive net effect which is significantly better than the control one. But, still
on average, women had a higher share of placement on the labour market during the
impact periods after the intervention finished.

0,15 reject reject reject reject

0,18 reject reject reject reject




From the marital status characteristic, it appears that divorced individuals are more
effective than single or married participants, but their difference between treated and
non-treated is insignificant and their representation in every group of samples and
reference period were less than 0.9 % from all samples. Single and married graduates
achieved positive placement on LM when compared to their controls. In the first two
reference periods, single and married individuals achieved on average the same
performances in the placement on LM, but in the two last reference periods single units
were slightly more successful in remaining on the labour market.

divorced [ 0,31 I!j 0,16 I:b,lB retain retain retain retain

single IE 22 I] 0,09 DO, 17 reject reject reject reject

married IEB I] 0,06 DO,lG reject reject reject reject
registered partners | . 005 - | - - retain - -

College graduates had the highest potential to be employed and remain on the open
labour market during the impact period, i.e. the highest grade of the education. It is
noteworthy that the overall average share of placement in the impact period of
jobseekers that achieved a primary school education is in the second and third reference
period as the second highest. The success rate of secondary educated jobseekers is
characterized by irregular values.

primary shool I:‘ 0,13 retain reject reject reject
secondary vocational school “40 reject reject reject reject
vocational school ' 0,34 ‘ reject reject reject reject
comprehensive school LO,ZS \ reject reject reject reject
colledge t0,39 reject reject reject reject

Jobseekers that were unemployed less than three years before 2007 were more
successful in the sustaining a placement on labour market than jobseekers that were not
registered and are new in the evidence of jobseekers. This statement was possible to
make thanks to the values which we learn from the outcomes of three from four
reference periods. These statements indicate that the placement and sustainability on
LM of some unemployed graduates is caused by the time factor. After some months in
the database of jobseekers, graduates finally find a job.

no evidence . 0,37 . 0,21 (EI . 0,16 reject reject reject reject
<1vyear o3 | W02z | dis [ oo1] reject reject reject reject
1-3years o042 B 0.8 Ei),lS I o028 reject reject retain reject
>3 years 036 | B 020 dog  [o2s reject reject retain retain

Jobseekers in the western regions were generally, across the reference periods, more
successful; in the prepared maps the detailed average differences are much more visible.
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Bratislava region reject reject reject reject

Trnava region reject reject reject reject

Trenéin region reject reject reject reject

Nitra region reject reject reject reject

Zilina region reject reject reject reject

Banskd Bystrica region reject reject reject reject

PreSov region reject reject reject reject

Ko3ice region reject reject reject reject

Mostly higher years of age (particularly 23 - 24 years) are characterized across most of
the reference periods as the categories that determined the success of sustaining
jobseekers in employment in the impact periods. It is interesting that jobseekers about
the age of 19 years had higher success in placement on the open labour market.

reject retain retain retain

‘ reject reject reject reject
reject reject reject reject
reject reject reject reject
reject reject reject reject
reject reject reject reject

‘ reject reject reject reject

‘ retain reject reject reject

Almost the half of the jobseekers attended the graduate work experience in the
organisation of the public sector, such as in offices, in public administration, in health
care and social centres or in educational institutions. The most frequent category in the
economic classification of private organisations where the graduate work experience
was carried out was wholesalers and retail traders, manufacturers, employers offering
accommodation and food services, real estate traders, etc. From the values presented in
the table below it is not clear that a particular economic activity generally determined
jobseekers to be employed for a longer time in the impact period. But it is possible to
state that individuals that carried out graduate work experience in public institutions
achieved just a share of the sustainability on LM very close to the average of the overall
sample across the reference periods. While jobseekers that carried out graduate work
experience in the organisation of the private sector, they achieved slightly higher
performances in placement and sustainability on LM.
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Averages of "Placement on LM"

Mean N

Ref. period 1

Ref. period 3
N

Ref. period 2
N

Mean

Percent Mean

Mean

Percent Percent

Ref. period 4

N

Percent

Cathegory of SK NACE

Public administration and defense; compulsory social security 1257 35%
;V:gfs;:zsand retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and 611 17%
Education 305 8%
Manufacturing 289 8%
Other activities 186 5%
Accommodation and food services 183 5%
Real estate activities 268 7%
Construction 108 3%
Health care and social assistance 120 3%
Administrative and support services 88 2%
Arts, entertainment and recreation 61 2%
Transport and Storage 37 1%
Information and communication 39 1%
Financial and insurance activities 23 1%
Water supply; cleaning and waste-water treatment, waste 14 0%
management and remediation activities

Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply 9 0%

Activities of extraterritorial organizations and bodies

100% 4 47 100% | 34 100% | 38

The table below is a correlation matrix which describes the relationship between
characteristics (independent variables) of participants and a dependent variable,
treatment effect - placement on LM. Blue coloured cells represent the tested significant

relations.
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Gender
samples
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The heat map in the figure above describes the regional differences of the achieved
average differences of placement on the labour market of treated and controls. Red and
orange colours represent districts with the highest net sustainability share of placement
on the labour market of eligible jobseekers. From the map it is obvious that in the west
of Slovakia are districts which are more successful in placement, probably mainly due to
a lower unemployment rate and the industrial concentration of the employers in the
districts. These districts which are in the blue ellipse are characterized as the catchment
areas of the automotive and electrical industries. The highest average net sustainability
rates of the graduate work experience are in the Bytca and Povazska Bystrica districts.

In the figure below is a map which describes the average assessment base or wage which
was achieved by graduates during the impact periods. Again, the highest wage was
achieved in the districts which are coloured by red spots on the map. As can be seen
from the map, there are differences between the west and east of the country. While the
west of the country earns a higher wage, in the east where there is a higher
unemployment rate the condition on the labour market drops. Only in the districts of
Poprad, Spiska Nova Ves and Levoca does the average wage achieved by jobseekers
appear to be independent from the unemployment rate.

L,

4.8.8 Impact of the graduate work experience

This part of the evaluation report describes the estimated average influence of the
intervention on decreasing of the unemployment rate, or number of registered
jobseekers. Impact is calculated year by year according average estimated placement on
LM as the one of outcome variables. Particularly were used for estimation of the impact
the shares of placement on LM of Propensity exact matching period method that were
applied on the number of treated jobseekers in the years.

We measured 2 years of impact that is reason why the impact is also cumulative and
estimated just for number of treated jobseekers in the years from 2007 to half of 2012.
In other words it means that we calculate with same jobseekers in two consecutive
years.

To emphasis distortion which occurs without using of counterfactual impact evaluation
approach, we decided calculate impact as the gross effect and net effect. Net effect or
impact informs about real estimated % of influence due to the graduate work
experience, i.e. with subtraction of the effect which would occur if the intervention
would not exist.
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At least provided graduate work experience decreased number of target group of young
jobseekers about 4 % and in maximum about 19 %. In some years were treated in
average one jobseeker from 5 registered jobseekers in the 15-24 years of age. The
annual net impacts on decreasing registered number of jobseekers in 15-24 years of age
were estimated on the level from 4 to 12 % (i.e. decreasing of the jobseekers).

The difference between gross and net effect in this case is about 1/3. That is reason we
can assume that without the counterfactual impact evaluation method impacts would be
about 33 % overestimated.

Additionally we estimated the annual impact on decreasing of number of all registered
jobseekers. Gross effect of the graduate work experience is from 1 to 3,4 %, depends on
the commutation of the previous treated jobseekers. Net impact on number of registered
jobseekers is lower and achieved values from 0,7 to 2,1 %.

No. of jobseekers in Slovakia (15-24 f

a;’e)o jobseekers in Slovakia (15-24 years o 41873 65 989 67 462 68 782 84372 72629 65 469
No. of treated jobseekers 8 000 12 000 14 000 14 000 33 000 10 000 -
Estimated b f jobseek laced LM:

gio's?ae;ec:um erotjobseekers placed on 3896 9698 12508 13412 11822 8 887 3772
Estimated b fjobseek laced LM:

nit”:fieit numberotjobseekers placed on 229 5848 7813 8522 7703 5974 2532
Gross effect on decreasing of no. of registered

jobseekers (15 - 24 yea r; ogf age) : % g i g g E 6%
Net effect on decreasing no. of registered I

jobseekers (15 - 24 yearf of age) ’ r % |ig% [2% .iZ% ”ig% r |i: 4%
No. of registered jobseekers (total SR) 248 556 379 553 381209 399 800 425 858 398 876 373 754
Gross effect on decreasing no. of registered

jobseekers (total SR) 1,6% 2,6% 3,3% 3,4% 2,8% 2,2% 1,0%
Net effect on decreasing no. of registered I I . . I I [
jobseekers (total SR) 0}9% 1,5% 2,0% 2,1% 1,8% 1,5% 0,7%
Gross effect on decreasing of unemployment I] U U U [|

rate (total SR) 0,1% 0,4% 0,5% 054) 04% 0,3% 0,1%
Net effect on decreasing of unemployment rate I| [| [| [| [| [I I]

(total SR) 0,1% 0,2% 0,3% 0,3% 0,3% 0,2% 0,1%

Source: Statistics office of Slovak Republic, authors

Overall the graduate work
experience as the intervention had a
power to decreased annually
unemployment rate about power
from 0,1 to 0,3 % in the period 2007
- 2014. This is one of the most
important information from carried
out impact evaluation. That is why it

0,6%
0,5%

0,4% / am(;ross effect on
=t J decreasing of

0,3% |

02% - _ . unemployment rate
' {total SR)

0,1% - —

Net effect on
decreasing of

0,0%

Impact on decreasing unemployment
rate

. . . . ,\9@3 -~ ,\’G ,\’Q\} ,\90’ ,\’QQ ,\,@?‘ unemployment rate
is possible assume that intervention A ¢ o ¥ W 4 o itotal SR)
B S S ST

has sense for decreasing of the
unemployment rate and it is a part of
the diversity of ALMP which is offered to the specific group of unemployed jobseekers.

Years of impact period

Financial impact of graduate work experience

The intention of this part of the evaluation was estimate overall financial impact of the
ALMP measure taking into account all the participated individuals. We count with the
numbers from the performed cost-benefit analysis.

The table below composed from the two parts first tells about financial effect of the
intervention according gross effects and second part refers financial impact which
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consideration of the net effects. We estimated that treated individuals were able to bring
to national budget about 150 mil. Euros across the reference periods.

If we consider estimated net effect of the intervention. The participants of the graduate
practice generated for national budget about 3,6 times more money than same elidgible
jobseekers. It means the treated jobseekers brought to national budget about 540 mil.

Euros more than non-treated jobseekers in total for all reference periods.

Propensity score

period

nearest neighbour 1141 EUR 2 594 EUR 1705 EUR 875 EUR 1579 EUR
matching

No. of treated

jobseekers in ref. 10 807 37 954 18 042 24 584 91 387

Total effect on
national budget

12 000 000 EUR

98 000 000 EUR

31000 000 EUR

22 000 000 EUR

144 000 000 EUR

Estimated annual
financial effect

6 000 000 EUR

49 000 000 EUR

15500 000 EUR

11 000 000 EUR

Propensity score

period

nearest neighbour 5430 EUR 7 483 EUR 4 664 EUR 6 024 EUR 5900 EUR
matching

No. of treated

jobseekers in ref. 10 807 37 954 18 042 24584 91 387

Total effect on
national budget

59 000 000 EUR

284 000 000 EUR

84 000 000 EUR

148 000 000 EUR

539 000 000 EUR

Estimated annual
financial effect

29500 000 EUR

142 000 000 EUR

42 000 000 EUR

74 000 000 EUR
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5 Self-employment

The allowance for self-employment is the intervention stated in §51 of Act No. 5/2004
Coll. This ALMP measure is distributed through regional public employment offices. The
intervention was first time introduced for the first time on 14-th April 2004.

5.1 Treatment effects of self-employment

As the Explanatory Report on the Act on employment services states, the aim of the
intervention is to motivate a jobseeker to launch the operation or implementation of
self-employment with the possibility of using a financial grant. The grant was distributed
to jobseekers that were registered for more than 3 months and submitted an application
in written form with an attached business plan and budget. The intervention is
accompanied with training which is focused on the practical information of
establishment of self-employment (intervention by § 46 of Act No. 5/2004 Coll.).

The schemes below the text present the general intervention log of self-employment
intervention.
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The intervention has several potential measured treatment effects on the target groups:

- sustainability of self-employment/employability on the open labour market,

- profit generated during the impact period which should indicate level of success in
the business or wages earned by the employed,

- secondary effects on increasing employment rate of self-employment through
additional job creation for employers. Unfortunately this data was not provided to
us, which is the reason the evaluation will concern just on the measurable primary
effects of the intervention.

We will focus on those which can be possibly measured according to data from SIA based
just on employability and amount of money which was made during the impact period.
Every jobseeker included in the treated or non-treated sample had 24 months of impact
period starting from the individual date of the end of intervention. Controls will admit
the individual impact period according to treated pairs.

5.2 Reference periods

As was described in the previous monitoring report, Act No. 5/2004 Coll. on
employment services and on the amendment and supplement of various acts, graduate
work experience was revised twice between the years 2007 and 2010. Therefore our
treated and non-treated jobseekers must be divided into reference periods according to
changes of intervention conditions, and criterion of eligibility.

Criteria for eligibility of jobsekers according Act No. 5/2004 Coll.:
minimum registration period in register of jobseekers: 3 months
jobseeker aplly for intervence officially in written apllication form

jobseeker must carry out his business plan
jobseeker must attend course devoted to the business
preparation.

Sustainability of self-employment:

minimum two years minimum two years

Terms of the intervention:

Ammounth of grant differ from next period Ammounth of grant differ from previous period
Financial support can be provided several times. Since
1.4.2009 - 30.4.2010 next support can be provided not
Financial support can be provided several times. less than three monts after sustainability of previous

Source: Act No. 5/2004 Coll., § 51

In the table below there are presented the numbers of treated jobseekers during the
reference periods of the impact evaluation. In total there was supported more than 40
thousand of jobseekers who started their own businesses. We covered in a total 40
months of implementation of § 49 between the years 2007 till 2010, where more than a
thousand jobseekers per month were supported. In the first reference period there were
treated almost 14 thousand jobseekers in 16 months, which is 850 jobseekers per
month. In the second period of 24 months it was almost 26,500 treated jobseekers and
on average 1,100 jobseekers per month.
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No. of treated jobseekers 13 650 26 486 40136
Average per month 853 1104 1003

Source: COLSaF, authors

5.3 Target group of self-employment promotion

The act of employment services introduced a wide definition of target group for support
of self-employment: every jobseeker that is registered more than three months in the
database of Public employment service office.
Since 1st January 2007 till 30th April 2008 it was eligible to enrol in the intervention
every jobseeker:

- who was registered for at least 3 months in the database of jobseekers,

- who officially submitted an application in written form

From 1st May 2008 till 30th April 2010 the rules were changed:
Eligible for support of self-employment was any jobseeker who:
- was registered for at least 3 months in the database of jobseekers,
- officially submitted an application in written form,
- attended a training program promoted under § 46 of the Act of employment services.
This specific training is focused on gaining some theoretical and practical knowledge.
This training was obligatory granted to the candidates for self-employment;
- carried out a business plan covering budget.

Controls selected in our samples are jobseekers that were eligible during the reference
periods. The controls had to meet the following conditions:
- registered for at least 3 months in the database of jobseekers,
- non-treated by any intervention,
- registered in the database of SIA as self-employed in the reference period. Through that
selection we could make sure of the equal motivation and ability of the treated and non-
treated to start self-employment, prepare and establish a business.
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5.4 Test of representativeness of the samples

As we mentioned before, during the process of creating the samples, some individuals
were excluded from the sample because they did not have recorded all the values of the
variables. For the reason of the records missing data, it was required to reduce the
sample and verify the representativeness of the finally selected samples. We tested the
equality of distributions of frequencies of variables for individuals which are included in
the final sample with those who were excluded and did have not all variables recorded.
We used the Kolmogorov - Smirnov test for this purpose.

5.4.1 Treated group excluded from the sample

As for the case of non-treated individuals, we tested the equality of distributions of
variables in the set of treated individuals included in the final sample and those excluded
ones because of some missing value. We used the Kolmogorov - Smirnov test too. The
results are in the following table.

Hypothesis Test Summary
Treated P49
Variable Null Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
The null hypothesis
Crzmeles 0518 was confirmed.
Marital status 0,893 The null hypothe5|s
was confirmed.
Level of education (10 0.988 The null hypothesis
categories) ' was confirmed.
Level of education (5 The distribution of values Independent- 0.441 The null hypothesis
categories) is the same across Samples ' was confirmed.
. categories of selected / Kolmogorov- The null hypothesis
DISEEREIEEIES non selected Smirnov Test 1,000 was confirmed.
Evidence before 2007 (in 0037 The null hypothesis
months) ' was not confirmed.
Following registration in SIA 0,964 The null hypothe3|s
was confirmed.
Driving licence (16 0415 The null hypothesis
categories) ' was confirmed.
The distribution of The null hypothesis
- . Independent- :
Unemployed in months is Samples was confirmed.
Unemployed in months the same across P 0,067
. Kolmogorov-
categories of selected / .
Smirnov Test
non selected
The distribution of Total Independent- The null hypothesis
7 iod of all registrations | Samples Mann- was confirmed.
Total period of all peno . .
registrations in months in months (COLSaF) is Whitney U Test 0,382
(COLSaF) the same across Independent-
categories of selected/ | Samples Kruskal-
non selected Wallis Test
* for a significance level 0,01 the null hypothesis will be retained

As is presented in the tables above, the distributions of frequencies of all listed variables
are the same for dropped individuals and those which were included into the final
sample. Only in the case of the variable Evidence before 2007, the null hypothesis is
unconfirmed. But in the case of using the significance level 0.01 instead of 0.05 the
hypothesis would have been confirmed. That means, it is possible to assume that our
created sample is representative for the whole population.
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5.4.2 Distributions of frequencies of treated individuals included and excluded
from the sample

In the tables below the frequencies of values of all variables are compared for included
individuals and those excluded in the set of treated jobseekers.

