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Abstract. This paper provides a meta-analysis of microeconometric evaluation studies on the
effectiveness of active labor market policies. The analysis is built upon a systematically assembled
data set of causal impact estimates from 57 experimental and quasi-experimental studies, providing
654 estimates published between January 1990 and December 2017. We distinguish between the
short and longer term impacts in our analysis; at 6, 12, 24, and 36 months after program start. After
correcting for publication bias and country-specific macroeconomic characteristics, subsidized labor
and public employment programs have negative short-term impacts, which gradually turn positive in
the longer run. Schemes with enhanced services including job-search assistance and training programs
do not have these negative short-term effects, and stay positive from 6 until 36 months after program
start.

Keywords. Active labor market policy evaluation; Meta-analysis; Effect size; Publication bias; Meta-
regression

1. Introduction

In Western countries, a considerable amount of public money is spent on active labor market policies
(ALMPs) to enhance the labor market prospects and to decrease the welfare dependency of the
unemployed. In 2013, average public expenditures on ALMPs amounted to 0.5% of Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) in the OECD countries, which is equivalent to 1.0% of total government expenditures
(OECD, 2017). Governments have various reasons to invest in ALMPs. Aside from the individual
negative aspects of unemployment – for instance, the loss of income and depreciation of human capital –
unemployment benefits also weigh heavily on the national budget.

Corresponding author contact email: M.Vooren@uva.nl.

Journal of Economic Surveys (2019) Vol. 33, No. 1, pp. 125–149
C© 2018 John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8043-7856


126 VOOREN ET AL.

The renewed interest in ALMPs in the 1990s – exemplified by the British New Deal, the Welfare-
to-Work reforms signed under the Clinton administration, and similar efforts undertaken by other
governments (see Robinson, 2000; Bonoli, 2010) – has led to a large number of microeconometric
program evaluations that have been published in scientific journals. These evaluation studies can be
informative for the design of future policy, as they can tell whether a previous intervention had been
successful in improving the labor market outcomes of its participants. Proven effective programs
can then be implemented elsewhere and scaled up. In this paper we present a meta-analysis based
upon a new, systematically assembled data set of experimental and quasi-experimental impact evaluation
studies.

Individual impact evaluations typically assess the effectiveness of a particular program, on a particular
group, and in a particular period of time. Accordingly, individual studies do not provide a general answer
to the question which program types are effective and under which circumstances, even though these
studies have a solid experimental or quasi-experimental design. For example, Caliendo and Künn (2015)
look at the effectiveness of a specific type of labor subsidy (a start-up subsidy) on the re-employment
rates of unemployed females. Dorsett et al. (2013) on the other hand conduct a randomized experiment
of a labor market program involving enhanced job-search services in the UK, while Alegre et al. (2015)
perform an impact evaluation of training programs in the Spanish region of Catalonia. Some studies do
evaluate multiple program types in different regions, such as Dyke et al. (2006) who asses the effects of
the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) programs in Missouri and North Carolina, but it
remains difficult to extrapolate these lessons to another region or time period. Meta-analysis provides a
way to generalize the lessons from this heterogeneous collection of studies. A meta-analysis quantifies the
size of the program effect, and controls for the implemented evaluation design, the background settings,
and publication bias.

Card et al. (2010) conduct a meta-analysis based on the sign and significance of the effects of ALMPs,
covering the period from 1995 up to 2007. In addition to this, Card et al. (2017) provide an update using
a Google Scholar search to identify all studies citing Card et al. (2010), up until 2014. With respect to
labor market outcomes, both studies point at the same pattern of results with respect to differences in
the effectiveness between training, subsidized labor, and enhanced services programs. Also the short,
medium, and long-term effectiveness differs: training programs appear to be ineffective in the short term,
but they have a positive impact in the medium term. In the literature this phenomenon is known as the
lock-in effect, which we further explain in Section 2. Kluve (2010) conducts a similar meta-analysis of
the sign and significance of the effectiveness of European ALMPs. He also concludes that it is mostly
the program type that explains the variation in program effectiveness. In a systematic review Filges et al.
(2016) conclude that there is a general effect of participating in ALMPs, though the effect is small.
Reviews by Crépon and van den Berg (2016) and McKenzie (2017) also highlight that ALMPs turn out
to be far less effective than expected.

