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ABSTRACT

Persistently sizeable unemployment attracts interest to active labor market policy as an
instrument to reduce unemployment. Moreover, sustainable economic growth requires an
effective re-training system, a part of which is usually associated with state employment
offices” programs. Little is known, however, about the effects of active labor market programs
(ALMPs) on the unemployed in Russia. The paper is the first attempt to shed some light on
effectiveness of ALMP in Russia from micro perspective.

The influence of ALMPs on the probability of re-employment is estimated using
administrative individual-level data from employment service register on two Russian
regions. Overall and group treatment effects of the programs are estimated using the non-
experimental exact matching approach. Two cases - assuming that the first program has the
major effect (single program participation) and examining sequences of programs (multiple
program participation) — are considered.

A matching design allowing taking advantage of duration nature of administrative data to
compensate for informational restrictions associated with the dataset is proposed.

We find that the programs under consideration seem to prolong the unemployment spells in
one of the regions, and help to leave unemployment quicker in the other, with the size of the
effects differing 3-5 times. The sizable difference in treatment effects prompt for substantial
institutional differences: there seems to be high discretion in interpretation of employment
service role in the local labor market revealed in procedures of program assignment.
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1. Introduction

Persistently sizeable unemployment attracts interest to active labor market policy
(ALMP) as an instrument to reduce unemployment. Moreover, sustainable economic growth
together with the increasing openness of the economy requires an effective re-training system,
a part of which is usually associated with state employment offices’ programs.

The effects of ALMPs are largely analyzed in developed countries and in the Central
and Eastern European transition countries (Heckman, Ichimura and Todd (1997), Kluve,
Lehmann and Schmidt (1999, 2002), Lechner (2000)). Little is known, however, about the
effects of active labor market programs (ALMPs) on the unemployed in Russia. To the best of
our knowledge, there is no study of ALMP effectiveness in Russia, the main reason being the
absence of relevant data.

The paper is to shed some light on the effectiveness of ALMP in Russia from the
micro perspective. We estimate the influence of ALMPs on the probability of re-employment
using administrative individual-level data from the public employment office register on two
Russian regions: Voronezh province and Chelyabinsk city. The information on types and
timing of treatment, including the one on involvement into programs of social adaptation,
occupational guidance and public works, is used.

Overall and group treatment effects of the programs are estimated using the non-
experimental exact matching approach. Two cases - assuming that the first program has the
major effect (single program participation) and examining sequences of programs (multiple
program participation) — are considered.

We propose a matching design allowing taking advantage of the duration nature of the
administrative data available to compensate for the informational restrictions associated with
the dataset.

We find that the four programs under consideration seem to prolong the
unemployment spells in VVoronezh region, with amplification varying from 2 to 4 months for
different programs. The situation appears very different when we look at Chelyabinsk sample
results. All the programs except for psychological support one are likely at least not to
amplify the unemployment spell (the effects are not significant if standard errors are taken
into account), and some of them help to leave unemployment quicker. Moreover, the size of
the effects (in weeks) is 3-5 times less in Chelyabinsk city than in Voronezh province.

The difference is unlikely to be explained by the difference in sectoral structure of the
economies of the two regions only. The sizable difference in treatment effects prompt for
substantial institutional differences: there seems to be high discretion in interpretation of
employment service role in the local labor market (social support institute vs regulator in the
labor market) revealed in procedures of program assignment.

The decomposition of the aggregate result into components reflecting the treatment
effect for the sub-groups of participants, in particular, for various age groups, education
categories, localities and pre-history types, show that the treatment effect for certain
subgroups, including those with redundancy pre-unemployment status and often those with
secondary professional and secondary general education, are relatively “positive” as
compared with the average effect. The treatment effects turn to be better for females than for
males for the majority of programs.

The decomposition results could be used while assigning participants to the programs
so that to achieve better outcomes.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces active labor market programs
practiced in Russia; Section 3 discusses the methodology, data used and the principles of the
match construction; Section 4 discusses results; and Section 5 concludes.



2. Introduction to Active Labor Market Programs in Russia

The list of active labor market programs (ALMPS) in Russia resembles the programs
used in most countries, though the content of the programs could differ significantly?. In
particular, the list of ALMPs comprises of the following programs:

e Assistance (mediation) in getting employment
Occupational guidance
Vocational training and/or retraining
Public works
Programs of social adaptation (“Job Seekers’ Club” and “Fresh Start”)
Programs of subsidized employment and job quotas (including Y outh Practice” and
quotas for disabled)
e Support of client entrepreneurial activities

The programs are to integrate unemployed and economically disadvantaged workers
into the work force by facilitating job search, improving work habits and augmenting human
capital, with concrete programs stressing one or other of the abovementioned components.
Below we describe briefly the programs referred to in our analysis°.

In particular, programs of social adaptation, that include “Job Seekers’ Club” and
“Fresh Start”, aim at improving the skills of searching for a job, of applying for a job position,
and at improving self-estimation and motivation for the job search. Both programs assume
collective forms of “therapy” together with individual consultation and support. The programs
are typically recommended for those who are unemployed for about six months. The standard
duration of the programs are 36 hours (distributed within 3 weeks) for “Job Seekers’ Club”
and 15 hours for “Fresh Start”.

Participation in public works is believed to support labor motivation of those long-
term unemployed, and provide additional temporary earnings to the unemployed®. There is no
special rule of assignment to the program except for the demand from the unemployed. Public
works typically include construction and maintenance of public communication and
infrastructure objects, agricultural and forestry works, communal services, etc. The program
participation time varies across jobs.

Occupational guidance services comprise of four® elements: informing, consultancy,
testing and psychological support. Informing is to update on the current and prospective
occupational structure of demand in the local labor market, on the major characteristics of
specific occupation and on the terms of getting training or retraining for certain occupations.
Consultancy assumes consulting on occupational choice, together with possibilities of training
and/or re-training. Testing is to check a person’s fitness to the chosen profession/occupation,
and hence, her fit for a vacancy or training program. Psychological support is to develop
adaptive skills of the unemployed and to improve self-esteem and motivation for job search.
The program participation time typically does not exceed one week.

The knowledge of selection procedure is beneficial for program evaluation design.
There is no uniform formal set of criteria or rules of selecting a client to this or that program,
though one could observe initiatives of regional employment offices to formalize the
procedure. In particular, the regions under consideration — Voronezh province and

2 The estimated expenditure on ALMP per one unemployed is about Rbs 1,000 per year (about $30).

® The data used is described in section 3.

* According to the regulations, an unemployed is paid both the unemployment benefit and the salary from the
public works during the period of public works. At the same time, if the job under public work category is
considered as the appropriate job, and is accepted by the unemployed, the unemployed is taken out of the register
(and is considered employed).

> In some regions participation in the components of occupational guidance is traced out, whereas in other only
aggregate information is collected.
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Chelyabinsk city® — issued instructions on ‘profiling’ the unemployed recently (in 2001)
where they summarize local experience in identifying clients’ employment potential and
motivation for employment. The criteria used are mostly social-demographic, educational
and/or skill-based, with the stress on pre-unemployment period status in the labor market.

3. Data and methodology

The dataset we use is based on entries in personal registration form collected in
Voronezh province (including Voronezh city) and Chelyabinsk city by the regional
departments of Public employment office (PEO) for the years 1996-2000 and 1999-2001
respectively. The data contains information on demographic factors (age, gender, marital
status), education, pre-unemployment history, characteristics of last employment (sector, form
of ownership, qualification), experience, general and within 12 months before entering
register, reasons for separation, reasons for exiting PEO register (employment, self-
employment, vocational training and/or retraining, retirement, migration, quitting due to
unspecified reasons).

Information on the “treatment” taken by those registered is available. In particular,
information on participation in “Job Seekers’ Club”, “Fresh Start”, public works and
occupational guidance programs are available’. Moreover, dates of major events when in
register, including dates of entries into programs, are known.

To estimate the effects of ALMPs, one would need to compare comparable things, so
to say. In particular, let Yj; be the outcome (income, employment status, etc.) of individual i in
certain period if the person participated in a program (pr=1), and Yjo is the outcome of
individual i in the same period if the person did not participate in the program (pr=0). Then
the effect of program participation - the treatment effect - calculated for individual i is & =Y,
- Yio , and the aggregate effect is a weighted sum of ; over all i. The problem is, however,
that Yj; and Yj cannot be observed simultaneously. Hence, it is important to find a proper
substitute for Yi .