Gender Crosstabulation Driving licence_16 categories Crosstabulation
group group
Total
non non
selected selected | 5 e selected
men I:I 4701] 15125 Driving license: group 5 1 6
= DE
Gender T D 5886 H 3255 9141 2uno "Cg"se: group 47 23| 70
IlE 15 0 15 Driving license: group 5 1 6
D1E
Total 16325 7956/ 24281 Driving Ilcsr;se: group 47 23 70
Driving license: group 131 26| 207
CE
Marital status Crosstabulation DI Ilcznse: group | 410 | 221 631
— Driving IlccelnEse: group 131 76| 207
Total — m -
Incm . selected g Driving |cg|;se. group | 410| 21| 631
SERIEHE licence_16 Drivi M -
unknown 30 of =0 categories riving 'CBegse' group 131 76| 207
registered partners 1 0 1 DI "CEB"SS: group |] 1398 | 839| 2237,
divorced I] 1187 533| 1720 2Uving "Cg'l‘sa group 1398 839| 2237
Marital status
single I:I 5647 D 3396( 9043 Driving license: group A 536 300 836
widow 138 42 180 Driving Ilczgse: group 0 0 0
married Eazz [I 3985 13307 Buving "°z;‘3e: group | 536 | 300| 836
Total | 16325  7956| 24281 Priving "CZCISE: D I] 1419 | 847| 2266
Driving license: group T | 448 | 2441 692
Unemployed before 2007 in months Crosstabulation Total 7052 4087 11139
group Total
non
selected Types of disadvantages Crosstabulation
selected
Unemployed [I ”
4109 1935| 6044
before 2007 in | * Y& Count
1-3years | 2300ff] 2158] 6458
>3years [I 4197 ” 1815| 6012 Total
no evidence I] 3719 [| 2048] 5767 no disadvantage 23689
Total
16325|  7956| 24281 Types of |graduate 473
CIEEERETERES long - term unemployed 88 17 105
Following registration in SIA Crosstabulation age over 50 years 13 1 14
group Total 16325 7956 24281
non
SElesics] selected | Total
Following [no registration | aos|| 1151 1646
registration
in SIA following registration 6805 22635
Total | 16325| 7956 | 24281
Level of
education_10
group Total
non selected
selected
Not finished education 63 1 64
Primary education | 202 145 347
Lower secondary professional edy 45 24 69
Secondary vocational education D 3914 [| 2282| 6196
Level of  |Fyil secondary vocational educati I:| 5325 ﬂ 3673| 8998
education_10
categories |Full secondary comprehensive ed I 662 | 489 1151
Upper vocational education 1 4 5
Bachelor 22 18 40
Master | 7sf] 1318[ 3031
Doctoral 3 2 5
Total 11950 7956 19906
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5.4.3 Non-treated group excluded from the sample

For testing the probability distributions of frequencies for non-treated individuals
included and excluded from the sample we used the Kolmogorov - Smirnov test. As was
already mentioned, it compared the probability distributions of the sample of included
non-treated individuals with the sample of excluded non-treated individuals. We got the
following results:

Hypothesis Test Summary
Non treated P49

Variable Null Hypothesis Test Sig. Decision
The null hypothesis was
Gender 0,518 confirmed.
. The null hypothesis was
Marital status 0,139 confirmed.
Level of education (10 0.055 The null hypothesis was
! confirmed.

categories)
Level of education (5

The distribution of

: - Th Il hypothesi
count is the same | '"dependent- | 4 5o e nut YPOIEs's Was

categories) across categories Samples not confirmed.
Disadvantages of selected / non | KOIMOYOrov- 1 g 154 The nul h%'pmhgﬁs "
i i lected Smirnov Test confirmed.
Evidence before 2007 (in selecte 0.699 | The null hypothesis was
months) ' confirmed.
Following registration in 0270 The null hypothesis was
SIA ' confirmed.
Driving licence (16 0.001 | The null hypothesis was

categories) not confirmed.

As we can see in the table above, the distribution of frequencies of all variables listed in
the table is the same between groups of excluded individuals and those included in the
sample. Only for one variable the null hypothesis about the same distribution of the
samples was not confirmed: the variable School (in 5 categories) and variable Driving
licence (in 16 categories).). All other variables have the same distribution. That means,
by excluding the individuals with a missing record we did not have significantly different
groups. So our group of non-treated individuals is representative for the whole
population of non-treated jobseekers.

5.4.4 Distributions of frequencies of non-treated individuals included and
excluded from the sample

In the tables below are presented the frequencies of values of all variables compared for
included individuals and those excluded from our samples.
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Gender Crosstabulation

Driving licence_16 categories Crosstabulation

group
Total
selected selneocrt]ed
Driving license: group DE 39 319 358
Driving license: group D 251 2832 3083
Driving license: group D1E 41 343 384
Driving license: group D1 251 2832 3083
Driving license: group CE 841 | 8223 9064
Driving license: group C 2370 | 23189| 25559
Driving license: group C1E 841 | 8223| 9064
Driving Driving license: group C1 2370 | 23189| 25559
licence_16
categories Driving license: group BE 841 | 8223 9064
Driving license: group B | 7169 D 96364 103533
Driving license: group B1 | 7169 D 96364 | 103533
Driving license: group A 2599 II 32509| 35108
Driving license: group A2 0 7 7
Driving license: group Al 2599 ﬂ 32509] 35108
Driving license: group AM | 7261 U 98309 105570
Driving license: group T 2579 | 25985 28564
Total 37221 459420 496641
Types of disadvantages Crosstabulation
Count
group
Selles serec::Ted Total
no disadvantage I 20925 I555077| 576002
graduate 197 | 8342 8539
long - term unemployed 1026 I 32430| 33456
low education level 3 45 48
dis-la—)t;‘\)/:zlzges organizational 3 518 521
poor working discipline 1 78 79
care 11 281 292
age over 50 years 205 7171 7376
disabled 13 660 673
Total 22384 604602| 626986

group
non
selected [ o oected | Total
men | 17212 I 303%592 320904
Gender women 5172 |F 300643| 305815
unknown 0 267 267
Total 22384 604602 | 626986
Marital status Crosstabulation
group
Total
e se:-lei:rt]ed
unknown 0 1761 1761
registered partners 3 274 277
Marital divorced 2132 [I 63121 65253
status single | 7913|— 244879 242792
widow 202 ’ 13551| 13753
married | 12134 I 29%016 303150
Total 22384| 604602 | 626986
Unemployed before 2007 in months Crosstabulation
group Total
selected selneocrt]ed
Unemploye| ) oo 5414 |_I47390ﬁ 479320
d before
1-3years | o467 o| 6467
>3 years | 5988 0| 5988
no evidence 0 E 30696 | 130696
Total 17869| 604602| 622471
Following registration in SIACrosstabulation
group
non
selected | < ojected | Total
Following [no registration 0[F 119244 110244
registration
in SIA [following registration I 22384 |_I485358| 507742
Total 22384| 604602| 626986
Level of
education
group Total
— sereocrt]ed
Not finished education 1 4256 4257
Primary education 930(| 49092( 50022
Lower §econdary professional 277 4559 4836
education
Secondary vocational education | 9841 G80567 190408
Level of [FGTTsecondary vocational
education_ |egycation | sa20|] 143021 151450
10 Full secondary comprehensive 882 I 20131| 21013
categories |education
Upper vocational education 20 363 383
Bachelor 84 2248 2332
Master 1007|| 40018 41025
Doctoral 13 334 347
Total 22384 444589| 466973




5.5 Description of samples

This chapter should describe some facts about the sample at the time before the creation
of pairs. This is another milestone in the path to gain matched individuals willing to
establish self-employment in treated and control groups distinguished by four follow-up
reference periods which should ensure the homogeneity of intervention and validity of

the counterfactual impact evaluation.

The heat or intensity map presents the number of individuals that enrolled in the

program of self-employment

promotion. Red areas represent g
the districts that were the most @ _femeiz Zin
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growing the established business of self-employed ]obseekers is very limited due to the
regional purchasing power according to the lower average degree of wage in the affected

areas by unemployment.

5.5.1 Permanent residence

The stated samples are composed
from almost 2, 400 treated jobseekers
and more than 6 thousand of eligible
non-treated jobseekers.

Our individuals selected into treated
and non-treated samples for both
reference periods are from all regions
of Slovakia. Frequencies of treated
and non-treated in the regions are
distributed  with  the  biggest
difference being 2 %. Most of the
jobseekers selected into our samples
belong to Presov region and Banska
Bystrica region where there is the
highest unemployment rate in
Slovakia. At the first look at the table
it is obvious there is a relation
between average unemployment rate

in the reference period and number of

individuals covered by the samples.

Coefficients of the correlation clarify the
relation between the number of treated

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 — 30.4.2008

Region of permanent

Region residence_treated

residence

Region of permanent
_non-treated

Frequency Percent

Frequency

Percent

Differences
between
groups (%)

Average of
unemploymentrate in
reference period (%)

Bratislava region 175 7.4 326 54 2.2
Trnava region 181 7,6 444 73 1{'3 4.4
Trencin region 213 9,0 523 8,6 -(ﬂi 47
Nitra region 253 106 696 us| ol 74
Zilina region 265 112 769 27 140 6.7
Bar}skabysmca 425 17,9 1002 16,5 [l 15,1
region
Presovregion 550 23,1 1412| 233 O,I 133
Kosice region 314 13,2 893 14,7 1 '—__I 12,8
Total 2376 100,0 6065 100,0 9.2
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 — 30.4.2010
Region of permanent Region of permanent Difference Average
Region residence_treated residence_non-treated between unemployment rate in
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%) | residence region (%)

Bratislava region

350 59| 825 51 -0,9 39
Trnava region 482 8,2 1199 73 I:l -0.8 72
Trencin region 651 11,0 1657 102 [l 09| 82
Nitra region 550 9.3 1653 101 I] 08 104
Zilina region 783 133 2455 150 10,3
Bar}skabysmca 965 16,3] 2515 15,4 I:l -0,9] 18,4
region
Presov region 1315 223 3938 241 17,2
Kosice region 809 137 2077 12,7 |:l 1,0 154
Total 5905 100,0 16319 100,0 - 12,3

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 — 30.4.2008

Correlation

treated

non-treated

Average of unemploy

ment

rate in reference period (%)

0,8699

0,8809

2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 — 30.4.2010

individuals and average unemployment rate Correlation

treated

non-treated

Average of unemploy

ment

rate in reference period (%)

0,8777

0,8171
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in the concrete region. There is a possitive correlation between these variables.

5.5.2 Gender

The tables indicate that intervention motivates
women to establish a business or become self-
employed because there is almost 16 %
difference between treated and non-treated
groups of women in the first reference period
and almost 19 % in the second reference
period. Generally, women have some barriers
for making the decision to start a business. It is
possible to expect a following reduction of
samples after pairing according to the different
share of men in treated and non-treated

groups.

5.5.3 Marital status

Next to the text is presented a distribution of
the marital status of treated and non-treated
jobseekers for both reference periods. As the
green bar charts shows, most of the
individuals covered by all samples are married
and single. Registered partners, divorced and
widows are the minority of the samples. The
biggest differences are between treated and
non-treated in single jobseekers for both
reference periods (more than 8 %). Through
that fact we can assume a bigger willingness of

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 — 30.4.2008

Gender_t

reated

Gender_non-

rou treated grou Differences
group group between
Frequency|Percent]Frequency|Percent| groups (%)
men 1345 56,6 4384 72,3 1ﬁ
women 1031| 434 1681 27,7 |:.~7
Total 2376| 100,0 6065 100,0 -
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 — 30.4.2010
Gender_treated Gender_non- Difference
treated between
Gender| Frequency| PercentfFrequency|Percent| groups (%)
men 3534| o8] 12828 786
women 2371 402 aso1| 214 B -188
Total 5905 100,0 16319 100,0

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008

Differences

treated non-treated
between

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
registered i
partners 0 0 1 0 Q
divorced 166 70 595 9.8 20|
single 872 367 2024 e [ s
widow 15 6 57 9 q
married 1323 55,7 3388 55,9 o,}
Total

2376 100,0 6065 100,0
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 — 30.4.2010
Marital status_treated Marital status_non-treated Difference
Type of between

marital status| Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
registered 0 0 2 0 ,0)
partners
divorced 402 638 1537 9.4 2,5']
single 2617 443 5889 SERI |
widow 28 05 145 9 0,4|
married 2858 484 8746 536 sl |

Total

5905

100,0

16319

100,0

single jobseekers to undergo risky of single people without family commitments in
comparison to jobseekers with another marital status.

103



5.5.4 Type of disadvantage

It is suspicious that variables were not
measured equally for all registered
jobseekers because just about five
percent of the sample admitted
symptoms of a disadvantage. Most of
the jobseekers in both reference periods
and for treated and non-treated groups
do not have any disadvantage.

According to another variable which
summarizes the months of jobseekers
registration, more than 80 % of both
groups were registered for more than
one year, which indicates a long-term
unemployment disadvantage.

5.5.5 Age

The average age of treated jobseekers in
both reference periods is more than 34
years. Non-treated individuals covered
in samples for both reference periods
have, on average, time more than 41

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 — 30.4.2008

Disadvantages_treated

Disadvantages_non-treated

Differences
between

Type of disadvantage Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
no disadvantage
2297 96,7 5695 93,9 -2,8]
graduate
79 3,3] 58 10 -2,4
long - term unemployed 0 0,0] 249 4,1
low education level 0 0.0 1 0 ] 0,0|
organizational
0 0,0] 2 0 0,0
care 0 0,0 2 0 ? 0,0
age over 50 years 0 0,0 55 9 ﬂ 0.9
disabled 0 0.0 3 0 I 0,0|
Total 0 0,0 6065 100,0
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 — 30.4.2010
Disadvantages_treated_non-
Disadvantages_treated - -
Type of disadvantages treated Difference
between
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
no disadvantage 5731 97,1 15230 933 m
graduate
156 2,6 139 9 -1,8,
long - term unemployed 17 3 777 48
low education level 0 0 2 0 0,0]
organizational 0 0 1 0 0,0
poor working discipline 0 0 1 0 0,0
care 0 0| 9 1 0.0
age over 50 years 1 0 150 9 [I 0,9
disabled
0 0 10 1 0,0

Total

5905

100,0

16319

100,0

years of age in the first reference period and more than 40 for the second reference
period. Half of the treated samples have less than 33 years and less than forty in non-
treated groups. The youngest treated jobseekers in the first reference period are 18
years old and in the second reference period 19 years old. On the other hand, the oldest
treated jobseekers in the first reference period have 61 years of age and in the second
reference period 73 years of age. These extreme ages show that intervention for starting
a business also got jobseekers that were eligible for retirement in two years after the

obligatory sustainable period.

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 — 30.4.2008 | 2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 — 30.4.2010
AGE Treated Non-treated Descriptives_treated Descriptives_non-treated
Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
Mean 34,6351 21170 41,5151 13141 34,6334 113075 40,6408 ,08096
95% Lower Bound 34,2200 41,2575 34,3771 40,4821
Confidence
Interval for UPPer Bound 35,0502 41,7727 34,8897 40,7995
——
5% Trimmed 34,3381 41,2440 34,1834 40,3899
Mean
Median 33,0000 40,0000 33,0000 39,0000
Variance 106,488 104,735 100,948 106,958
Std. Deviation 10,31929 10,23403 10,04731 10,34204
Minimum 18,00 19,00 18,00 19,00
Maximum 61,00 68,00 75,76 73,49
Range 43,00 49,00 57,76 54,49
Interquartile 17,00 16,00 14,00 17,00
Range
Skewness 381 050 338 031 626 032 357 019
Kurtosis -,866 ,100 -899 063 -150 064 -842 038

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality does not confirm the normal distribution of
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age in both reference periods for

treated and non-treated
jobseekers in the created
samples.

On the other side, histograms of
distributions of age of jobseekers
indicate normal distribution with
right-side distribution.

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 — 30.4.2008

| Tests of Normality of treated Tests of Normality of non-treated

Kolmogorov-Smirnov*
df

Kolmogorov-Smirnov*
df

Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig.

| 082 2376 000, 076 6065
2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 — 30.4.2010

Tests of Normality_non-treated

,000

Tests of Normality_treated

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Kolmogorov-Smirnov®

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
| 077 5905 ,000] ,076 16319 ,000
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008
L
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Boxplots in the charts below this text confirm a symmetric distribution of jobseekers

age. The boxplot for the treated

group of jobseekers in the second reference period

present the outliers of the oldest treated individuals.