However, the meta-analysis of Card et al. (2010) is restricted to a partially complete sample of studies
from the Institute for the Study of Labor (IZA) and the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER).
It is based on a survey of their fellows, of whom 55% responded. The data set used by Card et al. (2017) is
similar to the one used in Card et al. (2010), but includes the studies citing Card et al. (2010), derived from
Google Scholar. The analysis of Kluve (2010) not only includes experimental and quasi-experimental
effect studies, but also non-experimental non-causal studies. Both of these previously published meta-
analyses are based on samples assembled in the beginning of 2007, and do not measure the magnitude
of the effect sizes, but only consider the sign and significance of the effects. Statistically significant
yet relatively small impact estimators are treated in the same way as larger ones, which is a significant
drawback. Since active labor market programs are costly, the magnitude of the effect is important for
policymakers for cost-benefit assessments.

In this paper, we improve on the existing meta-analytic literature in multiple ways. We adopt a systematic
search and reporting procedure in which we incorporate standardized effect size estimates, following
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Stanley et al. (2013). These standardized effect sizes allow for a comparison between the different
types of ALMPs in a meta-regression model, while controlling for study-specific characteristics (after
Stanley and Doucouliagos, 2014). We also incorporate information on the macroeconomic conditions
in the country the program was administered, as these might be related to the effectiveness as well.
Furthermore, we base our analysis on a data set including only causal effect studies to rule out any
selection effects at study level. We further extend the scope of the meta-analytic evidence by expanding
the time period up to and until December 2017. Finally, we also include a theoretical framework, which
we also use to relate our findings to.

To answer the question which programs are most effective and under which circumstances, we
discriminate between the following program types: (i) training and retraining programs, which are aimed
at the formation of human capital, (ii) subsidized labor schemes, including working tax credits and start-up
subsidies, (iii) public sector employment schemes, in which the government attempts to directly hire the
unemployed, and (iv) enhanced services schemes, including job-search assistance and regular encounters
with caseworkers, sometimes accompanied by sanctions in case the participant does not fulfill certain
participation criteria.

Many studies in our sample make a distinction between short and long-term program effects, allowing
for the analysis of the effects over time as well. We extract the program impact estimates on the participants’
labor market outcomes in terms of standardized effect sizes at 6, 12, 24, and 36 months after program
start.

After controlling for country-specific macroeconomic background characteristics and publication bias,
we find that ALMPs are generally successful in improving the labor market outcomes of their participants,
yet the effects are small (d < 0.1). There is, however, a disparity in the effectiveness between the different
program types. Public sector employment schemes, characterized by job creation in the public sector, as
well as subsidized labor, have negative impacts in the short term. These negative “lock-in” effects turn
into positive impacts over time. These lock-in effects of subsidized labor programs tend to last shorter
than those of public employment schemes. The impact of subsidized labor turns positive after 12 months,
whereas with public employment this is the case only after 36 months. Both enhanced services and
training programs have positive impacts in both the short and longer run.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In the next section we provide a brief theoretical
framework. In Section 3 we describe our sample, including our search strategy and selection protocol.
In Section 4 we briefly discuss our meta-analytic models, followed by our main results. We present our
concluding remarks and policy implications in Section 5.

2. Theoretical Background

Over the past three decades, many OECD countries have transformed their policies with respect to the
labor market from “passive”, i.e. unemployment insurance and welfare benefits, to “active”. The basic
idea behind this “activation” concept is to reduce structural unemployment by steering the unemployed to
find employment and/or to promote wage growth (Martin 2015). In order to understand and explain why
particular activation programs work better than others, it is useful to consider a theoretical framework
that identifies the core differences between these activation strategies.

Overviews by for example, Heckman et al. (1999) and Martin (2015) generally divide ALMPs in
the following main categories: (a) classroom training; (b) subsidized employment, which both includes
entirely subsidized temporary government jobs on the one hand, and subsidized entry-level jobs for young
people on the other hand; (c) subsidies to private firms to promote the provision of on-the-job training;
(d) training in how to obtain a job; (e) direct support to job search, including referrals to employers
and free access to job listings. In this meta-analysis we discriminate between training, subsidized labor,
public employment, and enhanced services/job-search assistance. Training corresponds to category (a),
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Figure 1. The Layard−Nickell (1986) Model.
Notes: The difference between the equilibrium employment rate A and the full−employment rate is the

involuntary unemployment rate u0.

subsidized labor combines categories (b) and (c), public employment is in line with category (b), and
enhanced services is a combination of categories (d) and (e).

Heckman et al. (1999) advocate the use of general equilibrium models to develop a theoretical rationale
to the effects of ALMP, especially since most ALMPs target large populations, like the entire stock of
unemployed in a particular country. To explain the effects of ALMP on equilibrium employment, Calmfors
(1994) utilizes a model introduced by Richard Layard and Stephen Nickell (see Layard and Nickell, 1986;
Johnson and Layard, 1986; Layard et al., 2005). A graphical representation of this model is displayed in
Figure 1. The employment schedule is downward-sloping and relates employment, which in this model
equals labor demand, to the real wage. The upward-sloping curve represents the wage-setting schedule,
showing that higher aggregate employment levels coincide with higher real wages.1 The equilibrium
values of the employment level and the real wage are at point A, where both curves intersect. The vertical
line indicates full employment of the labor force, and involuntary open unemployment is then represented
by u0, the difference between this line and point A.