There are two main approaches here: experimental and non-experimental. Under the
experimental approach a comparison group is designed for a group of program participants,
and randomization is to provide the independence of Yj; and Y, of treatment assignment.

In non-experimental studies a set of comparison units that are characterized by the
same as the treated units set of pre-treatment covariates is constructed. It is important that
matching is based on the variables, which are not the outcome of participation in the program.

The average treatment effect is calculated as the weighted sum over the means of the
treatment effects within the match groups, 4:

Treatment effect = 2, W E(5 | m, pr=1) ,
where m - an index of the matching group, wp, - the corresponding relative frequency of the
match group in the sample, E(d |m, pr=1) — the mean of treatment effects within the match
group m, and 8=Yi1 — Yjo, I, j € m (for every i there is a set of j-s that are the match).
The concrete parameters of the match depend on the structure of the data available.

® Voronezh province is in the Central Federal okrug. Chelyabinsk is in the Urals Federal okrug. VVoronezh
province is the one with high share if agricultural production, while Chelyabinsk city is one of the industrial
capitals of the region.

" There are very few reported participants of programs of subsidized employment/job quotas and programs to
support client entrepreneurial activities, preventing from analyzing effects of the programs. There is no
information on the outcomes for those who took vocational training and retraining in the dataset since they are
taken out of the register when take the offer.



We follow non-experimental exact match approach. To take advantage of the duration
nature of the dataset, and to overcome its deficiencies (the lack of detailed information on the
post-unemployment-spell history), we choose the duration of unemployment till employment
as the outcome we compare participants and non-participants according to (Yi; and Yip). By
imposing the restriction on comparability between pre-program period duration for program
participants and total spell duration for non-participants (the latter not less than the former
plus program duration), we effectively compare post-program duration of unemployment till
employment for the treated and untreated. Moreover, the control allows capturing a piece of
otherwise unobservable heterogeneity (variation in employment motivation, e.g.) to the
degree it is reflected by unemployment duration.

The weighted treatment effect of program k, & , is calculated so that to take into
account the differences in the size of the matching groups J; for every i participant in program

k:
>.6.9;

5k _ iely
Zg‘]i
Ji

where &, - weighted individual treatment effect calculated as &, =Y, — ZYJO/gJi ,

jed;
g, - the size of matching group J; for participant i, Ji — set of matches for participant i,
I« — set of participants in program k.

To generate the matching group, we limit the sample to those who entered the register
after 1% January 1996 and exit the register before 1* January 2000 for Voronezh province and
to those on the register since 1% January 1999 and not later than 1% January 2001. This allows
to circumvent the initial conditions problem, and to get rid of right-censored observations®.

Moreover, we limit the sample to only those who exit the register due to getting
employed or self-employed. The reasoning behind this is that we are not sure about the
outcome for those who quit register due to “vocational training”, “retirement”, “not reporting
on time” or “other reasons”, since they could still stay unemployed, though not registered. In
this sense the observations are still right censored. To overcome the problem under the
matching scheme, we choose to exclude the observations at all.

Males after 60 and females after 55, as well as those that reappeared on the register
were dropped from the sample. While generating matches for those who participated in the
programs, we make sure that there are no cases of matching when any of the matching
parameters’ values are missing. Those on the register for longer than two years are excluded
from the samples.

As a result, we have the sample of those who entered the register having various
employment histories, stayed on the register for various periods of time, were involved or
were not involved in programs under consideration, but all of them have completed the spell
of (registered) unemployment by getting employed. In this sense the effectiveness of ALMPs
is estimated in terms of the effect of the program on the duration of registered unemployment,
given that all the people in the sample got employed in the end. The diagram below clarifies

the structure of the data used.
employment
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® Observations with incomplete unemployment spells.
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We should mention here that a person on the register could be involved in several
programs. Tables 3 and 4 show the proportion of people in the two samples that took more
than one program, and the frequency of cross-program participation. It turns out that less than
20% of program participants in VVoronezh sample were involved into more than one program,
and social adaptation programs (Fresh Start and Job Seekers’ Club) have up to 20% of
common participants. Multiple program participation is a bit higher in Chelyabinsk city: 37%
for females and 27% for males, with occupational guidance being the most frequently
combined with other programs.

We consider two cases. First, we assume that it is the first program that has the major
effect. To diminish the influence of other programs while estimating the effect of program k,
we generate treatment group for program k from only those for whom program k was the first
to participate in’. Later we allow multiple program participation and examine sequences of
programs. The matching group is looked for among those who did not participate in any
program.

To provide the match, for every treated observation we generate the matching group of
those non-treated with the same values of attributes considered important in determination of
the unemployment spell:

Age (3 categories);

Education (4 categories);

Marital status;

Number of children’® (3 categories);

Pre-unemployment history (4 categories for Voronezh and 4 categories for
Chelyabinsk);

Time of entering the register (year);

Comparable “before-program™** duration of unemployment spell;

Location (rayon) for VVoronezh province (to control for variation in local labor
markets conditions).

The pre-unemployment history available from the dataset is the information on the
labor market status of the unemployed before getting registered. For VVoronezh province we
have 2 categories for those out of the labor force (those who never worked before and those
not employed for a long time), and 2 categories for those previously employed (those made
redundant and those who lost the job for other than redundancy reasons). The pre-history
categories in Chelyabinsk dataset are a bit different: those made redundant, those who quitted
job, those never worked before, and ‘other’. Hence, we cannot identify those not employed
for a long time since they are among ‘other’ category now, as well as some of those who lost
the job for other than redundancy and quit reasons.

The data are translated into survival format with a week as time unit. STATA
statistical software is used for estimation. Taking into account the gender differences in labor
market strategies, we run the analysis for males and females separately.

VVV VVVVYVY

The list of main variables used in the study and the relevant summary statistics for
Voronezh province and Chelyabinsk city are presented in Tables 1 and 2 respectively. As is
seen from the Tables, Occupational guidance is the most popular among the four programs in
Voronezh province for both males and females: there are 1495 female and 576 male recipients

® That would suggest that program k effects could be overestimated for those who took other programs (provided
other programs had positive effects).

19 For Chelyabinsk only.

1 With respect to this criterion, an untreated case is the match for a treated case when the untreated person
stayed on the register at least as long as the treated person before entering the program plus average treatment
time for the program (1 week for occupational guidance, and 3 weeks for public works and programs of social
adaptation).
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of the service. Fresh Start program follows, with 443 female and 114 male participants, next
comes Public Works and Job Seekers’ Club (296 and 295 female participants, and 122 and 75
male participants). The sample of non-treated, i.e., those who did not participated in any of
the programs, is 53003 for females and 36449 for males, thus providing good opportunities
for finding matches™.

The sample for Chelyabinsk city is larger when speaking about program participants,
and smaller when non-treated are compared: there are 3979 and 1140 treated with various
programs females and males, and 9344 and 4755 untreated females and males in Chelyabinsk
sample. The structure of program participation in Chelyabinsk is the following: 948 females
and 183 males took public works, 335 females and 32 males were members of Job Seekers’
Club, 248 females and 45 males received psychological support, 1621 females and 580 males
were provided with occupational guidance, 700 and 226 females and males respectively were
informed, and 127 and 54 — tested for occupations.

The age structure of the programs’ participants shows that they are a bit older than the
average person in the relevant sample, and, among the programs, Public Works is the one
with a bit higher than average age of participants. The educational structure of the programs’
participants shows that, first, all the educational groups are there, with some bias into less
educated, and, second, Fresh Start participants in VVoronezh region and psychological support
female recipients in Chelyabinsk city are relatively better educated. With respect to the pre-
unemployment history, those previously employed but without job later (for reasons other
than redundancy) are the majority in the total male and female samples in both regions, with
employed and made redundant being the second largest group, followed by those out of the
labor force before entering the register. It is noticeable that those made redundant are strongly
over-represented among the participants of all the four programs in VVoronezh province, while
those who were long-term not employed before entering the register are under-represented.
The average duration of unemployment spells is higher for most program participants as
compared with the untreated (not controlling for observed heterogeneity). It is noticeable that
the average duration till involvement in the programs is larger for VVoronezh province if
compared with Chelyabinsk city.