105



1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 - 30.4.2008

Age_trested

T
a5

2-nd reference period

Age _treatsd

.
143

Vv '

‘e o
e

e

Bige_nonireated

:1.5.2008 - 30.4.2010

Age_men draatesd

5.5.6 Level of education

Again in this case the green bar charts

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 — 30.4.2008

in the table next to the text indicate a Level o education_5 Lovelof education 5 T iferences
. . . . . . L | of ed: ti categories_treate! categories non-treate: betw
similar distribution in the treated and e oreducaton Frequency | Percent Frequency | Percent gr:upsetiﬂl)
non-treated groups across the rimavshool 81 34 304 so| B 16
. d
reference periods. The most frequently  ocaonal schoor 1025 431 2474 408 23
represented are groups of jobseekers =" 790 222240 41
. . comprehensive }
who achieved secondary vocational schoo 1 o8 2 e B
. . colege -
school as the highest education level. o e o o[l 7
Total 2376 100,0 6065 100,0 -
The next most frequent group of 2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 - 30.4.2010
hlghest level Of education are Level of edugation_s Level of edugation_S Difference
. Lewel of education categories categories between
graduates of vocational school. These Frequency | Percent | Frequency | Percent | groups ()
groups create more than 75 % in [rmevehee % 15 624 s 28
. secondary
treated groups in both reference |weatonaischool 2479 120 A ws| [ s
. 0/ i _ vocational school 1953 331 6964 22,7
periods and more than 81 % in non e - . - - .
school ’ ’ -
treated groups. In the category of
t. l h 1 d t th t colege 1021 17,3 1480 91 . -8,2]
vocational school graduates, the most |, cons woo| 16310 oo

notable difference is between treated

and non-treated groups across the periods (more than 7 %). The biggest negative
difference between treated and non-treated groups is in the group of college graduates
(about 7 %). Those facts indicate an increased motivation of vocational school graduates
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to be self-employed and a lower motivation of college graduates to establish their own

business.

5.5.7 Registered before 2007

This variable informs us about

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 — 30.4.2008

d d Differences
the period of individuals' | Premploved ke o between
. . i before 2007 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
registration in the database of ‘—
. . 267 11,2 591 97 |] 15
jobseekers pefore the first e 405 208 Las 26| 20
reference peI‘lOd. > 3 years 900 37,9 1949 32’1|:l -57
From the table next to the text it 1-3years 714 301 2140 353
is obvious that most of the T 2376 1000 6065 1000 00
treated and non-treated 2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 — 30.4.2010
jobseekers are long-term | unemployed Treated Non-treated Oiforence
unemployed. In the first before 2007 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent groups (%)
. -6,
reference period more than |* 1784 302 o34 240
<1year 0,3
60 % of long-term unemployed 1t 244 o2 247
. . >3 years 1184 20,1 4518 277|768
jobseekers and in the second
iod ab half of iob K 1-3years 1496 253 3848 236 '1’8|]
period about half of jobseekers |1 5005 1000 L6315 1000 .

are covered by our samples. The
biggest differences between groups of treated and non-treated are about 6 %.

5.5.8 Category of driving licence

A driving licence gives permission to drive with 16 types of vehicle. During realization of
exact matching we found out that due to the wide range of categories of driving licence it
is difficult to find pairs. That was the impulse for thinking how to eliminate the wide
categorization of driving licences of jobseekers. We carried out a cluster analysis which
sorted permits for different categories of vehicles into groups which gave a
maximization of homogeneity of vehicle categories.

Hierarchical clustering is based on the gradual merging of the closest pair of cases or
clusters which have formed in one - each step merges one pair and the distance matrix is
recalculated for the newly formed group. The algorithm is continued until all of the cases
are in a cluster.

We tested the categorization in a dataset of self-employed treated and non-treated
groups of jobseekers in the both reference periods. In total we tested more than 30
thousand of jobseekers. The dendrogram below presents proposed clusters by vehicle
types. At the fundamental level, the dendrogram shows 5 clusters, but if we assume the
relation to employability there is no high contribution of the fact that a jobseeker has a
driving licence for motorcycles. There are not very many types of jobs in the culture of
Slovakia which would lead to holding a driving licence for motorcycles, as there are for
instance in Italy. That is why we used just 4 clusters of driving licences. The cluster of
motorcycles was merged into the cluster of small cars and motorcycles.

There are just four types of clusters: cars and motorcycles, smaller trucks, trucks and
buses.
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Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups)

aled D Cluster Comby
] s 10 15 X 5
0 A 1 L 1 1 1 L
J_AY H'—]
0.¢ L
Smaller trucks
Yo o1
) 16—
0_CIE [l
VO_NE 9
J Buses
0_CE e
0.0 -
0 _D1 1
Trucks
0_DE t—4
vo_me 3
vo A2 13—
vo B 10—
, Cars and motorcycles
0.8 1
vo_am 154

Most of the treated and non-treated jobseekers are not holders of any driving licence
(more than 88 %). Just less than 12 % of treated jobseekers in the samples are holders of
a driving licence for cars and motorcycles categories, and less than 33 % of the non-
treated are holders of the same category of driving licence. The least of the jobseekers
have a driving licence which could determine their placement on the labour market
(trucks, buses and small trucks).

1-st reference period: 1.1.2007 — 30.4.2008| 2-nd reference period: 1.5.2008 — 30.4.2010
Categories of - -
driving license Treated Non-treated Difference Treated Non-treated Difference
between groups between groups
Frequency|Percent] Frequency|Percent (%) Frequency|Percent] Frequency|Percent (%)
Cars_motorcycles|| 291 12 1886 31 | 610 10 5375 33 zﬁ
Smaller_trucks| 83 3 || o7 10 'l] | 177 3 | 1062 12 ’]
Buses| 29 1 | 179 3 4] | 52 1 | ee2 4 i]
Trucks| 9 o | 48 1 9 16 o | 203 1 i
none| 2084 | ss |z | oo | o s25 | 90 |Taos3s | o7 | s

5.6 Analysis of variance

In the created samples of treated and non-treated individuals it was verified by
statistical hypothesis testing that the two groups significantly mutually differ in values of
variables or in their probability distributions. Using one-way analysis of variance, which
is an independent samples t-test, we verified the hypothesis that the means (or
probability distributions) of variable frequencies are the same. Before using the
independent sample t-test for two samples we always first verify whether these samples
come from a normal distribution or not. In the case of non-normal distribution (which
were for most variables), we used the non-parametric alternative of the t-test, which is
the Mann-Whitney U test. We also used the Kruskall-Wallis test and the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test as non-parametric alternatives of one-way analysis of variance for two
samples. The normality was verified using the Shapiro-Wilk test.
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5.6.1 1streference period

In the following table are the results of testing of the normal distribution of variables
frequencies in the samples of treated and non-treated jobseekers in the first reference
period. Based on the results from the Shapiro-Wilk test we used the parametric or non-
parametric alternative for analysis of variances.

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-

Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
Variable Treated |Statistic |Df Sig. |Statistic |Df Sig.
. non treated 0,299 510,165 0,837 5| 0,157
Marital status -
treated 0,264 5| ,200 0,866 51 0,252

Level of non treated 0,345 10| 0,001 0,658 10| 0,000
education (10

Categories) treated 0,301 10| 0,011 0,713 10| 0,001
District of non treated 0,164 | 790,000 0,812 79 0,000
School treated 0,161| 79|0,000| 0,788 79| 0,000
) non treated 0,476 8|0,000| 0,448 81 0,000
Disadvantages
treated 0,481 8/0,000| 0,437 80,000
) non treated 0,239 410,000 0,72 411 0,000
Last Occasion
treated 0,245 41 | 0,000 0,774 411 0,000
" non treated 0,075 | 6065 | 0,000
e
2 treated 0,081 | 2376 | 0,000 0,959 | 2376 | 0,000
non treated 0,26 210,000
Gender
treated 0,26 2 (0,000
School (5 |non treated 0,227 5 |,200* 0,895 5[ 0,382
categories) |ireated 0,323 5(0,096| 0,738 5| 0,023
Jobseeker |non treated 0,291 3, 0,925 3| 0,469
before 2007  |ireated 0,289 3 .| 0,928 3| 0,480
o ) non treated 0,261 16 | 0,005 0,762 16| 0,001
Driving licence
treated 0,229 16 | 0,025 0,76 16| 0,001

As a result of this testing, where the significance is higher than 0.05; the variable is
normally distributed and vice versa. As we can see in the table above, only the variables
Marital status, School (5 categories) and Jobseeker before 2007 are normally distributed.
For these three variables we used the parametric tests then and for the others variables
we used the non-parametric alternative.

In the following table, the results of testing of the equality of variables or their
probability distributions across the samples of treated and non-treated individuals are
written. In the first table there are the results for three variables that have the normal
distribution. In the second table there are the results from non-parametric testing.
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's
Test for .
Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
3 Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error
F Sl t cif tailed) | Difference | Difference
Equal variances assumed 6,02| 0,04 |-1,04 8| 0,327 -737,8 706,575
Marital status ;
Equal  variances ot -1,04|  528| 0,342 -737,8| 706,575
assumed
Equal variances assumed 470 0 -14 8439 0 -0,157 0,011
Gender -
Equal  variances  not 13,4 | 397581 0 -0,157 0,012
assumed
Equal variances assumed 26,2 0|-1,34 8| 0,218 -737,8 551,986
School (5 i
categories) |Equal  variances  not 1,34| 5,002| 0,239 737.8| 551,986
assumed ' ! ' ' !
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Level of education
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5.6.2 2nd reference period

As in the first reference period, we made the verification of the normal distribution of
variables frequencies and then, based on the result of this, with the Shapiro-Wilk test of
normality we compared the distribution of treated and non-treated individuals.

In the following table there are the results of the normality tests.

Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
Variable Treated |Statistic |df Sig. |Statistic |Df |Sig.
) non treated 0,272 5| ,200° 0859 | 5| 0,226
Marital status
treated 0,307 5| 014 0,777 | 5| 0,052
non treated 0,345 10 | 0,001 0,647 | 10 0
Level of education (10 categories)
treated 0,303 10| 0,01 0,712 | 10| 0,001
o non treated 0,137 79 | 0,001 0,841 | 79 0
District of School
treated 0,159 79 0 0,819 | 79 0
) non treated 0,47 9 0 0422 | 9 0
Disadvantages
treated 0,492 9 0 0,405 | 9 0
. non treated 0,274 39 0 0,654 | 39 0
Last Occasion
treated 0,237 39 0 0,767 | 39 0
non treated 0,076 | 16319 0
Age
treated 0,077 | 5905 0
non treated 0,485 | 16319 0
Gender
treated 0,392 | 5905 0
) non treated 0,309 5| 0,135 0,761 | 5| 0,038
School (5 categories) -
treated 0,189 5| ,200 0,933 | 5] 0,617
non treated 0,39 4 ) 0,754 | 4| 0,042
Jobseeker before 2007
treated 0,218 4 . 0,978 | 4| 0887
o ; non treated 0,253 16 | 0,007 0,749 | 16 | 0,001
Driving licence
treated 0,267 16 | 0,003 0,777 | 16 | 0,001

Similarly to the first reference period, only 3 variables have a normal distribution of
their frequencies: Marital status, School (5 categories) and Jobseeker before 2007. For
these variables we then used an independent sample t-test to verify the hypothesis
whether their means are equal or not. For all other variables we used non-parametric
alternatives for this testing. The results are in the two following tables. In the first table
are the results of the parametric t-test and in the second one are the results of non-
parametric tests.
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's
Test for
Equality t-test for Equality of Means
of
Variances
Sig.
. Mean Std. Error
F [Sig- |t df (2- Difference |Difference
tailed)
Equal variances assumed 9,778 | 0,014 | 1,125 8| 04293 2082,8 1850,6718
Marital status i
Equal variances not 1,125 5,069 0,311 2082,8 1850,6718
assumed
Equal variances assumed 27,08 | 0,001 | 1,369 8 0,208 2082,8 1521,7272
School 5 q i i
categories) Equa variances not 1,369 4,783 0,232 2082,8 1521,7272
assumed
Equal variances assumed 6,554 | 0,043 | 1,546 6| 0173 1622,5 1049,8022
Jobseeker  before -
2007 Equal variances  not 1546 | 3084| 0218 16225 |  1049,8022
assumed
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5.7 Qualitative survey of self-employment

This qualitative part was carried out in the evaluation because the evaluators wanted to
outline even partial motivations, aspirations, real outputs and results of the treated
individuals. The main reason for this part of the research was to verify a theory about
the change of graduate work experience. Qualitative research was carried out through
interviews over the phone. COLSaF provided a database of 48 contacts for treated
individuals who were asked for interview. The database contained individuals from
every region of SR (i.e. 8 regions) and three individuals for men and women, in total 48
contacts.
Finally, we carried out 17 interviews represented by 9 women and 8 men from all eight
Slovak regions.
On the scheme below is described the expected theory of the change of the intervention
and prepared topics for interviews which came from three basic parts:

A. Activities of the intervention

In the first branch of the questions which were was posed to our respondents we wanted to
uncover the motivation to take part in the intervention and identify activities which could
lead to immediate service for the jobseeker and to increase his competitiveness on the open
market as an entrepreneur.
During the interview we asked questions like:

e  Where did you learn about the intervention?

e How long have you planned to become self-employed, to start your own business?

e Have you prepared any analysis (SWOT, financial, market, competitiveness, innovation, etc.)?

e Were you self-employed in the business you worked in before or the branch from which you

graduated?
e Did have any skills or knowledge in the branch of your business?
B. Immediate outputs of the intervention

Through those sorts of questions we wanted to identify provided services products
with which jobseekers carried out their graduate work experience. We wanted to lead
dialogues with jobseekers about their emotions after completing intervention.

e Has somebody helped you to prepare and carry out your business plan?

e How did you help training organized by PES office?

e What kind of information have you utilized in self-employment?

e What kind of training would help you for to start your own business (soft-skills, e-business,
information about electronic database of customers etc.)?

C. Outcomes

This last group of questions should identify the perception of short-term and mid-
term effects of graduate work experience.

e Do you think the intervention helped you? Why, how?

e What would you advise to change / do better?
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5.7.1 Conclusions from the interviews

About more than one quarter of respondents reported that they had learnt about
intervention from another source than the PES office. That information source was
mainly friends, relatives or the internet. It means that the most of the respondents
answered that they got the initiative impulse for establishment of self-employment from
an officer at the PES office. Most of the jobseekers didn’t plan to do business but they
took their unemployed status as the chance to become self-employed. As was already
presented, the most of the treated jobseekers who established their self-employment
were long-term unemployed before the first reference period of 1st January 2007. That
is one reason why these unemployed could take this intervention as an emergency way
out of their difficult living situation.

Just a few cases (i.e. 11 %) reported that they agreed with a future employer to work for
the company as self-employed before they applied for the grant.

Most of those asked reported that they prepared for self-employment, but they did not
want to tell how. But in most cases their preparation was based on skills from previous
jobs. Just two respondents admit that they wanted to start self-employment and they
would have done so even if the intervention had not been granted to them. Two
respondents answered that they prepared for self-employment through a specific course
which they paid on their own without any assistance from the PES office. The
respondents were not able to specify how long they had prepared for intervention
because they had done it a long time before. It was obvious with many respondents that
they were not willing to analyse a situation so far in the past, which is why the PES
offices should have collected qualitative data immediately after the intervention had
finished.

Jobseekers did not carry out any deeper analysis of competitiveness, market, SWOT
analysis, or other professional analysis. Jobseekers did not consult their business plans
with any professional counsellor. Establishment of self-employment happened in many
cases as a kind of experiment which was related to previous job skills, knowledge or
contacts. When we take into account the fact that most of the treated jobseekers had
finished the highest level of education secondary school, or vocational school, it is not
possible to expect that those people would be able to carry out a rigorous professional
business plan according to business theory. That is the reason why intervention should
be extensive in the process of counselling jobseekers in the creation of individual
business plans.

Just about one quarter of asked respondents admits that they started their business in
fields they did not graduate from; the rest established themselves in the field which they
were familiar with from school.

Four respondents out of five reported they had serious experience in the field of their
established business. Four respondents did not have any experience in their business
field from previous jobs or school, all those who were not already self-employed. That
information implies the causal question, how previous experience, or knowledge, has an
influence on success in self-employment especially at the group of secondary educated
jobseekers. We can expect that a higher share of innovativeness is in the group of treated
jobseekers which finished university education. Especially, the university level of
education should initiate the innovative spirit of graduates.

Three from 17 replied to the answer that they had non-professional assistance during
business plan preparation from family relatives, or from PES office counsellors. Most of
the jobseekers prepared business plans without any help, which could be one of the key
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failures in the process of correctly preparing jobseekers for intervention.

Just one of the asked respondent answered that he was not satisfied with the
intervention provided. We can generalize that the most of the treated asked jobseekers
were satisfied with the intervention and the intervention had meet with the goal and
promoted self-employment. The respondents report that the intervention was a starting
point for them in the way how to escape from the evidence of unemployed jobseekers.
They consider intervention a good way to start, a necessary initial impulse.

What treated jobseekers would like to change?

The vast majority of treated jobseekers would welcome some specific courses mostly
based on self-representation on the market, communication strategy with clients, or
customers, and information about effective communication channels used for marketing
strategy. The treated missed courses based on professional advice in the fields of seeking
customers, databases, information about electronic markets, etc.

Treated jobseekers would like to be informed about the law, advocacy assistance in case
of bad debts, mainly in the construction sector which is a frequent profession of treated
jobseekers. These self-employed have a problem to earn money and that is also a reason
for their failure.

Respondents see as a limitation that they must buy exactly the same item they proposed
in the approved financial plan enclosed with the business plan. Procurement of items in
the financial plan is carried out with a time gap and meanwhile could be an achievable
product with a higher efficiency. That is why respondents would propose it to be more
flexible in the changing types of procured items.

Some groups of respondent would propose to introduce tax relief for the first two years
of self-employment, which would be a reward mainly for those self-employed jobseekers
who are active and sell services or products. It is necessary to consider abuse of the tax
relief.

Even obligatory preparation course concerns about preparing the jobseeker for self-
employment are very positively and helpfully assessed; there are some points which
could improve the effectivity of if. The asked would welcome segmentation of course
participants into groups distinguished for example by education, because some
respondents admit that they did not understand some economic categories which were
familiar for the other participants who had previously dealt with accounting, etc.
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5.8 Net effects of self-employment

5.8.1 Analysis of influences on self-employability

In the table next to the text are correlation coefficients and their significance on the
dependent variable Placed on LM and Assessment base and other independent variables
that are the characteristics of treated and non-treated units and their living
environment.

