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Youth Employment Partnership

➢ Evaluation of Active Labour Market Policies (ALMPs) for young people

➢  On-the-job training, classroom training, wage subsidies, public works, etc.

➢ Which ALMPs are effective, and for whom?

➢ 4 countries: Spain, Hungary, Italy, Poland

➢ Shared methodological approach:

➢ ALMPs offered under the Youth Guarantee

➢ Administrative data

➢ Methods: quasi-experimental and experimental



Motivation

The Youth Guarantee has helped more than 36 million NEETs (2014-2019) and 

around 15 billion EUR have been invested through the YEI and the ESF 

➢ Limited knowledge about effectiveness

➢ Few counterfactual evaluations based on administrative data

➢ Evaluations in place, but data mostly from surveys supplemented with qualitative methods

➢ YG monitoring: short-term (employment status 6 months after the programme), raw outcome



ALMPs evaluated

Hungary: 90-day job trial wage subsidy 

Spain: internship contracts, reduction in social security payments for employers

Italy: financial incentives for employers to hire young people on permanent contracts 

Poland: on-the-job training, classroom training, wage subsidies, public works, on-the-job training 

vouchers, classroom training vouchers



The promises of using administrative data 

Administrative data: social security records, unemployment and PES registers, employer databases, 

tax databases etc.

Why?

➢High or full coverage → large sample sizes

➢High reliability → observation of actual behaviour rather than self-reported declarations (as in 

surveys)

➢Ongoing data collection → possibility to measure long-term effects

➢Relatively low cost

➢ Potential to link different databases

➢more control variables, more outcomes



The promises of using administrative data 

Questions to be answered:

➢ Do country-level administrative databases exist?

➢ What is the potential for data linkage?

➢ What are the data access procedures?

➢ Do we have a clear understanding of the data? Ongoing cooperation with the data provider is crucial

➢ institutional background, routines of data collection, data processing

Administrative data sources used in the project:

➢ Hungary: PES registers linked to social security registers on employment status, wages, and employment spells

➢ Spain: PES registers linked to data on contracts and employment history

➢ Poland: PES registers (+ social security data on employment at the local level)

➢ Italy: Social security data linked to employer data on contract type, contract transitions, and terminations



Outcome – what do we measure?

Outcomes

➢ Employment status, earnings, job quality, contract type etc.

Italy: 

(1) Share of new hires with an open-ended contract after participating in an ALMP

Poland: 

(1) Being off the unemployment register and not on ALMP 12-36 months after ALMP 

(2) Employment status 1-24 months after ALMP

Spain: 

(1)Probability that the individual remains with the same firm after the ALMP

(2)Probability that the individual signs a permanent contract with the same firm

Hungary: 

(1)Employment status 6 and 12 months after the ALMP

(2) Cumulative wages 6 and 12 months after the ALMP



Outcome – what do we measure?

Short-term or long-term outcomes? 

➢ Longer follow-up periods provide better insights

➢ ALMP impacts may change or fade over time

➢ Mandatory employment after ALMP can influence results

➢ Observing multiple time points allows for tracking trajectories
Employment rate 1-24 months after ALMP



Counterfactual impact evaluation

Net impact ≠ raw monitoring

Main question: what would have happened if participants had not participated in ALMP?

Main problems

➢ the counterfactual world is not observed -> the evaluator has to infer from actual data 

➢ selection bias: non-participants might differ from participants 

➢ outcome differences may result from differences in characteristics

Solution: compare the outcomes of individuals who participated in the ALMP with those of non-

participants who are very similar to the participants.



Counterfactual impact evaluation

Propensity Score Matching

➢ Match participants with very similar non-participants and 

compare the differences

➢ Poland and Hungary: matching ALMP participants (e.g. 

classroom training) with other ALMP participants

(e.g. on-the-job training)

•.



Counterfactual impact evaluation

Regression Discontinuity Design

➢ Compare individuals just above and just below an

eligibility cutoff

➢ Poland: age-based eligibility cutoff

➢ the wage subsidy available only for individuals

under 30 years old

➢ compare individuals just below and just above 30 

years old



Counterfactual impact evaluation

Difference-in-Differences

➢ Compare changes over time between participants and non-

participants

➢ Hungary: Youth Guarantee started 9 months later in one 

region

➢ Treatment group: individuals from regions where the YG 

started on time

➢ Control group: individuals from regions where the 

programme started later

➢ Compare trends before and after the program launch



Counterfactual impact evaluation

Randomised Controlled Trial, RCT

➢ Randomly assign people to the program or a control group, then compare outcomes between the two groups

➢ Poland, Spain -> informing randomly selected, non-registered NEETs about PES offer

➢ Hungary -> capacity building workshops on outreach for randomly selected PES



Not everyone benefits in the same way

NEETs are a diverse group: re-entrants, short-term and long-term unemployed, those unavailable due to illness or disability, those with family 

responsibilities, the discouraged, and others.

Does the programme have different effects on various groups

➢ by gender, age, education or region etc.

➢ across different years

➢ under varying macroeconomic conditions

➢ in combination with other programmes

➢ Aim: external validity, to identify strengths and weaknesses, and the scope for improvement 

➢ Poland: classroom training and classroom training vouchers worked relatively well for men, but not for women. The public works 

programmes were shown to be less effective for less-educated individuals and those living in regions with high unemployment. 

➢ Spain: women were less likely than men to return to unemployment after completing the internship contract

➢ Italy: significant differences in the effects of the programmes across age groups



Results

Poland

➢ Public works are the least effective form of support

➢ On-the-job training vouchers are more effective than regular on-the-job training programs

➢ Classroom training programs are effective for men but show low effectiveness for women

Hungary

➢ The wage subsidy increased participants’ likelihood of employment but did not cover those in the most vulnerable 

situations

Italy

➢ Incentives for employers improved job stability among young people

Spain

➢ Internships did not improve job stability among participants and even had a negative impact on employment 

stability. Firms tend to use internships to extend periods of temporary employment

➢ Information campaigns encouraged young people to approach PES



Key Takeaways

➢Counterfactual methods are promising, as they reduce the problem of selection bias

➢ Access to high-quality administrative data is crucial

➢ Linking various datasets allows for a more detailed overview of participants’ characteristics and 

outcomes

➢Cooperation between researchers and data owners is essential for understanding the institutional

background and data collection process

➢Measuring outcomes over longer time horizons provides better insights into the labour market situation

of ALMP participants

➢ Assessing treatment effects across different subgroups helps identify strengths, weaknesses, and 

areas for improvement



Methodological guide and evaluations

ENG:

http://yepartnership.ibs.org.pl/publication

PL:

https://ibs.org.pl/publikacje/

http://yepartnership.ibs.org.pl/publication


Methodological guide and evaluations



Thank youfor your attention!

Mateusz Smoter

Mateusz.Smoter@ibs.org.pl
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