Figures 6a and 6b report distributions of estimated propensity scores for treated and
untreated - a summary measure of balance of the distributions of pre-treatment covariates
between treatment units and their comparisons. The propensity scores are estimated for each
program and each region, males and females together. The graphs suggest that the chosen
matching procedure is likely to provide the balance: predicted probability of program
participation for participants and the controlling group seem to co-move.

4. Results

The results of estimating the treatment effects for the matched according to the
abovementioned rules groups are reported in Tables 5 and 6 for Voronezh province and
Chelyabinsk city respectively.

The four programs under consideration in VVoronezh province seem to prolong the
unemployment spell: the total difference between the “post-program” unemployment spells
for the treated and non-treated is positive for both males and females, and for all the four
programs.

The total effect varies across programs and - within programs - across age, education,
location and pre-unemployment status.

The average amplification of the unemployment period for those who participated in
the Public Works is almost 12 weeks (3 months) for females and more than 15 weeks (about 4
months) for males. The recipients of occupational guidance service stay on the register about

12 While creating direct matching, we failed to find the match for about 10% of treated. Those observations were
dropped from the sample.



15 weeks (about 4 months) on average longer than the comparison group (both males and
females).

The average upsurge of the unemployment spell for participants of social adaptation
programs is significantly less: it is almost 10.5 weeks (2.5 months) for females and 12 weeks
(3 months) for males if we speak about Fresh Start program, and 9 weeks (a bit more than 2
months) for female- and 13 weeks (around 3 months) for male- members of Job Seekers’
Club.

The situation appears very different when we look at Chelyabinsk sample results. All
the programs except for psychological support one are likely at least not to amplify the
unemployment spell (the effects are not significant if standard errors are taken into account),
and some of them help to leave unemployment quicker. Moreover, the size of the effects (in
weeks) is 3-5 times less than in Voronezh province.

Public works program shows to reduce the unemployment spell for about 6 weeks (1.5
months) for females and for 3.6 weeks for males. Occupational guidance helps females to
leave unemployment 5 weeks earlier, and has very slight if any effect on males (-0.68 weeks).
Informing is only weakly statistically significant, while testing having slight positive effect
for females and small negative effect for males.

Participation in Job Seekers’ Club helps females to reduce the unemployment spell by
2.3 weeks, and does not have any influence on males.

Finally, psychological support recipients stay longer on the register as compared to the
matching group: 2.7 weeks longer if we speak about females and 3 weeks — about males.

It is natural to decompose the aggregate result into components reflecting the
treatment effect for the sub-groups of participants, in particular, for various age groups,
education categories, localities and pre-history types. The estimations of the treatment effects
for the subgroups are presented in Tables 5 and 6.

In addition, to control for other factors while decomposing, we study how the
treatment effects vary with respect to the determinants of the match by regressing the average
treatment effect (in differences and in logarithm of ratio) on the relevant factors. The results
for males and females are presented in Table 7 for VVoronezh province and Table 8 for
Chelyabinsk city.

It turns out that among female participants of Public works in VVoronezh province it is
those with secondary or secondary professional education, of younger or older ages,
Voronezh residents and labor market newcomers who are doing relatively better (i.e., exit the
unemployment register relatively quicker). In this sense, if corrected for the overall negative
effect of the program participation, the abovementioned categories could be said to benefit
relatively more (i.e., to lose less) from the program. Male Public works program participants
doing relatively better after the program, and thus, benefiting relatively more from the
program, are those married, of middle and older ages, and with redundancy pre-history.

The preferential categories for social adaptation programs are: not newcomers to the
labor market, with redundancy pre-history - for females, and having junior professional
education, of older ages and with redundancy status - for males (Fresh Start program); those
with secondary professional education, redundancy or lost job pre-history, and Voronezh
residents - for females, and with long-term not employed pre-history, junior professional or
university degree (weakly) - for males (Job Seekers’ Club).

Occupational guidance service is relatively more effective for males and females with
redundancy or lost job pre-history. Achieving more than secondary general education is
beneficial for female recipients of the program.

For Chelyabinsk city sample, we find that married males with secondary general
education, and married females with higher education and redundancy pre-history tend to
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benefit more from Job Seekers’ Club program. Males with secondary professional degree who
quitted jobs, and married females with secondary general education and quit-job-status are
doing relatively better after Public Works program. Males with secondary professional and
higher education benefit relatively more from all the four components of occupational
guidance program, while it is rather quit-job-status that facilitates female program recipients
to exit unemployment quicker.

There is no significant effect of 1998 crisis on the treatment effects on the programs in
Voronezh province. Those who entered Chelyabinsk city register in 2001 tend to leave
unemployment quicker, except for Public works participants.

Tables 9-11 report the results when multiple program participation is explicitly taken
into account. As mentioned above, in this case we generate treatment group for program
sequence kl from those for whom program k was the first, and program | — the second to
participate in™. Given the significant reduction in the number of treated for every sequence of
programs, we do not divide the sample by gender but instead estimate treatment effects for the
total sample, and compose the four elements of occupational guidance services (informing,
consultancy, testing and psychological support) into one.

The average treatment effects for program sequences still show to be negative (i.e.,
unemployment spells are longer for programs’ participants) in most cases for Voronezh
province and positive or non-significant for Chelyabinsk city.

The combination Fresh Start/Public Works happens to be the worst (more than 4
months unemployment spell amplification) in Voronezh province, with Public
Works/Occupational Guidance coming next. The asymmetry of the treatment effects in the
region is striking: program sequencing turns very significant. The combinations Public
Works/Job Seekers’ Club and Fresh Start/Job Seekers Club (in the latter case sequencing does
not matter) are even beneficial for program participants.

Program sequencing is not that striking in Chelyabinsk city, though it is better when
the clients get Occupational Guidance before they participate in Job Seekers’ Club than visa
versa.

The variation of the treatment effects with respect to the determinants of the match
(Tables 10 and 11) do not show any stable positive or negative influence of educational types
or pre-unemployment history on the treatment effects: for different sequences different set of
factors are beneficial or detrimental.

5. Conclusions

The paper investigates the effectiveness of active labor market programs in Russia
using the non-experimental matching approach. The individual registered unemployment data
from Voronezh province and Chelyabinsk city are utilized. Public Works program, two
programs of social adaptation and Occupational guidance program are considered in
Voronezh province, and Public Works program, Job Seekers’ Club and Occupational
Guidance program (subdivided into four components) are studied in Chelyabinsk.

Overall and group treatment effects of the programs are estimated using the non-
experimental exact matching approach. Two cases - assuming that the first program has the
major effect (single program participation) and examining sequences of programs (multiple
program participation) — are considered.

We propose a matching design allowing taking advantage of the duration nature of the
administrative data available to compensate for the informational restrictions associated with

3 To provide “before-program-duration” compatibility, an untreated case is considered a match for a treated case
when the untreated person stayed on the register at least as long as the treated person before entering the last (the
second) in the sequence program plus average treatment time for the program (1 week for occupational guidance,
and 3 weeks for public works and programs of social adaptation).
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the dataset. To provide the match, for every treated observation we generate the matching
group of those non-treated with the same values of attributes considered important in
determination of the unemployment spell: age, education, marital status, pre-unemployment
history, year of register entry, comparable “before-program” duration of unemployment spell,
and location (for Voronezh province). The pre-unemployment history available from the
dataset is the information on the labor market status of the unemployed before getting
registered: out of labor force (those who never worked before and those never employed) and
employed (those made redundant and those who lost the job for other than redundancy
reasons).

We find that the four programs under consideration seem to prolong the
unemployment spells in VVoronezh region, with amplification varying from 2 to 4 months for
different programs. The situation appears very different when we look at Chelyabinsk sample
results. All the programs except for psychological support one are likely at least not to
amplify the unemployment spell (the effects are not significant if standard errors are taken
into account), and some of them help to leave unemployment quicker. Moreover, the size of
the effects (in weeks) is 3-5 times less than in VVoronezh province.