For the variable Placed on labour market we can see in the table of correlation
coefficient, that:

gender and age are not significant variables,

the total period of all registrations has a negative impact on placement on LM,

only period 2 is significant,

if an individual is divorced or single, then they are placed on LM for a shorter period,
primary and secondary education levels have a negative impact on placement on LM, a
Master's degree has a positive impact,

disadvantaged long term unemployed also has a negative impact.

For the variable Self-employed the situation is similar, here we can see for example that
low education levels have a negative impact on self-employed placement on LM.

For the variable Assessment base we can see the following facts:

the treated individual has a higher assessment base than the non-treated,

women have a lower assessment base than men,

age is not significant,

the longer total period of all registrations has a negative impact on the assessment base,
from marital status only single status is significant and these have a negative impact,
primary school and comprehensive school have a positive impact on the assessment base,
but college has 4 times higher impact,

unemployment longer than 3 years has a negative impact.
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placed_on_LM_pomerné 126 ,000
Average assessment base 126" ,000

Gender 091" ,000 000 1999
Age -102" 000 -020" 002
Unemployed in months 092" ,000 061" ,000
Total period of all registrations in months (colsaf) -,227 0,000 -,104 ,000
The average gross wage in the region of perm. residence 055" ,000 121" ,000
The proportion of women in the district of perm. residence 025" ,000 092" ,000
Surface of district of permanent residence -,031" ,000 -,053 ,000
The density of population in the district of perm. residence 022" ,000 ,095” ,000
The number of municipalities in the district of perm. residence -,007 217 057" ,000
The number of cities in the district of perm. residence 012" ,036 -014" ,039
The registered unemployment rate in the district of perm. residenc -,068" ,000 -081" ,000
Inhabitants density 039" ,000 101" ,000
Population_of_municipality_2011 055" ,000 056" ,000
Change_of_population:15years ,001 ,869 -,008 ,243
Distance_from_PESoffice 030" ,000 -039” ,000
marital status=registered partners -013 ,025 -,004 512
marital status=divorced 035" ,000 -,005 ,480
marital status=single -,002 ,739 ,008 ,251
marital status=widow -019” 001 -,002 773
marital status=married ,025" ,000 -,004 530
education=Not finished education -,003 ,608 -,002 815
education=Primary education -,109” ,000 -,005 ,408
education=Lower secondary professional education -,031" ,000 -,012 074
education=Secondary vocational education -,092" ,000 -120" ,000
education=Full secondary vocational education 052" ,000 -,007 323
education=Full secondary comprehensive education 034" ,000 011 102
education=Upper vocational education -,003 594 -,003 611
education=Bachelor -,003 549 003 684
education=Master 118" ,000 213" ,000
education=Doctoral -,001 ,886 ,009 172
school=primary shool -,108" ,000 -,005 426
school=secondary vocational school ,006 ,283 -040" ,000
school=vocational school -,052 ,000 -,089 ,000
school=comprehensive school 031" ,000 010 119
school=colledge 115" ,000 210" ,000
disadvantages=no disadvantage 097" ,000 036" ,000
disadvantages=graduate 028" ,000 003 598
disadvantages=long - term unemployed -,118 ,000 -037" ,000
disadvantages=low education level -,003 ,580 -,003 ,638
disadvantages=organizational ,003 ,580 ,007 ,268
disadvantages=poor working discipline -,002 ,785 -,004 518
disadvantages=care -,003 569 -,001 876
disadvantages=age over 50 years -,048" ,000 -019” ,003
disadvantages=disabled -013" 026 004 563
unemployed before 2007=< 1 year 016" ,008 080" ,000
unemployed before 2007=1 - 3 years -032" ,000 -,003 707
unemployed before 2007=> 3 years -,148" ,000 091" ,000
unemployed before 2007=no evidence 283" 0,000 064" ,000
period=1.0 030" ,000 -052" ,000
period=2.0 -030" ,000 052" ,000
region=Bratislavsky region 053" ,000 116" ,000
region=Trnavsky region 024" ,000 030" ,000
region=Trengiansky region 023" ,000 ,012 060
region=Nitriansky region -,004 ,495 011 ,083
region=Zilinsky region ,006 ,288 022" ,001
region=Banskobystricky region 023" ,000 -,024" ,000
region=Pre$ovsky region -026" ,000 -,053" ,000
region=Kosicky region -,020" ,000 -,008 240
Treated/non-treated 583" 0,000 047" ,000
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5.8.2 “Post-only non-equivalent comparison design” method

There are several methodologies of how to estimate the net effect of the interventions,
one the most simplistic methodologies is the difference between average treatment
effects without the matching of individuals from treated and controls samples. That is
the reason why the method is not very robust. Another
advantage of the method is its use of rather big samples.
In the table there are presented two sets of reference
periods, in total there were used for the result more
than 30 thousand of individuals with almost three times

greater samples of controls in comparison to the |4 " veateaffgoes
treated. No missing observations were identified.

100,0% 0,0%

100,0% 0,0%

100,0% 0,0%

100,0% 0,0%

Measuring of employability
The frequency table below the text represents at a | nonteated}22384)100,0%
glance the average probability of the treated and treated ] 8281 [100,0%
controls across the set reference periods sustained on

the labour market during the impact period. In the first

column there are situated shares of the time sustained on the labour market the target
groups in the samples, i.e. from 0 (jobseeker did not find any job in the impact period), to
1 (jobseeker remained on the labour market throughout the impact period). On the
other side of the table in the last two columns are presented the averages for both two
reference periods. According to the results, all of the treated remained on the labour
market for at least one year of the impact period for a duration of 2 years. And there was
an almost 10 % of probability that the treated jobseeker would remain on the labour
market for the whole impact period. While controls had on average just up to 1 % of
probability of being employed during the whole impacted period.

Yellow bar charts integrated into the table represent the tendency of the jobseekers in
the different samples to be employed and sustained on the labour market in a full-time
job or to be self-employed.

Simply saying, the more successful are those cumulative percentage columns that have
more yellow area. In the first reference periods the treated have more individuals that
remained on the labour market mainly longer than the controls. For instance, in the first
reference period it was indicated higher by almost 42 % to be employed for 70 % of the
impact period for the treated while just 10 % for the non-treated.

0,0%

o|lojJo|]o|]o| oo

0,0%
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0 9% | 16 16 0 0,0 00 a0 || 27 27 0 0,0 0,0 - 2f
01 sz |51 | 984 0 00 | 1000 | 1772 [Floo [ e73 0 00 | 1000 | -sh | -189
02 574 [[les | 93a 0 00 | 1000 | 4562 (280 | 864 0 00 | 1000 | -8k % 0
03 2206 838 0 00 | 1000 | 2363 [[fdas | 585 0 00 | 1000 [ 384 | -ids
04 a8 [[]77 | 474 823 1000 | 2025 [[d24 [ 440 0 00 [ 1000 | 2609 | -134
05 a6 [[]75 | 397 237 [Fhoo | 654 2729 (a6, 316 1891 100,0 25 15,3
06 1325 (J2ile | 322 a6 a7 | 554 1027 ([Jes || 149 928 [F2b7 | 680 -$h 94
07 232 || 38 104 286 [[l20 | 417 756 || 46 86 723 [[2s | 523 8,2 7,9
08 148 || 24 65 223 [[loa | |29 203 | 25 40 os6 [Babe | 307 69 134
0.9 202 || 33 41 252 [[hos | | 202 209 || 13 15 go7  [[da7 | 238 7,3 12/4
1 6 | 8 08 229 [[]os 9.6 33 2 02 600 [Fho2 || 102 8,9 10,0
Total 6065 | 100,0 - 2376 | 100,0 - 16319 | 100,0 - 5905 | 1000 - - -

On the table below the text there are presented the estimated average performances of
the self-employment promotion by the PES offices. There are six different dependent
variables which should refer to the effects of the intervention. The first dependent
variable which was measured is the average wage translated from the average
assessment base in Euros based on the records of SIA. The other effects are devoted to
the placement of the jobseekers on the labour market in the form of part-time, full-time
job, or self-employed. With those kinds of registration we can consider that the
particular jobseeker was successful because he/she is out of the registration of the
jobseekers and has a financial source. Even if in the registration “part-time job” isn’t a
comprehensive success of employability, the jobseeker keeps in touch with labour

market. Other registration refers to individual

barriers for entrance to the labour market due —

to the needs to do personal assistance for |fssessmen

family relatives or caring for a child. The last reated  [Vean

dependent variable describes total average |c,.imeon noneated |tean 0796 0937
months registrations in SIA, i.e. out of the treated Mean 1171 1220
jobseeker database of the PES office. individual |10 o2 {Mean

In the next table there are presented the | 3™ o0 oo
averages of wages, and average shares of LM freated Nean 0242 a1t
placement on the open labour market in the Dinced on LylromieRed[Vean 3884 3434
impact period for different types of treated Mean 6137 6915
registrations. The first row shows average | ser |"""*¢ [Me*" 3089 2497
assessment bases, or wages achieved in |*"P®Me" |reated Mean 4965 5605

different samples in different reference
periods. It is obvious that the treated ensured greater incomes than the non-treated and
this statistical statement was rejected by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. There are
significant differences between the assessment base

of Fr(.aated fslnd controls across selected s.amples. S i B
Individuals in both samples did not have an interest [pase 05826 | po2aa
in being employed in part-time jobs, they preferred |- " .0375 .0284

Individual
to find a perspective job, or source of income. In the barriers for o195 0264

first reference period the treated jobseekers earned |Lm
per month more than 100 Euros more than the non- |~ 2°°“°""™|  ,22s2 ,3481

treated and in the second reference period it was |55 ,1877 ,3198

employment
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about 30 Euros per month. Samples of treated jobseekers had in higher frequency
individual barriers to come into the labour market because of giving personal assistance
to family relatives, or caring for a child.

Additionally, the treated remained a significantly longer time placed in full-time jobs or
as self-employed than the non-treated in both reference periods. On average, the treated
remained more than 60 % of time of the impact period while the controls remained
placed on the open labour market up to 40 % of the same impact periods. That is why it
is possible to assume that the treated remained on the labour market longer in the first
period by about more than 22 % of the impact period and in the second reference period
by almost 35 %.

Also, the table below describes statements of the carried out Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests
of variables which should reject or retain the null hypothesis: whether it is the
distribution of the particular dependent variable which demonstrates the effect in the
impact period, the same across categories of treated/non-treated jobseekers. The
statistical tests are carried out at 95 % confidence level. It is necessary to highlight
inconsistency,: this method is used without pairing, which is the reason why it was
difficult to determine an individual impact period for controls as it was in the other
methods. That is why we used the 48 months upper date of the reference period. The
period of 48 months was composed of the compulsory sustaining period (24 months)
and the real impact period (24 months), when the treated were not bound by any
obligations.

X
The distribution of Average
assessment base is the same |Independent-Samples Reject the null Reject the null
. . 0,000 ) 0,000 )
across categories of Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test hypothesis. hypothesis.
Treated/non-treated.
The EIRAINLE G e JOb Independent-Samples Reject the null Reject the null
5 UIDEENIS EFTSS GG Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 0,000 hypothesis 0,000 hypothesis
of Treated/non-treated. 9 vp ) vp )
The distribution of individual
barrier for entrance to LMis the |Independent-Samples Reject the null Reject the null
i . 0,000 ) 0,000 )
same across categories of Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test hypothesis. hypothesis.
Treated/non-treated.
The CESIIENTE € part-tlme_job Independent-Samples Retain the null Retain the null
is the same across categories ) 1,000 ) 1,000 .
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test hypothesis. hypothesis.
of Treated/non-treated.
The distribution of Self-
employment is the same across |Independent-Samples 0000 Reject the null 0000 Reject the null
categories of Treated/non- Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test ' hypothesis. ' hypothesis.
treated.
The distribution of Placed on Independent-Samples
LM is the same across P . P Reject the null Reject the null
. Kolmogorov-Smirnov . .
categories of Treated/non- Test hypothesis. hypothesis.
treated.

Cost-benefit analysis

This paragraph is determined to show the average financial influences of provided
intervention to the state budget. The numbers in the table are in three branches. The
first one informs us about the performance of the treated across the reference periods,
the second one about the sample of control individual jobseekers and the last one tells
us about the net effect, which is the subtraction of the treated and non-treated average
performances.
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Further table content items which are fundamental at the moment possibly measure the
influences or flows on the state budget. Every item is divided into a situation when the
treated or non-
treated jobseeker is

1.1.2007 - | 1.5.2008 - | 1.1.2007 - | 1.5.2008 - | 1.1.2007 - | 1.5.2008 -

employed. Only the 30.4.2008 | 30.4.2010 | 30.4.2008 |31.12.2010 | 30.4.2008 | 30.4.2010
. « ”
ltems _grant and I61% I69% ‘I 39% Iaz% 23% 35%
Social insurance do —

- : I51% I54% I410 43% 10% 11%
not distinguish

3758€ | 5780€ | 2202€ | 1947€ | 1556€ | 3d33¢€
-3124¢€ | -4523€ | -2318€ | -2421€ | fre | [Ho2e
1718€ | 1779€ | 1244€ | 1100€ | 4i5¢ | edo€

between employed
and non-employed

statuses because the -1429€ | -1392¢€ | -1309€ | -1367€ | -thoe | -ds€
grant is paid only to 2779€ | 2933¢ | o¢ oe [ Froe [ T3¢
the treated 789€¢ | s70€ | 4s1€ | aa7e | 3doe | adze

-656€ | -681€ | -506€ | -556€ | -1b1€ | -1bse
1910€ | 2106€ | 1163€ | 1082€ | 748€ | 1024¢€

individuals when

they are s04€ | ss6e | 4s9€ | 4sse€ | 3fae | ajue
unemployed. Social -19¢€ 0€ o€ 0€ Y €
insurance is not 1340€ | 2169€¢ | 6520¢ | 607€ | ed8€ | 1362€
paid when a -1114€ | -1697€ | -686€ | -755€ | -Bpre 2¢€
jobseeker is

unemployed in the evidence of the PES office.

As we can see in the last green line of the table, both the treated and non-treated
individuals brought to the state budget positive flows. Even the treated were able to
return the grant back to the state budget in the way of paid taxes in the impact period. In
the first reference period, one treated individual brought to the state budget almost
1,200 Euros over the cost generated due to his unemployed status in the impact period
of 2 years after the intervention finished. When we switch into indicators of financial
analysis, the cost effectiveness ratio shows that the invested money to one treated
jobseeker by the active, or passive employment policy measures brought on average
43 % of the costs back to the national budget and in the second reference period it was
already almost double, i.e. 2,400 Euros. The non-treated were, in the first reference
period, merely effective and they generated about 214 Euros greater positive flows to the
state budget. On the other hand, in the second reference period, we estimated that one
treated brought to the state budget about more than 1, 800 Euros more financial flows
than a non-treated.

5.8.3 Exact matching with the application of Post-only non-equivalent
comparison design

To refresh, this method is based on the creation of pairs of treated and non-treated
jobseekers which are matched according to the same characteristic of the independent
variables, such as age, marital status, gender, number of months of jobseeker registration
before the year 2007, level of education, etc.
Similarly to before, for the exact matching method we used the following variables:
e reference period,
gender,
age (rounded to integer),
marital status,
region of permanent residence,
school (5 degrees),
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e length of unemployment before the year 2007 (categorized),
e driving licences categorized into 4 groups: cars and motorcycles, buses, smaller trucks,
trucks.

The participants and non-participants were matched together if they had exactly the
same values of these variables.
After the matching of individuals of both samples, the impact of the intervention through
subtraction of the individuals’ dependent variables of treated and non-treated was
estimated. We measured 6 types of dependent variables which should estimate the
financial status of the individual and their employability in the impact period of 24
subsequent months:

1) placed on the labour market, which is total of registrations of full-time jobs and self-

employment

2) individual barrier for entrance to LM,

3) part-time job,

4) full-time job,

5) self-employed,

6) average assessment base in Euros.

The first five variables were measured in the share of the particular type of registration
in SIA during the impact period of 2 years. It was designed as a coefficient because it will
be necessary to provide a comparison of results estimated based on the different types
of carried out methods.

Together for both reference periods we used almost 6400

jobseekers that created samples of treated and controls;

every one of them was used just once. Every treated

jobseeker was matched to individuals from the controls, [nonteated 1f| 6g0]1000%| 0| 0.0%
which should help to estimate the net effect of self- 28841 100.0%| o] 0.0%
employment promotion in different reference periods. For [reaed 1] s535[1000%] 0| 0.0%
instance, in the first reference period, it was used 689 21 100.0%] o 0.0%
treated individuals were used, and for one non-treated [Srreaes 703012000501 o] 0008
accounted on average 4 treated jobseekers. reated 7356 100,09 o] 0.0%

Measuring of employability

The table presents a distribution of the samples of treated and control jobseekers across
shares of sustaining time on the open labour market during the whole impact period of
24 months. The heading of the table is divided into three sections. The first two sections
describe the reference periods and the second the estimated net effect for particular
shares of sustaining time on the labour market. Into the cell with numbers are integrated
yellow bar charts which should help to illustrate the scale of the effect provided by the
concrete group of samples. Simply, the more yellow highlighted in the cells, the more
people were sustained longer on the labour market as the measured desired positive
effect.
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0 199 E,z 37,2 569 |:Isi,e | 826 a6 ([ 26,1 0,0 2544 EE 76,9
01 29 54 62,8 11 | 1,6 174 135 74 73,9 56 1,7 23,9 338 57
0.2 27 50 57,4 6 0,9 15,8 112 6,2 66,4 55 1,6 222 42 45
03 45 8.4 523 14 2,0 14,9 169 9,3 60,3 102 3,1 20,5 6.4 6,2
04 36 6,7 43,9 10 1,5 12,9 121 6.6 51,0 46 14 175 53 53
05 a4 ] 82 37,2 13 1,9 115 192 ] 105 a4.4 119 3,6 16,1 6,3 7,0
0.6 30 5,6 29,0 2 0.3 9,6 99 54 3338 61 18 12,5 53 3,6
07 26 49 234 6 0.9 9,3 101 55 28,4 60 1,8 10,7 40 38
0.8 34 6.4 18,5 15 2,2 8.4 160 8,8 22,8 93 2,8 8.9 42 6.0
0.9 33 6,2 12,1 16 2,3 6,2 123 6.8 14,1 71 21 6,1 38 46

1 32 6,0 6,0 27 3.9 3,9 133 7.3 7.3 134 40 40 2,1 3.3

Total 535 100,0 689 100,0 - 1821 | 100,0 - 3341 | 100,0 - 100,0 100,0

About every third and fourth participant of the self - emloyment did not find any
placement during the whole impact period after the intervention finished. While three
from four non-participants did not find a job in the impact period of 2 years after the
matched treated finished the self - employment .

In the last section of the table there are presented the net effects. It is visible that about
half of the non-treated did not have any registration in SIA and were not placed on the
labour market according to the available data. There could be a high number of non-
treated jobseekers that didn’t meet the legal conditions to be obliged to register in the
database of SIA. On the other hand, the samples of treated individuals are also exposed
to the same information limitations. We can just expect that this limitation is equally
distributed across treated and non-treated individuals in the samples.

Additionally it is necessary to emphasise the fact that non-treated individuals adopted
the individual impact periods of treated individuals that were matched to the non-
treated into pairs. That could also be the possible reason why 80 % of non-treated
jobseekers were not frequently placed on the LM.

From the yellow bar charts integrated in the table below, the treated jobseekers
remained on the labour market for significantly longer than the non-treated, and the
frequency table indicates extensive positive net-impacts across the reference periods.

The following tables inform us about
the types of registrations in SIA of | occcoment base [Pontreated| Mean I 386¢ |l 3%9¢
treated and non-treated jobseekers treated Mean [ a15€ | a18¢]
i non treated Mean 0,08 0,10
selected into samples for both |sgirempioyment
reference periods. treated Mean 0,18 0,15
As is presented in the first line of the | ¢y imejop [Ro01re3ted] Mean 0,03 0,04
table, treated jobseekers achieved on treated Mean 0,16 0,25
average about almost 30 Euros per |!ndividual barrier |nontreated| Mean 0,00 0,00
: . |forentrance to LM
month higher assessment base in |°fSMAN€T treated | Mean 0,01 0,02
. : non treated Mean 0,11 0,14
the first reference period. In the Placed on LM
second reference period almost 20 treated | Mean o4 240

Euros separates the treated and non-
treated jobseekers.
According to the results of the method, the treated are much more employable due to the
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intervention than the controls. Non-participants were
longer time sustained for longer in full-time jobs, on the
other hand the treated were sustained for a longer time

@9,843 ﬂ:l19,345

Assessmentbase

Self-employment 0,10 0,05
as self-employed. Treated and non-treated groups did [ryii-time job 0,13 0,21
not have an interest in finding part-time jobs. Individual barrier 001 0.00
This method is also limited due to the exclusion of a big [forentrancetolmM| :

Placed on LM 0,23 0,26

part of the samples which were not matched between
treated and non-treated groups.

Also the table below describes statements of the carried out Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests
of variables which should reject or retain the null hypothesis: whether it is the
distribution of the particular dependent variable which demonstrate the effect in the
impact period, the same across categories of treated/non-treated jobseekers. The
statistical tests are carried out at 95 % confidence level.

The average assessment base was significantly different in the first reference period
between treated and controls, in the second reference period the differences were not
significant. The distribution of individual barriers for entrance to LM and part-time jobs
were the same across the categories of the variables between treated and controls. The
result of the other dependent variables significantly differs between treated and
controls.

X
The distribution of.Average Independent-Samples Reject the nl retain e nul
assessment base is the same across Kolmodorov-Smirnov Test 0,000 hvpothesis 0,578 hvoothesis
categories of Treated/non-treated. 9 yp - y .
The distribution of Self-employment is |, dependent-Samples Reject the nul —
the same across categories of Kolmodorov-Smirnov Test 0,000 hvpothesis 0,000 hvoothesis
Treated/non-treated. 9 yp : yp :
The distribution of Fu!l-tlme job is the e Reject the nul ——
same across categories of Kolmodorov-Smirnov Test 0,000 hvpothesis 0,000 hvoothesis
Treated/non-treated. 9 yp : yp :
The distribution 'of Individual barrief for Independent-Samples Retain the nul Retain the
entrance to LM is the same across Kolmoaorov-Smirnov Test 0,544 hvoothesis 0,544 hvoothesis
categories of Treated/non-treated. 9 yp : yp .
The distribution of qut—tlme job is the e S s i s o] ~etain the nl
same across categories of Kolmoaorov-Smirnov Test 1,000 hvoothesis 1,000 hvoothesis
Treated/non-treated. g yp : yp :
The distribution of Pl LMis th ] .
e distribution o gced on is the Independent-Samples Reject the nul FE—
same across categories of . 0,000 : 0,000 .
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test hypothesis. hypothesis.
Treated/non-treated.

Cost-benefit analysis
As was done

in the previous method,

cost-benefit analyses were provided

representatively for one jobseeker treated and non-treated for both reference periods
with the adoption of the probability to be employed in the set impact periods. One
treated was able to repay the grant and also generated on average more than 1 thousand
Euros for the state budget. And in the second reference period it was on average more
than 2,500 Euros. The net-effect estimated through subtraction of the controls' average
financial effect is up to 6,500 Eur according to the reference period.
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1.1.2007 - |1.5.2008 - | 1.1.2007 - | 1.5.2008 - | 1.1.2007 - | 1.5.2008 -
30.4.2008 [30.4.2010 | 30.4.2008 | 31.12.2010 [ 30.4.2008 | 30.4.2010
oo | Bo% ||| 7% [| 7% | s4% | e3% |
e ave [Bas | 10% | 1w
3701€ | 5848€ | 371€ | 400€ | 3B30€ | 5
3124€ | 4523€ | 2318€ | 2421€ | Jpore 102€
1692¢€ | 1800€ | 200€ | 206€ | 1i83€ | 1B75e€
-1429€ | -1302¢€ | -1309€ | -1367€ | -Jooe | se
-2779¢€ | -2933€ | o€ oe [ B779¢ [Bo3e
777€ | 881€ | 81€ 2E dove 9€
-656€ | -681€ | -506€ | -556€ | -§51€ | -j25€
1881€ | 2131€ | 196€ | 220€ | 1686€ | 1909¢
791€ | 89%6€ | 8¢ %€ Jooe | doze
-19¢€ 0€ 0¢€ 0¢€ 419€ o€
1319€ | 2194€ | 110€ | 125€ | 1R10€ | 2070€
-1114€ | -1697€ | -686€ | -755€ | Ho7e 42 €

04 6
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5.8.4

Propensity score exact matching

The procedure of application of this method consists of:

estimation of logistics model with its application on
individuals on the samples of treated and control
individuals,

matching just individuals which have the same
value of propensity score,

individual non-treated adopted individual impact
periods of the treated individual which was
matched with the non-treated,

enforcement of post-only comparison design,

tests of differences between treated and non-
treated results of dependent variables.

non treated

956

100,0%

0,0%

treated

514

100,0%

0,0%

non treated

100,0%

0,0%

treated

6968 |
3432

100,0%

0,0%

In total

non treated

7924

100,0%

0,0%

treated

3946

100,0%

olojo|o|o|o

0,0%

In the table next to the text there are presented sample sizes. In total, pairs were created
from almost 12 thousand eligible jobseekers in two reference periods. As can be seen in
the table, the samples do not contain any missing data. The first reference period is
represented by a smaller number of treated and non-treated of individuals in
comparison with the second reference period.

For the logistic model we used all independent variables, similarly as before, with
categorical variables coding as written in the table:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

6)
7)
8)
9)

Gender

Age

Marital status - used as a categorical variable
Level of education_10 categories

Level of education_5 categories - used as a categorical

variable

Types of disadvantages

Unemployed in months

Total period of all registrations in months (COLSaF)

Unemployed before 2007 in months - used as a

categorical variable

Categorical Variables Codings

Level of education_5 categories

primary shool

secondary vocational
school

vocational school

comprehensive
school

colledge

Marital status

registered partners

divorced

single

widow

married

Unemployed before 2007 in months

=1year

1-3years

=3years

no evidence

10) The average gross wage in the region of permanent residence
11) The proportion of women in the district of permanent residence
12) Surface of district of permanent residence
13) The density of population in the district of permanent residence
14) The number of municipalities in the district of permanent residence
15) The number of cities in the district of permanent residence
16) The registered unemployment rate in the district of permanent residence
17) Inhabitants density

18) Population of municipality in 2011
19) Change of population: 15 years
20) Distance from PES office

21) District of permanent residence
22) Region of permanent residence
23) Driving licence: cars and motorcycles, buses, trucks, small trucks
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The dependent variable in the logistic regression was the variable Treated / non-treated,
with values 1 for participants and for non-participants. In the logistic regression
procedure we used the Backward conditional stepwise method, with the condition of
entry probability 0.01 and removal probability 0.05. Using this method we get the final
best logistic regression for modelling the probability (or odds, score) of participating in
the programme with the given independent variables. This model was created separately
for every reference period. In the following tables the results of the final logistic models

are presented.

The results are very similar to before.
As we can see according to the values of
odds Exp(B), Age, Disadvantages, Total
period of all registrations, Distance from
PES office, District of permanent
residence, Marital status category 3 and
Driving licence category motorcycles
have the odds smaller than 1. That
means, if their value changes by 1 and
all the other variables stay the same, the
probability of being treated will
decrease. For example for Age, if the
individual is 1 year older, this changes
the probability of being treated 0.883
times. For a categorical variable this is
true compared to the reference category
(the last category for all categorical
variables). All variables have odds
Exp(B) higher than 1, so their change
(in case other variables stay the same)
will cause an increase in the probability
of being in a treatment group by a
multiple of Exp(B).

In the second reference period, the
variables with odds Exp(B) smaller than
1 cause a decrease in the probability of
being in the treatment group, in case
they change by 1 and the other
variables stay the same. Other variables
with odds Exp(B) greater than 1
increase the probability of being in the
treatment group with change in these
variables of 1.

These two logistic regression models
were created with a significance level of
0.05; all coefficients are statistically
significant, tested with the Wald test.

Variables in the Equation Period 1

B |S.E.| Wald |df|Sig. |Exp(B
Gender V387|070 30,288 1|.000) 1,473
Age (rounded) (125| ,005( &71.848| 1|.000 883
Education level 211,021 100,035 1(,000| 1,235
Disadwvantages 502|185 10,452 1(.001 805
Unemployed in months V15| 008( 358,480 1(.000) 1122
Total peried of all registrations in months 084| oos| 280,538| 1| 000 818
{colsaf)
The :Iensn.:y of population in the district of 000|000 soza| 1| 02s| 1000
perm. residence
The r.eglstered unemplwment rate in the 030| 008 1s2e0| 1| .000] 1,031
district of perm. residence
Population_of_municipality_2011 000|000 8772 1|.003| 1,000
Distance_from_PE Soffice -008(.004 4,023| 1|.045| 882
District of permanent residence -082) 021 19,013 1(.000 212
motorcycles - 707 104 48027 1(.,000 483
trucks 1.476| 452 10.820| 1|.001] 4377
Marital status _category_3 -1,245| 08T| 238,855| 1|.000| 259
Marital status _category_4 1,209 401 2,083( 1|.002| 2,350
Constant 3,849 283| 185.428| 1|.000|28 447
Variables in the Equation Pericd 2

B |5E | Wald |df| Sig. |ExpB)
Gender JTET| 40| 35T.B21( 1| .000( 2133
Age [rounded) - 0BZ| 002| 1187217 1| .000| =2
Education level 44| 23| 223,854 1| .000( 1.410
Disadvantages - T64| 073 24,51 1] .000| 488
Unemployed in months 24| 003 69832 1| .00 1,025
Total peried of all registrations in _oi8| ooz| evsss| 1| ooo| mm2
months [colsaf)
The average gross wage in the region of 001 000 zza| 1| oot 1,000
perm. residence
5urfa.oe of district of permanent -001| 000 az7ia| 1| ooo|  ses
residence
The density El‘f population in the district 000/ 000 az41| 1| 000l 1000
of perm. residence
The numb_er of cities in the district of 008|001 e3.442| 1| 000 1,008
perm. residence
TI:le r.|umb-er of I'I1LII'II.{=I|}a|ItI95 in the o7 oz s,z8a| 1| ooz| 1074
district of perm. residence
Inhabitants density 000 | DD 8331| 1] .004| 1,000
Population_of_municipality_2011 00| DDD| 20461 1(,000) 1,000
motorcycles -1,203| 0E8| EB0.E2Z( 1| .000 272
Marital status_category_2 =217 072 9,065| 1]|.003| 805
Marital status_category_3 - 713 043| 23IT1ZZ) 1| .000| 420
School_category_1 743 22t t4Ez 1001 2115
School_category_2 ,792| 100 @2,085( 1,000 2208
School_category_3 JJE3| 105 54728 1|.00D] 2,187
School_category_4 620( ,107| 323,885 1| .00 255
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The classification result is correct in more than 90 % of cases. Nagelkerke R-square is
more than 80 % in both reference periods.

In the table next to the text the sample sizes are presented,. In total, pairs were created
from almost 12 thousand eligible jobseekers in two reference periods. As can be seen in
the table, the samples do not contain any missing data. The first reference period is
represented by a smaller number of treated and non-treated of individuals in
comparison with the second reference period.

Measuring of employability

Another table below the text represents the share of sustained jobseekers in the impact
period on the labour market in the first column. Then the table refers to values for the
first and second reference periods for treated and non-treated groups of samples; finally,
in the last two columns are presented the net effect of the interventions for the concrete
share of remaining on the labour market in the impact period. While about 10 % of
treated jobseekers could not be placed on LM in the impact period, more than 40 % of
the controls were not employed during the whole first impact period. From the shape
created by the yellow bar chart it is obvious that the treated loose placement on LM
much more easily than the controls. Just more than 6 or more than 8 % of the treated
ensured placement on LM for the whole measured impact period, while almost every
second non-treated jobseeker who was placed on LM sustained employment, or self-
employment for the whole measured impact period. From the frequency table it is
possible to deduce (last two columns) that there is about a 30 % higher probability for
non-participants that they will not find any placement during the impact period, which is
the main reason why intervention has been estimated as having a positive effect. Almost
every second non-participant was in the evidence of jobseekers.

0 395 41,3 5o |f]o7 97 3469 |_I49,8 16,8 6a0  (lds.o 18,8 Ei_ [ 308
01 44 58,7 41 [] 8,0 90,3 245 | 35 50,2 257 [] 7.5 81,1 3,4 40
0,2 55 54,1 30 [] 58 82,3 268 |] 38 46,7 243 [] 71 73,6 0,1 3,2
03 81 483 68 |[[haz 76,5 s | 50 42,9 a8 ([ 66,6 48 6,3
0.4 28 39,9 a0 63,2 199 || 29 37,9 21 ]| 70 55,3 5,0 42
05 42 36,9 68 |[[haz 55,3 233 || 33 35,0 a8 ([h22 4872 23 23
06 20 325 a7 || 72 42,0 150 || 22 31,7 11 | 56 36,1 5,1 34
0,7 23 30,4 8 |74 34,8 us | 16 29)5 215 | 63 30,5 5,0 46
038 29 28,0 58 [[Jis3 27,4 192 || 28 279 a6 ] 92 24,3 83 6,4
0,9 17 25,0 50 D9,7 16,1 105 | 15 252 226 De,s 15,1 7,9 5,1
1 222 23,2 33 | 64 6.4 1620 |F23.6 23,7 201 ] s 8,5 168 Z
Total 956 - 514 | 1000 - 6968 | 100,0 - 3432 | 1000 - - -
The next table presents types of registration
in SIA during the impact periods. The first —

. . Assessment base / 371,19 [%I
rows describe the average assessment base; in | wage permonth  [reated Ve B -
the first reference period the treated achieved non treated | Mean b o
about more than 90 Euros per month higher | sef-employment | L

. ,2089 11682
amount than the controls; in the second T o po
reference period the situation changed and Fultime job  Heeg Wean Eos o
the treated achieved about 25 Euros per e [ronveated [vean o051 o100

. . ndividual barrier Tor ’ ’
month less but statistical tests stated that the | enatancetoim [remeg e o =
non treated Mean 3760 3499
Pl LM
1 3 1 aceon treated Mean 14915 14352




difference is insignificant. Then from the table it is visible that the treated jobseeker has
greater interest in being employed in a full-time job than non-treated jobseekers. This
statement is confirmed by the table below which presents a test of differences between

the treated and non-treated.
817 ﬂﬁzs,szto
1374 1078

In the first reference period there was estimated a
higher than 11 % employability of the treated in the
impact period, while in the second reference period
the effectivity of the intervention decreased and the

Assessment base

Self-employ ment

treated were employed for a shorter share of the [Ful-timejob ,9529 ,1931
. o o — :

impact period - 8,5 %. Finally, we may state .that the Individual barer for | ) gg 410
program of self-employment promotion in both ———= e bet3

reference periods was with positive net effect on the
probability of placement on the open labour market.