The difference is unlikely to be explained by the difference in the sectoral structure of
the economies of the two regions only. The sizable difference in treatment effects prompt for
substantial institutional differences: there seems to be high discretion in interpretation of
public employment service role in the local labor market (social support institute vs regulator
in the labor market) revealed in procedures of program assignment.

We would like to stress that the “negative’ result for some of the programs need not be
interpreted as an argument for program turning down. There could be several contributors to
the result.

It could be strong self-selection motive which is not easily identifiable using
observable characteristics only: up to 30%** of those applying for the unemployed status are
those without motivation™ to find a job (and hence are out of labor force), but are awarded the
status either because it is very costly to prove that they do not want to search for a job, or due
to ‘social support’ consideration. Moreover, the current content of the programs is poor, and
this itself could generate self-selection problem that could not be easily taken into account.

And this is here that discretion of regional PEO policies could come into play: it seems
that the two regions under consideration pursued different policy with respect to the
unemployed. The striking difference in the pattern of distribution of unemployment spells of
program participants in the two regions (Figures 2a-5b) is likely to support the guess. It is
evident from the graphs that there is a sort of structural break at 52 weeks'® point in Voronezh
province: it looks as if a vast share of program participants waited until benefit eligibility
period expired, and then started to look for a job'’. No such tendency could be seen in
Chelyabinsk. Note that the distribution of unemployment spells for non-participants in the two
regions seems alike (Figures la-1b), suggesting that it is rather not regional labor market
specifics but the selection policy and/or motivation that are in place.

The decomposition of the aggregate result into components reflecting the treatment
effect for the sub-groups of participants, in particular, for various age groups, education
categories, localities and pre-history types, show that the treatment effect for certain
subgroups, including those with redundancy pre-unemployment status and often those with
secondary professional and secondary general education, are relatively “positive” as
compared with the average effect. The treatment effects turn to be better for females than for
males for the majority of programs.

4 Estimation from a survey of experts of employment centers done by CEFIR in 2002.

15 Applying to the service in order to present an unemployment registration certificate to social security agencies,
e.g.

1% The critical point is related to the date of cessation of paying unemployment benefits.

7 Note that only those employed in the end are in the sample.
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The decomposition results could be used while assigning participants to the programs
so that to achieve better outcomes.
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7. Tables

Table 1. Summary statistics for program participants, females and males, VVoronezh province

Females Public Works Fresh Start J S Club Occup. Guidance  Non-treated
Number of obs. 296 443 295 1495 53003
Average age 36.67 34.26 32.56 33.61 32.97
Share of people with _secondary general 3277 24.83 27 46 26.56 36.17
education
Share of people with junior professional
education 16.22 15.58 16.61 16.86 14.48
Share of people with seqondary professional 29.73 30.93 35.93 34.05 28.92
education
Share of people with higher education 21.28 28.67 20.00 22.34 20.43
Share of psople with initial status 35.47 4063 3424 39.00 25 89
Redundant’
Share of people with initial status "Lost job" 44.59 37.92 35.59 34.52 40.07
Share of people with initial stﬁtus "Long- 9.46 8.13 746 9.50 14.99
term not employed
Share of people with initial "status "Never 10.47 13.32 2971 16.99 19.06
worked before
Share of people from Voronezh city 64.53 61.40 62.03 59.46 64.75
Average duration till employment 57.26 52.92 52.50 51.68 28.38
Average duration till involvement in the 17.47 2013 19.73 12.21
program
Males Public Works Fresh Start J S Club Occup. Guidance  Non-treated
Number of obs. 122 114 75 576 36449
Average age 38.90 37.89 36.25 35.76 35.40
Share of people with _secondary general 39.34 28.95 25.33 36.28 4900
education
Share of people with junior professional 16.39 13.16 28.00 2274 16.87
education
Share of people with se(_:ondary professional 15.57 16.67 18.67 20.14 16.45
education
Share of people with higher education 28.69 41.23 28.00 20.83 17.68
Share of pﬁople with |T|t|al status 16.39 37.72 48.00 3455 17.30
Redundant
Share of people with initial status "Lost job" 61.48 48.25 25.33 46.53 54.72
Share of people with initial stfiltus Long- 15.57 789 133 9.20 1454
term not employed
Share of people with initial "status Never 6.56 6.14 25.33 9.72 13.44
worked before
Share of people from Voronezh city 76.23 73.68 46.67 57.64 66.88
Average duration till employment 56.00 54.52 52.44 45.77 21.82
Average duration till involvement in the 17.30 2115 23.70 982

program




Table 2. Summary statistics for program participants, females and males, Chelyabinsk city

Females JSClub Public Works Psych. O.CCUP' Informing Testing Non-treated
S Guidance
upport
Number of obs. 335 948 248 1621 700 127 9344
Average age 32.6 35.4 38.3 335 31.0 34.0 324
Share of people with sgcondary or lower 13.7 229 20.0 20.4 14.6 249 19.4
education
Share of people with Junior professional 155 174 16.4 16.7 18.2 211 18.7
education
Share of people with segondaw professional 44.9 1.4 308 38.9 1.4 273 39.4
education
Share of people with higher education 25.9 18.4 30.8 241 25.9 27.2 226
Share of pﬁople with |ﬂ|t|a| status 11.0 151 124 9.8 91 9.4 15.6
Redundant
Share of people with |n|t|aI"status "Never 19.6 18.3 104 19.4 274 148 297
worked before
Share of people with |_n|t|a|_ stallltus "Quitted 63.7 62.4 700 66.1 60.4 711 58.8
from previous job
Average duration till employment 28.3 29.0 31.6 20.2 15.1 19.7 17.8
Average duration till involvement in the 13.9 14.2 14.7 9.4 48 87
program
; Occup. . .
Males JSClub  Public Works Psych. - Informing Testing Non-treated
Guidance
Support
Number of obs. 32 183 65 580 226 54 4755
Average age 33.9 36.6 42.9 36.5 355 35.5 36.3
Share of people with s_econdary or lower 212 387 288 340 319 340 36.9
education
Share of people with junior professional 91 215 227 19.8 15.0 94 220
education
Share of people with segondaw professional 18.2 18.8 19.7 295 8.3 13.2 19.7
education
Share of people with higher education 51.5 21.0 28.9 23.7 24.8 43.4 21.4
Share of pﬁople with |ﬂ|t|a| status 12.2 91 11.2 75 75 13.8
Redundant
Share of people with |n|t|aI"status "Never 121 177 91 13.2 16.4 18.9 13.8
worked before
Share of people with initial status "Quitted
from previous job" 84.8 60.8 69.7 68.0 69.9 64.2 64.9
Average duration till employment 254 234 27.1 16.4 15.1 20.7 145
Average duration till involvement in the 155 9.8 14.0 6.8 53 8.9

program
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Table 3. Structure of program participation (multiple program participation, %)

Voronezh province Females Males
Participated in 1 program 81.1 85.01
Participated in 2 programs 17.0 13.98
Participated in 3 programs 1.74 1.01
Participated in 4 programs 0.16 -
Chelyabinsk city
Participated in 1 program 62.2 72.6
Participated in 2 programs 26.9 21.3
Participated in 3 programs 8.4 45
Participated in 4 programs 2.1 1.4
Participated in 5 programs 0.3 0.2
Participated in 6 programs 0.1 -
Table 4. Frequency of cross-program participation
Voronezh province
Public Fresh Occup.
works J'S Club Start Guidarf)ce
Involved in Public works 100 7.24 7.61 5.6
Involved in Fresh Start 10.65 100 17.75 9.35
Involved in Job Seekers’ Club 7.98 12.68 100 6.96
Involved in Occupational Guidance 23.57 26.78 27.9 100
Chelyabinsk city
Public 3'S Club chup. Psych. Occup. Occgp.
works Guidance  Support Inform. Testing
Involved in Public works 100 3.2 3.6 2.7 3.3 15
Involved in Occupational Guidance 7.7 32.3 100 26.5 22.2 13.1
Involved in Job Seekers’ Club 2.2 100 8.7 9.2 4.8 3.1
Involved in Psychological Support 13 9.5 4.4 100 2.3 5.4
Involved in Occupational Information 2.0 16.0 14.9 14.6 100 8.5
Involved in Occupational Selection 0.6 2.4 3.4 35 3.0 100
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Table 5. Estimation of program treatment effects, males and females, VVoronezh province (weeks)