We identified that the treated and non-treated
significantly differed from each other in the
assessment base in the first period, in self-
employability, in the tendency to find a full-

Assessment base

26 || Hbo,968
822 186

Self-employment

time job and as well in placement on the open Full-time job 12140 /1934
LM. In the table above it is also obvious that Individual barrierforentrance | & o6
treated jobseekers are significantly more * tM

Placed on LM ,0318 ,0748

successful in sustaining full-time jobs than

controls.
T
The distribution of Assessment
FalE .the Same across Independent-Samles 0,011|Reject the null hypothesis. 0,116 |Retain the null hypothesis.
categories of Treated/non- Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test
treated.
The distribution of Self-
employr,nem is the same across Independent—SampIes 0,000]|Reject the null hypothesis. 0,000 |Reject the null hypothesis.
categories of Treated/non- Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test
treated.
The distribution of Full-time jobs is
. Independent-Samples . ) . .
the same across categories of . 0,000]|Reject the null hypothesis. 0,000 |Reject the null hypothesis.
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test
Treated/non-treated.
The distribution of Part-time job is
. Independent-Samples . . . .
the same across categories of . 1,000 Retain the null hypothesis. 1,000 |Retain the null hypothesis.
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test
Treated/non-treated.
The distribution of Individual
B (I CHiEEE tc_) e Independent—Sa@Ies 0,132 Retain the null hypothesis. 0,000 |Reject the null hypothesis.
same across categories of Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test
Treated/non-treated.
The distribution of Placed on LMis s
the same across categories of P mp 0,000]|Reject the null hypothesis. 0,000 |Reject the null hypothesis.
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test
Treated/non-treated.

Cost-benefit analysis

In the next table there are again presented numbers uncovering the financial influences
of the intervention on the state budget per jobseeker for the set impact period. The last
green line shows that the treated in the first reference period were able to repay about
2/3 of the grant back during the impact period while in the second reference period the
treated were able to return on average just less than 10 % of the grant. The net effect of
the intervention had an estimated negative average influence on the state budget (from 2
thousand up to 3,300 Euros per jobseeker). If the cost-benefit analysis didn't calculate
the amount of the grant the participants of the program received, the net-effect would be
positive. In the first reference period on average the treated earned for the public budget
about 700 Euros more than the controls.
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1.1.200741.5.2008 {1.1.2007 4 1.5.2008 -] 1.1.2007 4 1.5.2008 -
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’:l 49% ’iﬂl 12% 9%
51% | W5a% (a1 [Ha3% 10% 11%
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1376€ | 1120€ | 1204€ | 1120€ | 172} | -1¢
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5.8.5 Propensity score nearest neighbour matching

This method is very similar to the previous one. The difference is based on the rule of
pairing treated and non-treated individuals, where each treated unit is matched to the
control unit with the closest propensity score. The method was applied without
replacement, i.e. one participant and non-participants can be used as a match only once
and for every participant we used 5 nearest neighbours in propensity score.

In the samples there were matched in total across
the reference period more than 13 thousand of
jobseekers from the treated and control group of
samples. No missing data was identified. Every non-
treated and non-treated individual was used just
once and in every group of treated and his 5 nearest
neighbours has to be in adition to treated individual
also at least one non-treated individual. That is the
reason we have 887 pairs in the first reference
period and 3,129 pairs in the second reference period.

non treated I}lsa 100,0%

1
2 [:I7095\ 100,0%
1
2

0,0%

0,0%

treated | s87|1000%

[ d129] 100,0%

0,0%

o |Oo|O | O

0,0%

Measuring of employability

The frequency table below again presents shares of sustaining time on the open labour
market during the impact period of 24 months for treated and control units. The results
are very similar to the previous one. Even a high percentage of controls were not at all
placed on LM during the impact period; every second who found a place on the labour
market remained employed for the whole impact period. On the other side, a rather big
part of the treated sample placed for at least for 10 % of the impact period but just every
ninth or tenth remained placed on the labour market for the whole impact period. From
that point of view again the stability of placement seems to be in the group of non-
treated.

The last two columns in the first line show that there is a higher than 24 % and lower
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than 30 % probability that the treated will be employed for at least 10 % of the impact
period, i.e. up to almost 2 and half months. On the bottom of the table, in the last two
columns are presented values that show that the non-treated sustained placement on
LM for the whole period with 16 % higher probability than the participants of the
intervention.

0 746 34,6 3492 E49,2 ‘ 49,2 96 10,8 10,8 595 EQ,O 19,0 i_:
01 w04 | 48 65.4 267 38 508 71 80 89,2 251 |I] 80 81,0 3,2 43
0.2 123 || 57 60,5 266 37 470 ss |l 65 812 208 ||| 66 730 0,8 2,9
03 161 75 548 305 43 433 121 136 746 342 109 663 62 6,6
04 60 28 473 220 31 390 80 90 610 239 76 554 62 4,5
05 83 39 445 250 35 359 108 12,2 52,0 375 12,0 417 83 8,5
0.6 62 2,9 40,7 143 2,0 323 49 55 39,8 173 55 358 2,6 3,5
0,7 45 21 37,8 111 16 303 60 6,8 343 196 6,3 30,2 4,7 4,7
08 54 25 35,7 171 24 28,8 95 10,7 275 284 9,1 24,0 8,2 6,7
09 40 19 33,2 99 14 26,4 75 | 85 16,8 203 65 149 6,6 51
1 675 l: 314 1771 ,o 250 7 [I] 83 83 263 8.4 84 B35 | E
The output next to the text presents nontreated [Viean [ 384 | [0 4ss |
the types of registrations across the Assessment base treated  |Mean B2 b a0s |
impact  periods the average self-emol non treated |Mean 40 28
ployment
assessment base earned during the treated _ |Mean £l l
impact period. From the table it is Full-time job non treated Mean 2 =z
. treated Mean 27 27
ObVlOUS that the treatEd and non- Individual barrier for entrance |non treated |Mean 01 01
treated achieved the assessment toLM treated  |Mean 04 06
base in the whole period about 400 Placed on LM non treated |Mean s kS
treated Mean 48 43

Euros per month. Treated units
achieved in the first reference period

80 Euros monthly more than controls. In the

next reference period the situation changed agessment base E 0,968
and the controls were more successful ceif-employment - %186
because they were able to achieve about 40 ryji-time job 2140 103
Euros per month more than treated individual barrier forentrance obeo o6
individuals but this difference was tolM ’ ’
established as non-significant by the PlacedonlM ,0318 0748

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. As presented in

the previous results, the treated had identified more individual barriers for entrance to
the open LM. While non-treated individuals remained mostly self-employed, treated
units were mostly placed in full-time jobs. Participants and non-participants did not
have an interest in part-time jobs. Generally, the treated remained on the labour market
about 3 % longer than the non-treated in first reference period, which represents about
21 days of the impact period. In the second reference period, the treated remained
placed on LM longer by about 7.5 % of the whole impact period of 24 months. In other
words, treated individuals were more successful in placement by about 54 days than
controls in average numbers.

The next table presents the results of the carried out tests of differences between
participants and non-participants. They significantly differ from each other in self-
employment, full-time job, placement on LM and individual barriers for entrance to the
LM.
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Cost-benefit analysis

treated

matching.

green line

x
The distribution of Assessment
b is th Independent-Samples
ase Is the same across Kolmogorow-Smirmnov 0,000 |Reject the null hypothesis. 0,167  |Retain the null hypothesis.
categories of Treated/non- Test
treated.
The distribution of Self-
' B Independent-Samples
employment IS the same across Kolmogorow-Smirmnov 0,000 |Reject the null hypothesis. 0,000 |Reject the null hypothesis.
categories of Treated/non- Test
treated.
The distribution of Full-time job |Independent-Samples
is the same across categories |Kolmogorov-Smirnov 0,000 [Reject the null hypothesis. 0,000 [Reject the null hypothesis.
of Treated/non-treated. Test
The distribution of Part-time job |Independent-Samples
is the same across categories |Kolmogorov-Smirnov 1,000 |Retain the null hypothesis. 1,000 |Retain the null hypothesis.
of Treated/non-treated. Test
The distribution of Individual
barrier f " to LM is th Independent-Samples
amer for enfrance 0, 's the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 0,008 |Reject the null hypothesis. 0,000 |Reject the null hypothesis.
same across categories of
Test
Treated/non-treated.
The distribution of Placed on LM |Independent-Samples
is the same across categories |Kolmogorov-Smirnov 0,000 [Reject the null hypothesis. 0,000 [Reject the null hypothesis.
of Treated/non-treated. Test
The financial effect on the state
budget of treated and non-
. . 30.4.2008 | 30.4.2010 | 30.4.2008 |31.12.2010| 30.4.2008 | 30.4.2010
units are dagain
1 3 48% 43% 45% 369 3% 7%
estimated through cost-benefit ¢ I ¢ I d ; i
analysis in the context of the s1% I54% ’ | Pam| | x| ux
results from the propensity 2953€| 3617€| 2553€| 2030€ | 400€ | 1588€
score nearest to nelghbour - 3124€ |- 4523€ |- 2318€ |- 2421€ [—=- 807€ +-2102€
1350€ 1114€ 1442¢€ 1146 € |—=- 92€ |—=- 33€
- 1429€ |- 1392€ |- 1309€ |- 1367€ [—- 120€ [—- 25€
- 2779€ |- 2933¢€ - € - €["-2779€ [+-2933€
: 620€ 545€ 557€ 466 € |— 63 € [— 79€
Th le presents in the 1
e tab e p ese ts t e aSt 656€ [- 681€ |- 506€ |- 556€ [==- 151€ [==- 125€
the estimated 1501€| 1318€| 1348€| 1128€ | 153€ | 190€
1 631€ 554 € 567 € 474 € |— 64 € [— 80€
average influences on the state
. . 19€ € - € - € == 19€ [ €
budget per one individual from Tosse| 137¢|  7o6e| ewme|m awre|m 7€
samples of the treated and - 1114€ |- 1697€|-  686€ |- 755€ |—- 427€ |—- 942¢€
T
foiZe I > 0 L

non-treated. @ On  average,

participants were able to return to the state budget in the first impact period more than
2/3rds of the provided grant; in the impact period of the second reference period it was
just less than 10 % of the grant. That is why the treated have an estimated negative net
effect on the state budget in the amount of almost 3,500 Euros per participant.

5.8.6 Comparison of the method results

This subchapter should provide a view on the outcomes of the four carried out methods
that estimated the net effect of the self-employment promotion. As mentioned before, it
was a 3 and half years long evaluated period during which the intervention was
distributed to the eligible jobseekers that applied for grant. That period was divided into
two separated, so called reference, periods when the intervention rules were changed.
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In the table are presented in the first row the

minimal size of representative samples, that

estimated at a confidence level of 95 %, i.e.

about 380 individuals. All the methods used Minimal estimated size of

bigger samples, which should ensure the ;f,mples(mnﬁdenceIevelgs o ” *
accuracy of the estimated outcomes across No. of treated jobseckers __|IIB650 |64
the methods. In total for both periods more | ‘c’zf,f:;fi'syor:’"’eq”'va'e”t U 2376 E319 95
than 40 thousand eligible jobseekers |« |exactmatching 535 w21 || 23%
received a grant from COLSaF. The Post-only g e s.a || w2 [ 306
non-comparison design is the method that propensity score nearest w1 520 | som
was carried out with the assistance of all ;i;i“f;’;;’ijf;’;‘u"ﬁm — B DL
available data, which is the reason in the |, [©mparison 170/" 620/" 47f
table the bar charts show the highest |testes [Z2Cmang = -
frequency of concerned samples. For the e matching " i i
first reference period were used just 17 % of EL‘.’;’EQZEZIQL?.Z?“‘ 6% 126 10%

all treated jobseekers due to the availability
of correct data. And in the second reference period we used 62 % of the program
participants.

The other performed methods counted with lower scopes of samples and
representativeness due to the rules of the matching, which substantially limited samples.

The other table presents five dependent variables whose role is estimation of the net
effect from some points. The first one is the assessment base achieved by jobseekers.
The values show the differences of averages between treated and non-treated units. In
the first reference period the result is obvious because all the methods confirmed that
the net financial impact on the high of the assessment base per month of treated
individual is positive from 30 to 106 Euros more than the controls earned in the impact
period. In the second reference period exact matching and only-past non-equal
comparison design established a positive effect of intervention on the participants’
assessment base. But more rigorous methods estimated a negative net impact on the
high of the assessment bases of treated units. Even the statistical test in the propensity
score nearest neighbour matching method stated that negative differences between the
treated and non-treated are insignificant. It is possible to make the conclusion that the
assessment bases in the second reference period of treated and non-treated were
similar.

For the dependent variable full-time job the notion that every difference between
treated and non-treated is significant was tested. The values in the table indicate that the
treated were much more determined to find a job because even for the one propensity
score exact matching design was estimated a positive difference between treated and
controls. That method estimated the negative net effect on placement of the treated on
the labour market. From the values it is obvious that the self-employment sustainability
of controls is significantly higher.

The other values indicate that participants of the program are significantly more
exposed to the individual barriers for entrance to the labour market. Even barriers
were not long-term parts of the impact period but some participants were recipients of
accident benefit, care allowance, or they were personal assistants for relatives during the
impact periods in both reference periods of the intervention.
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It is possible state that overall the placement of the treated on the open labour
market was more frequent and sustainable than with non-treated individuals who were
eligible and also established self-employment during the impact period. In the first
reference period, participants of the intervention remained on the labour market longer
by up to five months. In the second reference period, three carried out methods
confirmed a positive effect as well. Robust methods propensity nearest neighbour and
propensity exact matching estimated the lowest difference which says that participants
of the self-employment promotion remained on the open labour market on average
about 50 days longer than their nearest controls. That result was tested as the significant
difference between both groups of samples.

The last dependent variable reveals that the treated were not so successful in self-
employment in the impact periods. Even jobseekers supported by grants were able to be
a longer time on average on the open market. They more intended to find a full-time job.
Mainly due to placement in full-time jobs, participants were more successful than non-
participants.

Exact matching 30€ | 19€| 0,000 0,578
Assessment |Post-only non-equal comparison design 106 € 30€ 0,000 0,000
base Propensity score exact matching 94 € ~|] 25€ 0,011 0,116
Propensity score nearest neighbour matching 80€ 41€ 0,000 0,167
Exact matching EB 21 0,000 0,000
L Post-only non-equal comparison design ﬂ,04 ﬂ,OS 0,000 0,000
Full-time job
Propensity score exact matching I25 I19 0,000 0,000
Propensity score nearest neighbour matching 21 0,000 0,000
Exact matching b,01 D05 0,544 0,544
Ind|-v|dual Post-only non-equal comparison design I),OZ ﬂ>,03 0,000 0,000
barriers for . ) ﬂ ﬂ 015 5000
entrance to LM Propensity score exact matching ,03 ,04 b b
Propensity score nearest neighbour matching 0,03 ),05 0,008 0,000
Exact matching 0,000 0,000
Post-only non-equal comparison design 23 ‘ 5 0,000 0,000
Placed on LM
Propensity score exact matching Elz Eb‘_) 0,000 0,000
Propensity score nearest neighbour matching ﬂ,03 @7 0,000 0,000
Exact matching EO EOS 0,000 0,000
Self- Post-only non-equal comparison design I,E 0,000 0,000
employment Propensity score exact matching |:l0,14 I]O,ll 0,000 0,000
Propensity score nearest neighbour matching [!0,18 I:IO,lz 0,000 0,000

Another outcome informs about the estimated values of the carried out cost benefit
analysis as one method which should uncover the impact of the intervention on public
finance. The values were analysed for all three performed methods of impact evaluation.
Cost benefit analysis of self-employed counted with 48 months of impact period. We
assumed the term of sustainability of self-employment (24 months - a condition of the
intervention) as well as the impact (24 months after the conditions of the sustainability
of the self-employment compliance).

The values in the table differ according to estimated placement on the labour market
across the methods. In the previous table were presented the net effects of placement on
the labour market. While the first two provided methods are rather optimistic and post
only-non-comparison design is not very accurate, taking into account the features of the
individuals, we again advise to assess the financial influence of the evaluation by the last
carried out method - propensity nearest neighbour matching.
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According to those outcomes, the intervention had a negative effect on the national
budget. Both reference periods estimated a very similar net financial impact on public
finance. The provided values say that one treated can generate for the national budget
almost 3500 Euros less than the nearest control individual. On the other side, in the cost
benefit analysis, the provided grant was taken into account. When the grant was not
counted the net impact would be lower (the average grant was more than 2900 Euros).

Post-only non-comparison design 1198 € 2365 € 1412€ 538€ |- 214 € 1827 €
Exact matching 1042€ 2526€ |- 3770€ |- 3941¢€ 4812 € b 467 €

Propensityscore exact matching S 856 € 262 € 1212€ 645€ |-| R068€ |- WB317€
Propensity score nearest neighbour matching|-  1012€ |-  2720€ 2406 € 778 € 418€ - W 498 €

5.8.7 Identification of the successful target group for self-employment

This sub-chapter should interpret the successful target and eligible group of the
intervention. In the tables below the text are presented values that are outcomes of the
analysis. Positive values represent a higher net-effect of the treated in comparison to the
controls; for easier orientation, blue and red bar charts were added into the cells. Also,
the tables contained on the right side results of the statistical test the null hypothesis:
the means of treated and non-treated individuals is the same.

From a gender point of view, we identified across the reference periods insignificant
differences between the performance of treated and non-treated units. In the first
reference period, women were more successful in placement on the labour market, in
the second reference period it was men. As stated in the one of the previous sub-
chapters, age and gender were tested as insignificant characteristics of the jobseekers in
relation to placement on the labour or open market.

men tO,ll |r0,10 reject reject
women [0,13 l 0,06 reject reject

In first reference period, widows are the most successful category of marital status, but
this category is not created on average in about 1 % of all samples and in the second
reference period the difference between treated and non-treated widows is insignificant.
[ In both reference periods divorced treated individuals remained about 15 % longer
employed than their controls.
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divorced E,16 ,15 reject reject
single D 0,06 I] 0,07 reject reject
widow o3 || oo reject retain
married I:|O,14 }D 0,09 reject reject

The most successful category of treated jobseekers were graduates of lower secondary
professional education. Overall, the longest time sustained employed on average
jobseekers were those with highest secondary level of education. They remained about
15 % longer than non-treated jobseekers. Just to remember that the most effective
groups in the graduate work experience evaluation were jobseekers with achieved
higher, tertiary, education.

primary shool l 0,10‘ lO,ll ‘ retain reject
secondary vocational school .70,11 | reject reject
vocational school . 0,13 | 0,10 ‘ reject reject
comprehensive school -T,14 -T,ll retain reject
colledge [| 0,02 I:| 0,03 retain reject

Probably that relates to the category of economic activity of self-employment. Almost
70 % of self-employed jobseekers established a business in construction, services in
repair of vehicles or manufacturing. More than every 10th treated jobseeker started to
work as real estate sellers. Especially, this economic activity has been identified in the
survey as the occasion which was offered to jobseekers during job interviews with big
real estate agencies. Jobseekers agreed that they would take the grant for self-
employment establishment and would work for these real estate agencies.

sluzby odstrafiovania odpadov

management and remediation activities

Stavebnictvo Construction 980 20%
Velkoobchod a maloobchod; oprava motorovych vozidiel a [Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and 703 49%
motocyklov motorcycles

Priemyselna wroba Manufacturing 649 68%
Cinnosti v oblasti nehnutefnosti Real estate activities 405 80%
Ostatné Cinnosti Other activities 202 86%
Administrativne a podporné sluzby Administrative and support services 148 90%
Ubytovacie a stravovacie sluzby Accommodation and food services 103 93%
Informé&cie a komunikacia Information and communication 99 96%
Doprava a skladovanie Transport and Storage 46 97%
Vzdelavanie education 37 98%
Finanéné a poistovacie ¢innosti Financial and insurance activities 29 99%
Umenie, zabava a rekreacia Arts, entertainment and recreation 25 100%
Zdravotnictvo a socidlna pomoc Health care and social assistance 4 100%
Dodavka vody; Cistenie a odvod odpadowych vod, odpady a |Water supply; cleaning and waste-water treatment, waste 2 100%

139




The highest net-impact was achieved in the group of individuals that were unemployed
for more than 3 years and in the central and east regions of Slovakia. Bratislava region
had the lowest level of net-effect in placement on LM. In Bratislava, no significant
differences between treated and controls were identified that could be related to a kind
of non-quantification variable as the motivation of jobseekers in the region with the
lowest unemployment rate and highest living standard.

Ref. period 1 Ref. period 2 Ref. period 1 Ref. period 2
Difference of means of |Test of the difference across

Unemployed before 2007
Placement on LM between categories of Treated and

treated and non-treated Non-treated

no evidence

<1year reject
1-3years reject
>3 years j reject

Ref. Ref. Ref.
period 1 period2 period1 period 2 Difference of means of Test of the difference

Difference of means | Test of the difference Placement on LM between across categories of

of Placement on LM | across categories of treated and non-treated  Treated and Non-treated
between treated and ~ Treated and Non- ge

Region of permanent
residence

Ref. period Ref. period
1 2

Bratislava region

Ref. period1 Ref. period 2

Trnava region

Trendin region reject

Nitra region reject reject
Zilina region reject reject
Banskd Bystrica region reject reject

Presov region

reject

KoSice region

Level of Level of Unemployed = Region of

Reference placed_on_L education_10 education_5 before 2007 = permanent

period M_pomerné Marital status ~ categories categories in months residence
Pearson -006 -031 -0,158 -0118
non treated |Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 860 ,000 ,000
1
Pearson 043 -066
treated  |Correlation ! !
Sig. (2-tailed) 1690 1162 331 ,133
Pearson -021 002 041 -0,068
non treated |Correlation
, Sig. (2-tailed) 079 891 ,000 ,000
Pearson -084 016 -0,019 -0,041
treated Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 1000 354 264 017

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

The following figures provide a spatial
orientation of the two fundamental
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programme in the impact period on the open market As was the case w1th the average

Frydes - M

assessment base, sustainability relates
to the average assessment base, except
in one area in the east of Slovakia,
around Humenne. There are more than :
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average sustainability treated * ‘ Slov
jobseekers on the labour market but 4 ' : =t
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5.8.8 Impact of the self-employment

This part of the evaluation report describes the estimated average influence of the
intervention on unemployment rate decreasing, or number of registered jobseekers.
Impact is calculated year by year according average estimated placement on LM as the
one of outcome variables. Particularly were used for estimation of the impact the shares
of placement on LM of Propensity exact matching period method that were applied on
the number of treated jobseekers in the years.

We measured 4 years of impact that is reason why the impact is also cumulative and
estimated just for number of treated jobseekers in the years from 2007 to half of 2010.
In other words it means that we calculate with same jobseekers in four consecutive
years. Four years because grants were distributed with condition that self-employment
must be sustained at least two years after the intervention provided.

To emphasis distortion which occurs without using of counterfactual impact evaluation
approach, we decided calculate impact as the gross effect and net effect. Net effect or
impact informs about real estimated % of influence due to the graduate work
experience, i.e. with subtraction of the effect which would occur if the intervention
would not exist.

At least provided grand focused for establish self-employment decreased number of
registered jobseekers from 0,8 to 8,3 %.

During years the impact evaluation was focused for, about 3 - 4 % of the unemployed
registered jobseekers and about 0,4 % of Slovak labour force’ were treated. The
difference between gross and net effect in this case is multiply and differ year by year
according the number of the treated jobseekers in previous years. That is reason we can
assume that without the counterfactual impact evaluation method impacts would be also
multiply overestimated and the method have a sense.

Additionally we estimated the annual impact on decreasing of number of all registered
jobseekers. Gross effect of the self-employed is from almost 1 to 8,3 %, depends on the
commutation of the previous treated jobseekers. Net impact on number of registered
jobseekers is lower and achieved values from 0,5 to 1 %.

7 i.e. denominator of the unemployment rate equation.
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No. of registered jobseekers (total SR) 248 556 379553 381209 399 800 425 858 398 876 373754
No. of treated jobseekers 10 000 12 000 13000 4000

Estimated number of jobseekers placed

10000 22000 31137 31127 20980 11756 2766
on LM: gross effect
Estimated number of jobseekers placed

1155 2299 3408 3749 2593 1450 341
on LM: net effect
Gross effect on decreasing no. of

4,0% 5,8% 8,2% 7,8% 4,9% 2,9% 0,7%

registered jobseekers (total SR)

Net effect on decreasing no. of Lo 3 o
registered jobseekers (total SR) I 0% 06 lo,g% L 0.1%
Gross effect on decreasing of 6,379 0,819 L) 0.10%
unemployment rate (total SR) = . | i —
Net effect on decreasing of [ T |
0,04% 0,09% 0,13% 0,01%
unemployment rate (total SR) I 1
Source: Statistics office of Slovak Republic, authors
Finally we can conclude that the
intervention had an annual net effect
on the unemployment rate
decreasing from 0,04 % up to 0,14 % 1 A0%
. . . = AR e (31055 01 ff0CE
in the impact period. These numbers g ::z: it 8
may appears too low but we must £ . M
. Atk unemplioymen
assume that annually policy covered § 0,60% t rate (total
0 . = 0,40% SR)
about 0,4 % of th§ populatlo.n an.d £ 5 020%
we measure net impact which is 8 € 0,00% —— Net effact on
difference between average £ 0@‘" & \.@° & & \@\"’ \@*’ Navilieratese
L. A ¥ v v \ I men
performance of the participants and  § &S trate (tota
.. ] v SR}
non-participants of the programme - Years of impact period

for self-employment promotion. The
intervention influences on the decreasing of unemployment rate and have a sense for
unemployed jobseekers.

Financial impact of the self-employment

The intention of this part of the evaluation was estimate overall financial impact of the
ALMP measure taking into account all the participated individuals. We count with the
numbers from the performed cost-benefit analysis.

The table below composed from the two parts first tells about financial effect of the
intervention according gross effects and second part refers financial impact which
consideration of the net effects. We estimated that treated individuals were able to bring
to national budget about -75 mil. Euros across the reference periods.

If we consider estimated net effect of the intervention. The participants of the self-
employment generated for national budget about 2 times less money than same elidgible
jobseekers. It means the treated jobseekers brought to national budget about -140 mil.
Euros more than non-treated jobseekers in total for all reference periods.

Propensity score nearest neighbour matching |- 1012 EUR |- 2720 EUR |- 1866 EUR |- 3418 EUR |- 3498 EUR |- 3458 EUR
No. of treated jobseekers in ref. period 13 650 26 486 40 136 13 650 26 486 40 136
Total effect on national budget - 14 000 000 EUR |- 72 000 000 EUR |- 75 000 000 EUR |- 47 000 000 EUR |- 93 000 000 EUR |- 139 000 000 EUR
Estimated annual financial effect - 7000000 EUR |- 36 000 000 EUR - - 23500 000 EUR |- 46 500 000 EUR
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6 Executive summary

This chapter presents final conclusions and recomedations of the whole evaluation
report; it contains the most important and most interesting findings, consequences,
conclusions and recommendations which should be topical for policy makers and
implementation bodies of active labour market policy measures.

6.1 Conclusions

6.1.1 Graduate work experience

Evaluation of the graduate work experience was carried out with the size of sample
which represents more than half of the participants. The most robust method of
counterfactual impact evaluation estimated the net effect with the assistance of 16 % of
all the participants that were enrolled and intervening. In total, we used the registration
of more than 131 thousand young eligible jobseekers that were supported and not. The
evaluation considered more than 6 years of implementation of this measure of ALMP.
Answers gained from the interviewed participants of the program confirmed that their
aspiration of graduate work experience met with the objective stated in the act.
Non-participants of the program are eligible jobseekers that were not treated before and
during the evaluation period by any other ALMP measure to eliminate effects of the
other interventions.

One of the most important lessons which was possible to learn due to this evaluation
report was the real net effect of the graduate work experience which was distributed to
the young unemployed jobseekers up to 26 years of age. The net effect represents an
answer for the fundamental counterfactual evaluation question: Does the graduate work
experience affect employability and sustainability on the open labour market? Or,
simply: what would have happened if the intervention had not existed?

The aspiration of the policy makers was to help unemployed young graduates to improve
their status on the labour market due to the obtaining of the relevant professional skills
and practical experience that would be valuable and attractive for employers.

We had the opportunity to learn that placement of young participants was sustained on
the open labour market for a significantly longer time than non-participants that did not
receive any other intervention of the active labour policy measures. We measured that
the placement on the labour market during the impact period of 2 years after the
intervention had been correctly complied with. It depends on the method which was
used for estimation, but participants of graduate work experience on average stayed up
to half an year longer employed than those eligible jobseekers that did not want to
attend the graduate work experience. Non-participants of the programme were able to
stabilize their position on the open labour market better than participants, because
every second non-participant that was even once employed in the 2 years impact period
remained employed for both these two years. But on average, every 8th participant of
the graduate work experience sustained employment during all the impact period of 2
years. The overall effect in placement of participants is significantly higher because three
participants from four were employed even for one month in the impact period, while in
the non-participants group, three from five individuals were not employed.
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Mostly graduates were placed in full-time jobs; they had just very rare interest to
become self-employ, which was considered as another type of placement on the labour
market. Registration in the Slovak Insurance Agency of part-time jobs was considered as
a not fully placed jobseeker on the labour market. According to the results, in most cases
and methods, the participants of the graduate work experience were more strenuous
and they were able to find part-time jobs on average for a longer period than their peers.
The independence tests confirmed in the last three reference periods a significant
positive treatment effect on participants' placement in part-time jobs due to the
intervention.

Also in the study, the probability that a barrier occurred in the individual units which
would create barriers for entrance to the labour market was measured. It could be, for
example, care for a child, receiving disability pension, personal assistant, etc. These
types of registrations indicate to us that granted jobseekers were forced by a life event to
stay out of the labour market on average for a very similar time in the impact period to
non-participants. On average, there exists a 4 % probability that a participant/non-
participant will be exposed to an individual barrier for entrance to the labour market.
Jobseekers that attended graduate work experience earned on average during the 2
years long period after intervention finished from 430 up to 500 Euros per month,
depending on the concrete year. Graduates that were participants of the program for
graduate work experience earned on average a bit more than half of the average gross
nominal wage in Slovakia during the first two years of working. But from the values, this
was obviously a slight tendency of increasing the average wage over the years. The
evaluation uncovered generally significant negative differences between the participants
and non-participants of the program. Just to simplify, those unemployed and registered
graduates that attended the graduate work experience earned on average from 30 to 80
Euros per month.

The overall financial influence of one individual participant was measured through cost-
benefit analysis. The analysis considered items such as paid unemployment allowance
benefit in material need, grant, health and social insurance, taxes paid from
consumption, or income. In the first reference period from 1st January 2007 until 30th
April 2008, when the financial balance was very positive, on average one participant was
able to return the provided grant and also bring in some extra money (about 2 thousand
Euros over 2 years) due to the saved allowances and paid taxes. In the next three
reference periods, the financial balance of participants became negative also due to the
weaker power of placement on the labour market. Correlation confirmed that graduates
that were in jobseekers evidence for a shorter time earned, in the impact periods, a
significantly higher wage. Another aspect which influenced the negative financial
balance of the participants in the cost-benefit analysis was the change in the average
amount of the provided grant which increased three times from the first reference
period in 2007, from a value of almost 350 Euros for the whole graduate work
experience period. In the last three reference periods, which started 1st May 2008 until
30th April 2012, the novelization of Act No. 5/2004 Coll. stated that the provided grant
would be calculated based on the level of the living wage. But in general, treated
participants of the graduate work experience program brought in to the public budget
more money than non-participants. It means that even though the grant was not
returned back to the budget, the counterfactual situation when the intervention had not
existed would influence the public budget much more dramatically on average. Overall,
it is possible to quantify that one participant brought to the budget about 5,000 Euros
more than one non-participant in the 2 years after the graduate work experience
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finished.

Last but not least, the goal of the evaluation was try to identify the characteristics of the
groups that achieved the most significant positive net effect. We decided to identify these
characteristics through their success of sustainability on the labour market in the impact
period. The most successful participants of graduate work experience were women,
about 19 or 23 - 24 years of age, with single or married marital status, with the highest
level of education (graduates of college), registered less than three years before the year
2007, and inhabitants of the west Slovakian regions. Additionally, outcomes indicate that
those jobseekers that carried out graduate work experience at private companies had a
slightly higher chance to be employed for a longer period over the following 2 years after
the interventions finished.

The evaluation provides identification of the participants that were the most successful
in the sustaining of a placement on the open labour market, or open market as self-
employed units. The evaluation confirms that age and gender do not influence the
placement of jobseekers that intend to start with self-employment. More than average
were the successful divorced jobseekers that achieved the highest education level -
secondary, individuals that started self-employment in water supply, waste management,
IT sector or manufacturing. Almost three participants from four established self-
employment in an economic activity such as construction, repair of motor vehicles,
manufacturing, or real estate. The named categories of economic activities brought
average or more than average results in keeping individuals employed. Very effective
were individuals that had been for the long-term outside of the labour market, i.e.
unemployed more than 3 years before the year 2007.

Undeniable fact of the graduate work experience is ability to decrease of unemployment
rate. We tried to measure as well this important effect of the intervention and we
estimated that annually in average graduate work experience were able to decrease
unemployment rate about 0,2 - 0,3 %. We must take into account that if the intervention
was success for 100 % and every participant would be placed on the labour market after
graduate work experience, the unemployment rate decreases two times more. To realize
this fact the graduate work experience has a sense for graduates and it was one for the
most important measure of ALMP that were targeting for young jobseekers to activate
them as the perspective work force. The other argument could be overall financial
impact which has been estimated on the level of 540 mil. Euros over the reference
period. In the other words the participants of the program brought to the national
budget about 540 mil. Euros more than would brought the same eligible jobseekers that
would not be supported by any of ALMP measure.

6.1.2 Self-employment

Also for estimation of the net effect of the self-employment promotion, a large sample of
jobseekers was used. We used evidence of less than every second participant of the
jobseeker programme that were encouraged by financial grant to establish self-
employment. The evaluation covered the period from the start of 2007 to the end of
April 2010, in total 40 months of distribution of disposable grants for jobseekers that
applied for intervention, carried out a financial business plan and were registered in the
evidence of jobseekers at the PES office for more than 3 months. For the most rigorous
method, we used on average every 10th participant of the program and in total for
evaluation methods we used samples of more than 30 thousand individuals that were
participating in the program and units that did not take the grant and were eligible, but
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self-employed.

Estimation of the net effect of the intervention is the fundamental objective of the
carried out evaluation of self-employment. The net effect of the intervention should be
sustainable placement of a participant of the programme on the open market or labour
market. Conditions of the intervention state that every participant must be self-
employed minimally for two years after the grant is provided. For two years after
compliance of this condition was the fixed impact period. The impact period is
characterized in that participants are out of intervention duties. It is a period when
participants can decide to be self-employed, find a job or return back to the registration
of jobseekers.

The evaluation report estimated whether participation in the programme made sense
for eligible jobseekers. Due to the evaluation, it is possible say what would be the
treatment effect of jobseekers that have an interest in being self-employed. In the
evaluation were compared the performances of the participants and non-participants of
the ALMP programme focused on self-employment promotion. To ensure the highest
level of comparability of both these groups, non-participants were just individuals that
were eligible in the particular reference period and data from SIA confirmed they started
self-employment in the impact period of the particular reference period.