FEMALES
Public works JS Club Fresh Start Occup. Guidance
category
mean SE mean SE mean SE mean SE
<=30 10.66 0.46 10.09 0.34 13.00 0.44 13.70 0.17
;'E’ 31-45 12.04 0.25 9.00 0.21 9.97 0.29 15.43 0.13
>45 11.36 0.53 7.45 0.51 7.31 0.67 17.72 0.34
Secondary or lower 10.34 0.30 10.28 0.31 8.24 0.43 17.40 0.18
§ Junior professional 13.14 0.60 12.33 0.75 10.06 0.70 13.72 0.32
I

] Secondary
g professional 8.52 0.51 5.18 0.36 12.73 0.43 16.06 0.19
U”"’;rg'rtg’ and 1587 042 | 971 025 | 1037 039 | 1285 018
Redundant 10.95 0.30 8.94 0.24 7.43 0.40 15.18 0.16
S Lost job 12.58 0.33 7.83 0.26 10.35 0.32 16.66 0.16

2

o Long-term not 2150 104 | 1402 129 | 345 126 | 1621 050

a employed
Never worked 671 070 | 1355 054 | 17.96 058 | 11.71 022

before

Voronezh Citizenship 11.53 0.22 8.95 0.17 10.53 0.23 15.12 0.10

Non-Voronezh Citizenship 15.48 0.77 11.94 1.02 9.90 1.22 16.32 0.43

Total 11.68 0.21 9.02 0.17 10.51 0.23 15.17 0.10
MALES
Public works JS Club Fresh Start Occup. Guidance
category
mean SE mean SE mean SE mean SE
<=30 24.39 1.25 17.27 0.68 12.33 1.12 15.47 0.34
5:3)’ 31-45 14.16 0.42 13.50 0.55 11.46 0.87 14.58 0.25
>45 16.60 0.80 8.94 0.88 12.00 0.92 15.56 0.54
Secondary or lower 16.93 0.53 13.31 0.65 10.47 1.14 14.18 0.31
§ Junior professional 18.35 1.21 11.31 1.92 4.14 1.43 19.11 0.42
©
o
3 Secondary 1638 112 | 1572 117 | 1529 162 | 1439 071
LY professional
U”"’fgg'g and 1371 060 | 1266 058 | 1461 075 | 1418  0.33
Redundant 7.61 1.04 13.15 0.97 7.16 0.84 14.16 0.42
>
§ Lost job 16.97 0.41 13.12 0.46 14.40 0.88 14.52 0.25
7]
o Longtermnot | 4548 113 | 558 282 2035  0.90
o employed ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ '
Never worked 2336 169 | 1516 115 | 1366 1.6 | 17.18  0.49
before
Voronezh Citizenship 15.52 0.36 13.08 0.40 12.37 0.58 14.94 0.20

Non-Voronezh Citizenship 23.27 3.17 16.32 3.29 6.37 1.87 15.97 0.97

Total 15.62 0.36 13.11 0.40 11.90 0.55 14.97 0.19

SE - standard errors calculated for expanded sample.



Table 6. Estimation of program treatment effects, males and females, Chelyabinsk city (weeks)

FEMALES
Public . . .
JS Club works Psych.supp. | Occup.guid. | Informing Testing
category
mean SE |[mean SE |mean SE |mean SE | mean SE | mean SE
<=30 391 022 | 705 011 | 101 033 | -7.29 012 | -143 014 | 301  0.39
(5]
2 31-45 233 040 | 566 021 | 458 040 | -325 020 | 205 028 | 242 049
>45 878 083 | -490 035 | 221 066 | 040 035 | -1.23 056 | -7.19 148
Secfgxgrry or 524 105 | 571 042 | 423 089 | -299 031 | 183 047 | 235 105
% Junior
S : 315 072 | 636 034 | 1074 083 | -408 027 | 142 036 | 542 097
= professional
(&)
= Secondary 274 023 | -622 013 | -141 029 | -726 013 | -085 017 | -1.22 051
w professional
U”"’;rg'éy and 242 047 | 670 030 | 748 048 | -1.08 021 | -124 022 | -150 050
> " Redundant 484 182 | 310 062 | 308 144 | 249 086 | 261 132 | -155 265
(@]
2 Neverworked | ;39 025 | 807 012 | -210 029 | 912 014 | 351 132 | 072 053
N before
a " Quitted job " 044 031 | 520 017 | 465 032 | -283 013 | 211 019 | -110 042
Total 234 020 | 625 011 | 268 024 | 531 010 | -050 013 | -101 034
MALES
Public . . .
JS Club works Psych.supp. | Occup.guid. | Informing Testing
category
mean SE |[mean SE |mean SE |mean SE | mean SE | mean SE
<=30 358 171 | -177 041 | 1147 176 | -1.33 029 | 015 034 | -049 096
[«b]
g’ 31-45 4.19 145 | -6.38  0.58 1.36 1.05 0.31 0.37 0.16 061 | -1.26 1.11
>45 884 195 | -357 075 | 234 103 | -083 042 | 187 062 | 58 124
Sec‘l’gvdvfry or 747 213 | 324 055 | 184 147 | -128 036 | 421 059 | 701 083
S Junior 510 248 | 425 044 | 683 116 | 092 039 | 044 054 | 625 164
2 professional . . . . . . . . . . . .
[&]
3 Secondary 250 275 | -1.96 092 | 353 177 | 025 o041 | -1.07 050 | -402 188
w professional
U”"’fnrz'rzy and 113 131 | -465 098 | 059 124 | -144 050 | -229 061 | -145 117
> " Redundant " 535 153 | 750 439 | 143 162 | 812 316 | 060  3.66
(@]
2 Neverworked | 349 312 | 257 038 | 924 131 | -132 041 | -048 054 | 403 105
. before
[«b]
a " Quitted job " 090 106 | -389 046 | 232 075 | -070 024 | 078 034 | 097 078
Total 066 102 | 363 034 | 308 069 | -068 021 | 074 030 | 137 066

SE - standard errors calculated for expanded sample.
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Table 7. Variation of program treatment effects with respect to matching factors, males and females,
Voronezh province
Dependant variable: log (duration_treated/duration_non-treated)