The most desired effect of this active labour policy measure is sustainable self-
employment of the participants on the open market or placement on the open labour
market as an employee in a full-time job, i.e. out of the evidence of jobseekers. That effect
is represented in the variable “Placement on the labour market.” According to the carried
out counterfactual impact evaluation methods, we are able to estimate that, on average,
participants sustained out of the jobseekers evidence about less than 20 % of the impact
period (2 years after sustainability of self-employment). In other words, one participant
of the program would be employed about 50 days less if the financial intervention had
not been granted.

The most rigorous methods that were performed for estimation of the net-effects show
that the programme had a negative effect on the self-employment sustainability of
participants. Participants prefer full-time jobs. Non-participants of the programme
sustained self-employed about one month longer than participants in the 2 years long
impact period. Generally, participants as well as non-participants of the programme do
not prefer to be placed in a part-time job. That would be probably due to the higher
average age of both samples. Previous intervention focused on graduate work
experience proved interesting to young jobseekers, about the same as part-time jobs.
The situation is very similar to the graduate work experience: non-participants of the
programme were able to find their stable position on the market more easily than
participants, because every second non-participant that was even once employed in the
2 years impact period sustained employment for the entire two years. But on average
every 8th participant of the self-employment sustained employment throughout the 2
year impact period. The overall effect in placement of participants is significantly higher
because seven participants from ten were employed even for one month in the impact
period, while in the non-participants group it was just about every second.

The evaluation also concentrated on measurement of the probability that barriers occur
in individual units which could create barriers for entrance to the labour market. These
could be, for example, caring for a child, receiving disability pension, personal assistant,
etc. These types of registrations indicate that participants of the programme were forced
to stay out of the labour market for a longer time on average than non-participants. An
individual barrier occurs in the group of participants much more frequently than in the
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group of non-participants. While in the group of participants there exists about 10 %
probability that individuals will be exposed to a barrier of entrance to the market, while
in the sample of non-participants it is just about 0.3 %.

On average, about 34 of a month in the impact period was a longer period when
individual barriers for entrance to the labour market occurred to the participants of the
programme.

Part of the evaluation was devoted to the estimation of the average financial effect that
occurred due to the distribution of grants for self-employment promotion. Provided
cost-benefit analysis compared the financial flows of one participant and non-participant
according to the average of the time when they were employed and unemployed.
According to the final outcomes, the intervention had a negative effect on the national
budget. Both reference periods have estimated a very similar net financial impact on
public finance. Provided values estimate that one participant of the programme can
generate for the national budget almost 3500 Euros less than a non-participant. On the
other hand, in the cost benefit analysis the provided grant was also calculated. If the
grant were not counted, the net impact would be significantly lower (the average
provided grant was more than 2900 Euros). In the first reference period it was estimated
that one participant earned about 80 Euros per month more than those jobseekers that
started self-employment without a grant from COLSaF. In the second reference period
one non-participant of the programme earned 20 more than the same participant, but
this difference was tested as being insignificant.

The overall estimated financial impact of the intervention refer that negative influence
on public finance in the level almost -140 mil. Eur over the evaluated reference periods
as the difference between participants and non-participant, i.e. net financial impact.

We learned from the survey that many of the interviewed participants of the self-
employment promotion program of COLSaF welcomed and appreciated the provided
training as the preparation course for self-employment. They answered that the course
was rather encouraging for their orientation among offices or in business vocabulary,
awareness about business finance and accounting. That supplementary intervention
could be evaluated as very requested. Only the orientation of the courses could be
improved (see Recommendation for self-employment).

The outcomes of the evaluation uncovered a motivation force for women. Slovak women
frequently have barriers for entrance to the open market through the establishment of
their own business, mainly due to the family and limited time they can devote to the
work. Women are not generally motivated to become self-employed. In the analysis of
samples were identified significant differences between women who participated in the
program and who did not. While for one non-participated women in the program fall
three men, for one participated women fall one participated man. Indicatively grand is
one of the powers which can change the attitude of women in the decision making
process to start with self-employment. In the programming period 2014-2020 Operation
program Research and Innovation incorporated into the structure of the activities “social
innovation” which operates by encouraging women into the business establishment.
Participants remained employed for a longer time mostly in the west districts, but not in
Bratislava, Trnava or Trencin districts where there is a lower unemployment rate. That
could occur due to the influence of a weaker motivation to employ jobseekers that live in
the environment of a higher living standard.

Finally the most important effect of the self-employment promotion is impact on the
unemployment rate decreasing. The analysis of the impact on unemployment rate
proved the justification of the intervention which decreased the unemployment rate
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annually about 0,1 % up to 0,14 %. These values represent impacts that occurred mainly
due to the intervention. Numbers were cleaned about effect which would have occurred
if the intervention would not exist. The impact might seem too low but we must but we
must consider that annually were exposed to the intervention just about 0,4 % of total
labour force in Slovakia.

Self-employment could be perspective measure of the ALMP which must be reform into
to more complex tool which provide to the participants more than basic information
general about business estimation of the business, but additional services that would
imply to the competiveness of the self-employed units.

Outcomes of the evaluation clarified that the intervention is more measure ensuring
placement of the participants out of the evidence of the jobseekers than real tool for
promotion of the self-employment as the way how to activate work force of wide group
of jobseekers. The participants significantly prefer to be placed on the full-time job than
continued in business as self-employer.
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6.2 Recommendations

1.

The Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family of the SR should initiate to carry out
regular surveys of active labour policy measures. COLSaF could distribute forms to all
participants after the provided intervention. Every participant should evaluate the whole
process and time period of the intervention and activities which were provided to him/her.
Information could be collected through an on-line form. That would be a unique source of
valuable information. There should be simple questions focused on the topics in the carried
out Qualitative research of both active measures. And the form should contain an open space
for the statements of participants. The information should be electronically recorded and
there should be prepared a modus operandi for analyses which should be provided to the
policy makers and experts for methodology. Additionally, it would be welcome to analyse
difficulties which appeared during the activities of the intervention or in the sustaining
period after the intervention (2 years obligatory sustainability for the self-employment after
the grant was provided). It is important to emphasise that very valuable information and
lessons could be provided through analysis of the reasons why the treated failed; for
instance, why did the self-employed close their business after the minimal claimed 2 years
sustainability period?

6.2.1 Graduate work experience

2.

In the performed survey, about 10 % of program participants admitted that they worked in
the business which fit with the type and specialization of the education they had completed.
Most of the participants carried out their graduate work experience in public sector
organizations (mainly in public offices, education, health or social organisations), the rest of
the participants carried out their graduate work experience in private companies with a
slightly higher propensity to be placed on the labour market with greater sustainability in
the impact period after intervention finished. COLSaF should actively search companies and
organizations that would be better fit to the participant’s profession. Graduates should have
experience in the branch which they studied and graduated. That would be ensured through
transparent and clear categorisation. The COLSaF should be encouraged to create such an
electronic system which would identify the economic nomenclature of the organisation for a
particular group of professions.

Four-hours working time appears to be insufficient according to the multiple opinions of the
program participants. They claim that the working time was insufficient to manifest their
capabilities. The policy maker could start a pilot with a prolongation of working days.
Participants identified the need to gain something tangible through the carried out graduate
work experience, some recommendation, or certificate, which could enforce their
positions as seeking jobseekers in a job interview and which would upgrade the intervention
to a more serious level. Treated jobseekers would like to seriously make an effort to gain the
chance of a job by preparing as much as is possible.

6.2.2 Self-employment

Self-employment is a rather wide topic which is exposed to a numbers of influence which
determine the success of the self-employment. There are some aspects which from the open
market which decide whether the established business comes across “the death valley” as
one of the most important initiative stages from the business cycle of any start-up. That is
the reason why it is necessary to provide to participants of the intervention the relevant
information which would ensure a healthy start and sustainability of the self-employment,
i.e. desired status.

It would be helpful to collect and analyse the problems of the self-employed and create a
FAQ or account on a social network site which would represent the place where some
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10.

information would be published about the support for the self-employed, or start
cooperation with the Slovak Business Agency, which is the body responsible for
development of micro, small and medium sized enterprises, with the National Business
Centre currently in the process of preparing a network of regional affiliations to be closer to
regions. According to the responses of interviewed participants of the intervention, they
would welcome some soft support, some of the entrepreneurs would like to receive support
such as expert counselling, legal counselling, marketing counselling, market experts,
accounting counselling, graphics ensuring transmission information about additional
funding of the business plans through grants or non-grant schemes, etc.

The survey showed that participants of the programme would welcome some legal
assistance in case of bad debts, mainly in the construction sector, which is a frequent
profession of treated jobseekers. These self-employed have a problem to gain money and
that is also a reason of their failure. The policy maker could build self-employment
promotion as a stronger measure of ALMP. The measure should be really active and should
reflect the actual needs of the programme participants.

Policy makers could pilot an introduction of the selective intervention for jobseekers that
have not had any experience with self-employment or with another form of
entrepreneurship (by using a limitation of the retrospective assessment of the distinguished
criterion). The treatment should be much for complex, mainly for first time participants of
the programme.

Respondents see as a limitation that they must buy exactly the same items they proposed in
the approved financial plan enclosed with the business plan. The procurement of items in
the financial plan is carried out with a time gap and meanwhile a more achievable product
with higher efficiency might appear. That is why respondents would propose to be more
flexible in the changing types of procured items.

Even the obligatory preparation course concerns on preparing the jobseeker for self-
employment are very positive and helpful. However, there are some points which could be
still improved. The individuals could be segmented according to achieved highest level of
education, or type of education. Participants who are for the first time encountering some
economic categories are mixed together on courses with other participants to whom these
subjects are very familiar. Interviewed participants felt that mixing was very limited. It
would be desirable to create at least two types of courses.

The characteristics of the programme participants revealed that intervention was
distributed to jobseekers in retirement (in some cases more than 70 years of age). It is not
obvious what exactly the aspiration of the policy is for these jobseekers who are still eligible.
We propose limiting the age of eligible jobseekers for self-employment.

6.2.3 Monitoring of the relevant data

Relevant and correct data is the fundamental part of the counterfactual impact
evaluation and building piece of the policy based evidence which it is desired to build.
That is the reason why the implementation body and policy maker should devote
intensive efforts to form databases which would be useful for analysing the effects which
occur due to the distributed intervention.

11.

12.

It would be helpful for COLSaF to collect data which would logically complement each other
on different levels. There were identified many inconsistencies among the level of education
of jobseekers, types of schools and fields of specialisation. There should be implemented a
controlling mechanism which ensures that one jobseeker that has recorded primary school
as their highest achieved education and the last graduated school is an university. We advise
using one official nomenclature to unify recording of the data.

In the database of COLSaF there were identified numerous groups of records incomplete in
some basic characteristics such as age, or gender. Other provided variables were also
without records, which occurs in quite a robust elimination of the samples.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

[t is worth considering to initiate the creation of direct linkages between COLSaF and SIA, to
supply data which was already recorded in SIA. It could ensure a simplification of work on
regional PES offices and overlapping in the work of managers and officers. This data should
be unified via a common methodological manner.

SIA does not register the identification number of the organisation (ICO) of the self-
employed, which is important for the identification of the jobseeker in the other official
database of the Financial Directorate of SR, which could provide exhaustive information
about the financial and economic condition of the firms.

It would be very helpful to the data if they were supplied by address and contact on
jobseekers to enable the creation of a focused group for a qualitative survey. For instance,
we could describe why treated graduates remained on the open labour market mostly for
almost the whole impact periods with a higher frequency than controls. And why in the
group of treated is there a higher frequency and probability to be unemployed for the entire
impact period of 2 years.

SIA should ensure uniform recording of the data according to official nomenclatures and
prevent the use of unauthorized characters in the names of municipalities, such as: ", @, ®.
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7 Strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation

Every research has its strengths and the weaknesses in the conditions in which it was
implemented and carried out. The reason for placing the strengths and weaknesses is to
ensure the highest values of notice and document objective and reliable information in
relation to the evaluation issues.

7.1

7.2

Strengths

The most important strengths of the evaluation is the availability of the database of the
jobseekers from COLSaF and SIA in a time series of 7.5 years. That is credible secondary
administrative data about the performance of the ALMP.

The evaluation was carried out with the highest possible size of samples (graduate work
experience was more than 130 thousand jobseekers and self-employment more than 30
thousand individuals).

For the data were used four different methods that ensured a higher degree of certainty
of the estimated effects.

Outcome variables estimated the influences of the individual barriers of individuals for
entrance to the labour market.

The outcomes of the method indicate same impacts, that tells about higher credibility of
the carried out evaluation.

Weaknesses

Through the database of SIA it is not possible to be completely assured that supported
people were successfully placed and maintained jobs in the labour market or continue in
self-employment. It is therefore likely that all the results referring to success are slightly
underpowered, and in fact perhaps the percentage of referred persons was slightly
higher than in reality.

The availability of very relevant data such as SK NACE of controls and identification
numbers of organisations that would be a key matching variable for databases that
would test the financial and economic conditions of the jobseekers.

The provided survey were carried out with assistance of non-representative samples.
Data do not covers self-employed units that were not oblige to resister at Social
Insurance Agency, because they did not accompliched conditions stated by the Act about
minimal assement base.

152



References

(1.) ActNo.222/2004 Coll. on value added tax on amendment and supplement of various acts

(2.) ActNo.461/2003 Coll. on social insurance on amendment and supplement of various acts

(3.) Act No. 5/2004 Coll. on employment services and on amendment and supplement of
various acts

(4.) Act No. 580 / 2004 Coll. on health insurance on amendment and supplement of various
acts

(5.) ActNo.595/2003 Coll. on income tax on amendment and supplement of various acts

(6.) Act No.599/2003 Coll. on assistance in material need on amendment and supplement of
various acts

(7.) Active measures of labour market policy - statistics:
http://www.upsvar.sk/statistiky/aktivne-opatrenia-tp-statistiky.html?page_id=1248

(8.) BORIK - CABAN: Pilot assessment of the impact of selected measures of active labour
market policy ALMP. In Bratislava: MPSVR SR, UPSVR; 2013.

(9.) Dagmar Gombitova: Uvod do monitorovania a evaluacie. In Bratislava, 2007, ISBN978-80-
96960-9-5.

(10.) European Commission: “Think Small First”: A “Small Business Act” for Europe, 2008.

(11.) European Commission: Design and commissioning of counterfactual impact evaluations: A
practical guidance for ESF managing authorities. Luxembourg: Publication Office of the
European Union, 2013, ISBN 978-92-79-28238-6.

(12.) Harvan Peter a Machlica Gabriel: Trh prace v krizovom roku 2009. In Bratislava: InStitat
financ¢nej politiky, Ministerstvo financii SR, 2010.

(13.) The Nonequivalent Groups Design:
http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/quasnegd.php

(14.) Kulhavy. V. - Sirovatka. T.: Hodnoceni efektivity programi APZ a doprovodnych nastroji a
projektl politiky zaméstnanosti v roce 2007. In Praha: Vyzkumny tstav prace a socidlnich
véci, v.v.i,, 2008; ISBN 978-80-7416-012-7.

(15.) Linda G. Morra Imas and Ray Rist: The Road to Results: Designing and Conducting
Effective Development Evaluation. In Washington, The World Bank. June 2009, ISBN: 978-
0-8213-7891-5.

(16.) Matrix of distances among Slovak towns and villages: http://frdsa.fri.uniza.sk/~janosik/

(17.) Shahidur R., Khandker, Gayatri B, Koolwal, and Hussain A. Samad: Handbook on impact
evaluation: quantitative methods and practices. In Washington: The World Bank, 2010,
ISBN 978-0-8213.8028-4.

(18.) The Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation Vol. 24 No. 2 Pages 31-56 ISSN 0834-1516
Copyright © 2010 Canadian Evaluation Society

(19.) The Decree of the Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family no. 181/2012 Z.z.

(20.) The Decree of the Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family no. 194/2011 Z.z .

(21.) The Decree of the Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family no. 300/2010 Z.z .

(22.) The Decree of the Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family no. 252/2009 Coll.

(23.) The Decree of the Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family no. 225/2008 Coll.

(24.) Rehakova, B.: Nebojte se logistické regrese.
http://sreview.soc.cas.cz/uploads/5f6961faal7dd98a67cfb71a5205469d297369f5 372
475REHAK .pdf

(25.) Soltés, E.: Regresna a korela¢na analyza s aplikdciami. In Bratislava: Iura Edition, s.r.o.,
2008, ISBN 978-80-8078-163-7.

(26.) Stankovi¢ova, I, Vojtkova, M.: Viacrozmerné Statistické metdédy s aplikdciami. In
Bratislava: Iura Edition, s.r.o., 2007, ISBN 978-80-8078-152-1.

153


http://www.upsvar.sk/statistiky/aktivne-opatrenia-tp-statistiky.html?page_id=1248
http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/quasnegd.php
http://frdsa.fri.uniza.sk/~janosik/
http://sreview.soc.cas.cz/uploads/5f6961faa17dd98a67cfb71a5205469d297369f5_372_475REHAK.pdf
http://sreview.soc.cas.cz/uploads/5f6961faa17dd98a67cfb71a5205469d297369f5_372_475REHAK.pdf

List of abbreviations

ALMP
COLSaF
FAQ
(6{0)
ISCO
No

PES

SIA

Sig.
NUTS
SK NACE

active labour market policy

Central office of Labour and Social Affairs
Frequently Asked Questions

Personal Identification Number

International Standard Classification of Occupations
number

Public employment services

Social Insurance Agency

Significance

Nomenclature of Units for Territorial Statistics
Classification of Economic Activities
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