Weighted OLS

Treatment effect for females

Public works J S Club Fresh start Occup. Guidance
Delta Log Delta Delta Log Delta Delta Log Delta Delta Log Delta
Age -0.185*** -0.006*** 0.016 -0.001 0.114%** 0.002** 0.133%*** -0.001**
g [5.52] [6.65] [0.57] [1.48] [3.43] [2.07] [7.84] [2.38]
Married -0.645 -0.009 -0.507 -0.027*** 3.099*** 0.113*** 3.113%** 0.074%***
[1.12] [0.64] [1.35] [2.79] [5.81] [7.78] [14.15] [11.74]
. . 2.442%** 0.121%** 1.954** 0.027 -0.795 -0.061** -2.281%** -0.109***
Junior Professional
[3.45] [6.53] [2.33] [1.35] [0.86] [2.38] [6.10] [9.47]
Secondary -0.548 -0.021 -5.838*** -0.131*** 0.688 0.023 -1.516*** -0.051***
Professional [0.89] [1.14] [12.05] [10.94] [1.01] [1.24] [5.78] [6.67]
- 6.230%** 0.133*** -0.691 0.032%** 0.116 0.051*** -4.315%**  -0.151***
Higher degree
[11.87] [9.88] [1.56] [2.97] [0.20] [3.18] [17.07] [20.70]
7.733%** 0.119%** -7.012%**  -0,288*** -15.655%**  -0.547*** -2.550%**  -0.228***
Redundant
[6.83] [3.10] [8.63] [12.31] [15.73] [18.80] [5.98] [18.07]
Lost iob 9.213%** 0.196*** -7.633***  -0.316*** -10.596***  -0.431*** 0.288 -0.124%**
J [8.76] [5.35] [10.76] [14.56] [12.28] [16.15] [0.73] [10.35]
13.282*** 0.316*** 0.222 -0.113*** -17.011%** -0.524*** -0.026 -0.044**
LT not employed
[8.79] [6.60] [0.16] [2.88] [11.23] [12.11] [0.04] [2.19]
car1996 6.617*** -0.060*** 0.435 -0.091*** 15.169*** 0.280*** 7.726%** -0.090***
y [11.03] [4.03] [0.72] [8.78] [8.37] [6.38] [31.19] [16.04]
car1997 -4.666*** -0.248*** 3.979*** 0.032*** 1.879*** -0.027* -0.580** -0.105***
y [9.24] [17.51] [10.25] [3.38] [3.27] [1.86] [2.12] [13.70]
Constant 9.999*** 0.404*** 15.508*** 0.587*** 14.247*** 0.539*** 10.311*** 0.685***
[9.45] [11.04] [17.06] [22.69] [13.96] [18.23] [23.29] [49.25]
Observations 14035 14035 17536 17536 10327 10327 66076 66076
R2 0.049 0.057 0.024 0.038 0.041 0.066 0.027 0.022
Treatment effect for males
Public works JS Club Fresh start Occup. Guidance
Delta Log Delta Delta Log Delta Delta Log Delta Delta Log Delta
Age -0.163*** -0.003** -0.167*** -0.006*** -0.216** -0.008*** 0.132%** 0.004***
g [3.19] [2.38] [3.62] [4.24] [2.31] [2.90] [4.68] [4.02]
Married -1.863** -0.084*** -2.798*** -0.261*** 3.736** 0.014 5.494%** 0.175%**
[2.19] [3.42] [3.14] [9.53] [2.37] [0.35] [11.53] [11.46]
. . S5.777*** 0.157*** -4.825** -0.198*** -10.684*** -0.346*** 5.645%** 0.183***
Junior Professional
[3.94] [3.28] [2.35] [2.81] [4.90] [4.95] [9.98] [8.83]
Secondary 5.415%** 0.02 1.025 0.003 4.402** 0.169*** 0.306 -0.069***
Professional [4.45] [0.61] [0.74] [0.09] [2.03] [3.06] [0.40] [2.86]
. 2.171%** -0.008 -1.247 -0.106*** 4. 479%** 0.171%** 0.575 -0.030**
Higher degree
[2.61] [0.36] [1.42] [4.14] [3.06] [4.60] [1.28] [2.09]
Redundant -13.070%**  -0.465*** 0.3 -0.109* -9.849*** -0.396%** -8.656%**  -0.544***
[5.70] [6.58] [0.17] [1.72] [3.84] [4.81] [10.20] [17.32]
Lost iob -5.331** -0.241*** 1.755 -0.116** -3.03 -0.243*** -6.283*** -0.409***
! [2.52] [3.51] [1.22] [2.04] [1.15] [2.90] [8.73] [14.45]
-3.837* -0.137* -6.077* -0.397*** -0.105 -0.133***
LT not employed
[1.67] [1.77] [1.83] [3.24] [0.10] [3.22]
car1996 20.158*** 0.024 -7.262%**  -0,324*** 5.643%** 0.01 5.943%** -0.133***
Y [18.98] [0.98] [5.15] [9.00] [3.17] [0.23] [6.51] [6.60]
1.515* -0.121%** 8.841*** 0.079%*** 0.499 -0.079** 6.809%*** 0.017
year1997
[1.70] [5.03] [8.75] [3.07] [0.35] [2.20] [9.97] [0.85]
Constant 24.160*** 0.928*** 18.781***  0.936*** 21.582%** 0.859*** 10.407*** 0.669***
[10.54] [12.55] [10.60] [14.56] [7.74] [10.92] [12.07] [21.00]
Observations 3789 3789 3382 3382 1266 1266 16797 16797
R2 0.121 0.052 0.037 0.072 0.095 0.132 0.028 0.037
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Table 8. Variation of program treatment effects with respect to matching factors, males
Chelyabinsk city
Dependant variable: log (duration_treated/duration_non-treated)

Weighted OLS
Treatment effect for males
JS Club Public works Psych. support Occup. Guidance Informing Testing
delta Idelta delta Idelta delta Idelta delta Idelta delta Idelta delta Idelta
Age 0.374*** 0.014*** -0.062** -0.002 0.098 0.008** 0.081*** 0.004*** 0.087*** 0.007*** -0.150** -0.006*
[4.37] [3.06] [2.25] [1.23] [1.63] [2.44] [4.02] [3.19] [3.92] [4.04] [2.41] [1.70]
Married -5.193*** -0.156* -0.849 0.013 0.831 0.282*** -0.106 0.159%*** 1.530*** 0.05 4.121%** 0.172**
[3.87] [1.87] [1.26] [0.36] [0.68] [3.99] [0.24] [5.43] [2.81] [1.26] [2.86] [2.36]
Junior 6.095** 0.619*** 1.316*** 0.088*** -0.965 -0.140* -0.491 -0.103*** -0.079 0.009 -4.566*** -0.287***
Professional [2.06] [3.19] [2.63] [2.66] [0.67] [1.72] [1.03] [2.63] [0.15] [0.18] [3.79] [2.71]
Secondary 10.559*** 0.755*** -2.752%** -0.183*** -2.537* -0.246*** -3.167*** -0.265*** -2.058*** -0.201*** -3.749*** -0.598***
Professional [4.22] [5.56] [5.28] [5.69] [1.82] [3.37] [6.88] [8.08] [4.37] [5.23] [3.08] [8.44]
. 5.293** 0.549*** -0.56 0.011 -12.662***  -0.505*** -1.984*** -0.287*** -5.391*** -0.304*** -5.806*** -0.453***
Higher degree
[1.99] [4.47] [0.66] [0.28] [8.04] [6.52] [3.97] [8.49] [8.76] [7.13] [4.56] [6.75]
Redundant 0 0 0.934 -0.047 -9.468 -1.072%** -5.045*** -0.590*** -5.664** -0.480** 4.902 0.281
[ [ [0.42] [0.37] [1.39] [2.80] [2.86] [3.93] [2.03] [2.09] [1.40] [1.08]
Quit job -1.656 0.145 -7.183*** -0.583*** -17.688*** -0.800** -11.837*** -1.043*** -4.113** -0.482** 3.416 0.424*
[0.60] [0.93] [3.36] [4.69] [2.93] [2.20] [8.41] [7.48] [2.21] [2.34] [1.60] [1.89]
0 0 -1.508 -0.174 -20.940*** -1.435%** -10.014*** -0.763*** -5.442%** -0.341* 5.882*** 0.474**
Never worked
[] [] [0.73] [1.44] [3.52] [4.03] [7.40] [5.60] [2.96] [1.67] [2.95] [2.25]
year2000 -18.834***  -0.266*** 5.742%** 0.237%** -9.163*** 0.058 -32.956%**  -0.679*** -29.077***  -0.588*** -27.730%**  -0.387***
[7.15] [2.80] [11.55] [8.81] [3.22] [0.61] [17.90] [11.27] [5.54] [3.43] [32.30] [7.92]
year2001 S27.437***  -0.921*** 9.182*** 0.741%** -8.663*** 0.089 -38.765%**  -1.348%** -32.359***  -0.871*** -29.396***  -0.459***
[9.89] [8.23] [11.96] [8.95] [3.01] [0.84] [21.43] [22.71] [6.17] [5.05] [25.91] [6.07]
Constant 9.250* -0.233 1.39 0.163 32.066*** 1.290*** 39.811%** 1.427*** 31.842*** 0.786*** 30.916*** 0.649***
[1.76] [1.03] [0.58] [1.21] [4.80] [3.51] [16.54] [8.94] [5.71] [2.90] [10.14] [2.60]
Observations 867 867 9244 9240 1961 1961 13772 13735 6814 6809 1696 1656
R2 0.126 0.129 0.049 0.072 0.077 0.048 0.065 0.086 0.036 0.041 0.019 0.045




Age

Married

Junior Professional

Secondary Professional

Higher degree

Redundant

Quit job

Never worked

year2000

year2001

Constant

Observations
R-squared

Treatment effect for females

JS Club Public works Psych. support Occup. Guidance Informing Testing
delta Idelta delta Idelta delta Idelta delta Idelta delta Idelta delta Idelta
0.468*** 0.016*** -0.013 0.001 -0.241%** -0.016*** 0.137*** 0.005*** -0.128***  -0.008*** -0.027 -0.008***
[14.74] [11.25] [0.77] [0.78] [6.80] [9.13] [9.89] [6.11] [6.79] [7.07] [0.54] [2.89]
-3.896***  -0.145*** -1.464*** -0.031** 1.791%** 0.096*** -1.491%** -0.064*** -0.436 -0.005 1.392* 0.104**
[6.91] [5.29] [4.68] [2.36] [3.08] [3.27] [5.91] [4.07] [1.23] [0.23] [1.80] [2.31]
-5.270*%**  -0.431*** 1.064** -0.022 4.702%** 0.259*** 2.555%** 0.140%** -1.266** -0.047 9.045%** 0.529***
[5.06] [7.95] [2.09] [0.90] [4.20] [4.45] [7.01] [5.53] [2.38] [1.35] [8.14] [7.70]
-5.417%*%*  .0.458*** 3.403*** 0.105*** -5.334*** -0.315*** 1.173%** 0.139*** -0.446 -0.019 0.985 0.027
[6.12] [10.75] [7.87] [5.74] [5.83] [6.99] [3.73] [6.97] [1.03] [0.65] [1.08] [0.52]
-8.098***  -0.364*** 0.779 0.049** 2.330** 0.07 5.670*** 0.335*** -0.846* -0.039 2.157** 0.194***
[8.56] [7.99] [1.58] [2.38] [2.51] [1.50] [16.28] [15.16] [1.93] [1.29] [2.32] [3.72]
-7.676** -0.471%*** 2.613* 0.179** 3.597 -0.11 -6.397*** -0.401*** -6.126*** -0.499*** -5.66 -0.947**
[2.19] [2.82] [1.76] [2.35] [1.29] [0.64] [3.87] [4.10] [3.20] [3.16] [1.14] [2.22]
-4.355 -0.540*** -6.237*** -0.138* -6.737*** -0.686*** -13.554***  -0.839*** -10.498***  -0.841*** -6.342 -1.011**
[1.39] [3.46] [4.54] [1.87] [2.93] [4.26] [9.22] [8.86] [7.31] [5.71] [1.42] [2.44]
-2.758 -0.298* -1.225 0.139* 2.003 -0.055 -10.850***  -0.574*** -6.472%** -0.455*** -5.31 -0.778*
[0.89] [1.92] [0.90] [1.89] [0.88] [0.35] [7.47] [6.14] [4.52] [3.10] [1.22] [1.92]
2441 0.191*** 0.857*** 0.011 -1.992 0.068 -9.306*** -0.121*** 0.072 0.066** 3.739** 0.232%**
[1.26] [3.37] [3.83] [1.00] [1.32] [1.44] [8.83] [5.03] [0.04] [2.01] [2.46] [5.49]
-2.033 -0.193*** 4.920*** 0.151*** -5.033*** -0.072 -12.013***  -0.463*** -6.110***  -0.471*** 0.717 -0.307***
[1.03] [3.01] [16.59] [5.46] [3.34] [1.29] [11.48] [18.63] [3.27] [13.86] [0.46] [5.12]
-4.953 0.223 -4.091*%**  -0.309*** 14.197*** 0.999*** 9.859*** 0.278*** 11.936*** 0.865*** 1 0.866**
[1.32] [1.25] [2.72] [3.93] [4.48] [5.39] [5.04] [2.69] [4.82] [5.48] [0.20] [2.03]
11976 11976 48943 48934 7490 7488 45232 45227 25765 25756 3880 3880
0.055 0.082 0.009 0.014 0.074 0.092 0.036 0.041 0.031 0.057 0.022 0.056




Table 9. Estimation of program treatment effects for multiple programs, VVoronezh province and

Chelyabinsk city (weeks)

first second mean SE
Voronezh province
Public Works JS Club -1.56 0.59
Public Works Fresh Start 4,71 0.61
Public Works Occupational
Guidance 10.82 0.54
JS Club Public Works 5.90 0.49
JS Club Fresh Start 217 0.29
JS Club Occupational
Guidance 4.32 0.32
Fresh Start Public Works 17.26 0.92
Fresh Start 3S Club 1.25 0.74
Fresh Start Occupational
Guidance 8.53 0.56
Occupational
Guidance Public Works 6.36 0.45
Occupational
Guidance JS Club 6.10 0.35
Occupational
Guidance Fresh Start -0.27 0.37
Chelyabinsk city
Occupational
JS Club Guidance 2.918 0.281
Occupational
Public Works Guidance -0.062 0.464
Occupational
Guidance JS Club -1.647 0.349
Occupational
Guidance Public Works -0.86 0.49




Table 10. Variation of program treatment effects with respect to matching factors, multiple program participation, VVoronezh province
Dependant variable: log (duration_treated/duration_non-treated)

Weighted OLS
Public Works after Public Works after Public Works after JS Club after JS Club after JS Club after
JS Club FreshStart Occup. Guidance Public Works Fresh Start Ocup. Guidance
gender 0 0 -24.430%** -1.169*** 9.741%** 0.091*** 21.032%** 0.499*** 18.364*** 0.396*** 15.280*** 0.302***
[ [ [2.96] [8.73] [6.47] [2.87] [13.10] [13.13] [3.40] [3.19] [13.65] [12.49]
Age 0.411%** 0.006*** -1B76***  -0.081%** 0.008 -0.001 -0.004 -0.004* 0.082 -0.001 -0.494***  .0,009***
[4.08] [3.74] [4.98] [8.29] [0.10] [0.39] [0.04] [1.78] [0.78] [0.65] [8.59] [6.96]
Married -4.982%** -0.060*** -1.463 0.376*** -8.890*** -0.168*** 4.499*** 0.089** 9.668*** 0.221%** 5.123*** 0.081***
[3.58] [2.91] [0.56] [5.50] [5.51] [4.90] [2.70] [1.99] [5.04] [5.39] [5.87] [4.03]
Junior Professional 0 0 33.033*** 0.974*** -3.671** -0.005 11.065*** 0.111* 1.645 -0.116* -6.515*** -0.103*
[] [] [4.06] [6.28] [2.16] [0.13] [4.61] [1.77] [0.59] [1.74] [2.63] [1.76]
Secondary 0 0 23673 -1.009%**  -0.807 0.051*  5.439%**  0084**  11.718* 0086  -12.360%**  -0.176%**
Professional
[ [ [3.02] [8.48] [0.70] [1.93] [3.17] [2.08] [1.92] [0.60] [5.70] [3.40]
Higher degree 0 0 0 0 -10.790%**  -0.165***  -4.667***  -0.122%** 11.155* 0.156 -8.504***  -0,144%**
[ [ [ [ [8.70] [6.27] [2.72] [3.07] [1.87] [1.10] [3.78] [2.68]
Redunadant 4.306%** 0.078*** 14.161* 0.392%** -4.371 -0.357***  13,756%** 0.216** -11.197 -0.224 -4.402%**  -0.269%**
[4.10] [4.98] [1.81] [2.62] [1.37] [4.55] [3.82] [2.18] [1.44] [1.30] [3.14] [8.03]
Lost job 0 0 11.294 0.768*** -16.555***  -0.560*** 7.994** 0.082 -1.825 -0.05 -0.308 -0.162***
[ [ [1.31] [3.78] [7.36] [9.03] [2.40] [0.87] [0.61] [0.88] [0.23] [4.84]
LT unemployed 0 0 0 0 3.065 -0.162* 20.775%**  0.351%**  42576%**  (,045%k*  7812%kx  _(,325%k*
[ [ [ [ [0.89] [1.79] [4.99] [3.10] [5.66] [5.76] [3.04] [5.38]
year1996 0 0 0 0 6.413%** 0.071%**  .16.054***  -0.214***  29,850*** 0.580** S7.912%%%  0,154%**
[ [ [ [ [5.98] [2.90] [5.69] [3.82] [2.59] [2.16] [8.21] [9.54]
year1997 3.615%** 0.069*** -18.156*** -0.452***  -12.701***  -0.200*** -1.429 -0.037 6.014*** 0.092*** 5.091*** 0.065***
[2.77] [3.46] [11.48] [13.82] [3.79] [3.39] [0.97] [1.13] [3.82] [3.07] [5.73] [3.21]
Constant -10.870*** -0.156** 111.605*** 4.336*** 13.176*** 0.595%** -33.623***  -0.492***  -30.852***  -0.428*** 17.880*** 0.478***
[2.67] [2.55] [5.62] [11.23] [4.93] [8.81] [8.10] [4.77] [6.42] [4.11] [6.80] [8.06]
Observations 462 462 193 193 1830 1830 859 859 687 687 2508 2508
R-squared 0.169 0.176 0.541 0.716 0.218 0.245 0.406 0.397 0.522 0.501 0.243 0.242




Fresh Start after

Fresh Start after

Fresh Start after

Occup Guid after

Occup Guid after

Occup Guid after

Public Works JS Club Occup. Guidance Public Works JS Club Fresh Start
gender 21144%%  -0121  22.606***  0.392%**  8026***  0059%  20.580%**  0396%**  6300%**  0.189%**  12.009%**  0.181%**
[3.54] [0.56] [24.49] [22.49] [5.12] [1.66] [11.36] [9.48] [7.00] [9.22] [4.89] [3.31]
Age 0.913*%*  0,018%** -0.11 -0.004%*  0295%*%*  0,004** 0.472* 0.014**  0.354%%  0007**  0391%** -0.001
[6.40] [3.52] [1.47] [2.30] [4.55] [2.38] [1.65] [1.97] [4.96] [4.64] [4.12] [0.50]
Married -2.066 0.037 -0.718 -0.002 0.291 0.047 TELEF 0100%%%  -4.304%%%  -0113%%*  -12.210%%%  -0.230%%*
[0.75] [0.37] [1.06] [0.14] [0.27] [1.61] [5.45] [2.77] [5.25] [6.80] [5.16] [3.36]
Junior Professional -0.651 0.356%  GABT***  0,089%** 1995 -0.110%%*  -4.119%* 0014 -6.302%%*%  -0.173%** 5618 -0.044
[0.14] [1.85] [4.23] [3.35] [1.48] [2.75] [2.06] [0.26] [2.76] [3.49] [2.14] [0.72]
Secondary 2.88 0.128 3.879%%%  0.069%** -0.151 0.019 0.587 -0.079 2.668%* 0.01 -2.99 0.052
Professional
[1.07] [1.28] [4.82] [4.34] [0.13] [0.57] [0.20] [0.90] [2.11] [0.36] [1.03] [0.69]
Higher degree 11.851%%  -0,137%%* 0.261 0004  -10.662%**  -0.262%* 2.483 -0.042 2.380%%  0.044**  -10.348*%*  -0.128%*
[9.27] [4.75] [0.33] [0.26] [9.43] [7.79] [0.79] [0.56] [2.34] [2.32] [4.45] [2.25]
Redunadant -29.004%*%  -1.079%** 0.004 0.06 -1.603 0003 -28678%%*  -1073%** 2582 -0.122%%%  13.107%%%  0.484%%*
[3.25] [2.86] [0.00] [0.90] [0.88] [0.06] [3.15] [3.71] [1.60] [3.14] [4.15] [5.53]
Lost job 21.915%%*%  -0.850%*  6.697**  0.155%* 2.692 0.055 -13.229%%  -0.725%** 1.47 0059  33.985%*  0.888%**
[2.90] [2.52] [2.35] [2.40] [1.58] [1.09] [2.15] [2.85] [1.01] [1.63] [9.48] [8.67]
LT unemployed 13374%  -0.646%*  9.592%%%  (.190%** 2.781 0.132 -3.882 -0.547* -4.259 -0.157%* 0 0
[1.85] [2.29] [2.92] [2.67] [0.74] [1.48] [0.55] [1.96] [1.63] [2.09] [ [
year1996 -6.495 -0.315 5.048%**  0.075%%*  -7.323%%%  -0.124%%*  -12760%*%  -0.321%%%  -10.161%**  -0176%%* 4175 -0.033
[1.32] [1.57] [6.64] [5.89] [6.28] [5.69] [2.30] [2.84] [7.59] [7.99] [1.89] [0.66]
year1997 B.443F**  0.231%%*  1438* -0.004 1.986%  0.082%**  13008** 0.215 B.O36***  0.103%**  6.492%%* 0.025
[3.16] [3.29] [1.79] [0.23] [1.76] [2.83] [2.37] [1.48] [9.53] [5.90] [5.46] [0.88]
Constant 16.464%* 0301  -23.642%*%*  -0.372%%*  -12054%**  0138** -6.953 0235  -13.899%**  -0.100%**  -18967***  -0.267**
[2.34] [1.38] [7.91] [5.63] [6.46] [2.47] [0.91] [0.89] [6.80] [4.52] [3.99] [2.16]
Observations 546 546 3973 3973 2174 2174 977 977 2550 2550 1169 1169
R-squared 0.348 0.306 0.149 0.131 0.133 0.083 0.32 0.265 0.146 0.12 0.417 0.296
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Table 11. Variation of program treatment effects with respect to matching factors, multiple program

participation, Chelyabinsk city
Dependant variable: log (duration_treated/duration_non-treated)
Weighted OLS

Multiple treatment effect

JS Club & Public Works & Occup.Guidance & Occup.Guidance &
Occup.Guidance Occup.Guidance Public Works JSClub
delta Idelta delta Idelta delta Idelta delta Idelta
Gender -4.189%** -0.190%** -0.522 0.169 -2.001 -0.125 2.826* 0.317***
[4.25] [4.23] [0.25] [1.55] [1.18] [1.61] [1.86] [4.68]
Age 0.375%** 0.014%** -0.185** -0.006 -0.164** -0.005 0.110** 0.002
[8.62] [7.88] [1.96] [1.49] [2.15] [1.40] [2.21] [0.88]
Married -1.019 0.031 1.261 0.272%** -1.343 -0.046 -0.728 0.052
[1.40] [0.98] [0.94] [4.96] [1.02] [0.64] [0.82] [1.31]
Junior Professional 1.297 0.116 8.130%** 0.462%** 11.135%** 0.476*** 14.195%**  0.679%**
[0.74] [1.50] [4.93] [5.53] [5.38] [4.30] [7.83] [8.14]
Secondary
Professional -7.521%%* -0.331%** 8 155%x* 0.292%** 13.167*** 0.552%** 7.159%** 0.480%**
[5.41] [5.94] [4.98] [4.28] [7.42] [6.73] [5.05] [7.09]
Higher degree -4,548%** -0.093* -5.292%** () 243%** 9.420%** 0.354%** 8.241%** 0.522%**
[3.19] [1.66] [3.19] [3.25] [5.22] [4.15] [5.72] [7.65]
Redunadant -1.784 -0.064 -6.634 -0.299 6.099 -0.740%** -18.602**  -1.054%***
[0.34] [0.31] [1.21] [0.81] [0.54] [2.99] [2.26] [4.06]
Lost job 5.377 0.186 -4.898 0.053 S21.293%*% ] 757*F*  JQAGTRR* .1 129%**
[1.16] [0.96] [0.88] [0.14] [13.34] [18.55] [2.62] [4.97]
Never worked 3.688 0.12 -1.87 -0.15 -9.240%** SL127%%% -20.100%**  -1,120%**
[0.80] [0.62] [0.40] [0.41] [6.70] [15.58] [2.67] [4.94]
year2000 5.753* 0.250*** 0.286 -0.02 13.323 0.428 0.738 0.078
[1.73] [3.50] [0.16] [0.37] [0.95] [1.45] [0.15] [1.16]
year2001 0.949 -0.031 -2.047 -0.07 11579 0.332 -4.204 -0.397%**
[0.28] [0.36] [0.99] [0.73] [0.83] [1.12] [0.83] [5.28]
Constant -8.643 -0.36 5.206 -0.067 -2.896 0.722* 5.374 0.178
[1.39] [1.60] [0.65] [0.14] [0.20] [1.93] [0.48] [0.67]
Observations 4360 4360 1313 1313 1089 1089 2857 2857
R-squared 0.07 0.089 0.103 0.142 0.105 0.097 0.048 0.108
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