ALMPs may improve the matching process on the labor market to resolve unemployment, through for
instance the elimination of mismatch between the skills that are requested by employers and labor demand
via training programs. Intensified and more active searching through enhanced services programs also
improve the matching process. Subsidized labor and public employment schemes can have a screening
function for uncertainty about the employability of applicants, where program participation provides a
substitute for work experience.

Improved matching affects both the employment and wage-setting schedules in the Layard–Nickell
model. When vacancies are filled more quickly, it becomes less costly for firms to open vacancies and
recruit personnel. This incentivizes firms to open up more vacancies, which corresponds to an increase
in labor demand and a shift of the employment schedule to the right (Calmfors and Lang, 1995). With
increased matching efficiency and vacancies becoming filled in more quickly, firms do not have to
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offer high wages to attract workers anymore. This mechanism causes the wage-setting schedule to shift
downwards (Johnson and Layard, 1986). Both effects decrease involuntary employment, shifting point
A more toward the full-employment schedule. There are, however, also effects working in the opposite
direction. During the period of program participation, the participants are likely less actively engaged in
the job-search process. These negative “lock-in” effects are an important aspect when considering the
effectiveness of ALMPs. This meta-analysis reveals which program types are associated with the largest
lock-in effects, and for which programs the positive unemployment-reducing effects dominate over time.

3. A Dataset of Effect Estimates

3.1 Search Strategy and Selection Protocol

To assemble a new data set of ALMP evaluations, we have searched the Web of Science core collection
for studies containing either one of the terms “Active Labor Market”, “Active Labour Market”, “Welfare-
to-Work”, “Activation Program”, or “Activation Programme” together with the term “effect”. This search
was completed at the end of January 2018. Before extracting the causal treatment effect estimates from
empirical studies, we first have to define our selection protocol. The inclusion criteria of this “protocol”
allow us to make a clear demarcation of which studies to include or not to include. Our protocol includes
only studies that satisfy all of the following criteria: (i) the study focuses specifically on the evaluation
of ALMPs, (ii) the composition of the intervention is clear, (iii) the study is based on experimental or
quasi-experimental data, (iv) it has been published in a peer-reviewed journal, (v) it is in the English
language, and (vi) it has been published between January 1990 and the December 2017.

The reasoning behind imposing these restrictions is as follows. We only include studies that focus
specifically on the evaluation of active labor market programs, excluding all papers focusing solely on
methodological questions, while just providing an application of the discussed method to a program that
has been evaluated in an earlier study. We also need to be sure of the composition of the intervention, in
the sense that it has to fit in one of the categories stated in Section 2. This criterion boils down to the fact
that we leave out any “mixed” program estimates, which fit in more than one of our categories. Because
the compositions are not straightforward across the literature, our meta-analysis cannot synthesize this
“mixed” category accurately.

To account for possible selection bias into an active labor market program, we only consider randomized
control trials (RCT) and quasi-experimental studies, ensuring a proper identification of the program effect.
Of the quasi-experimental identification approaches, we include (i) matching methods, (ii) difference-in-
differences, (iii) regression discontinuity designs, and (iv) instrumental variables in our sample. Earlier
meta-analyses, such as Kluve (2010) have not imposed this restriction on their data set. Yet, this is crucial
because ALMP evaluations typically have to deal with selection biases. Without a causal identification
strategy it is difficult to control for these selection biases. Frölich (2004) provides an overview of the
main identification strategies applied in microeconometric policy evaluation.

We exclude working papers from our analysis, and only include peer-reviewed studies. We do so
because the scientific quality of these studies has been assessed through the peer-review process. We
only include studies published in English for the sake of accessibility and correct interpretation. We
furthermore restrict our sample to studies published between January 1990 and December 2017. After
filtering out the studies that do not satisfy our inclusion criteria, we have 57 studies left. Because we
perform four separate analyses at 6, 12, 24, and 36 months after the start of the program, we only code the
effect estimates at these points in time. We omit any available estimates at other moments after program
start. In total, these 57 studies contain 799 effect estimates on different moments after the start of the
program. We eventually end up with 654 unique program estimates. In the next subsection we elaborate
on how we arrive at 654 observations for our final analyses.
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3.2 Extraction of Standardized Effect Size Estimates

Before we can make an appropriate comparison between the different effect estimates, we computed
standardized effect sizes using the standardized mean difference method. The effect size E Ssm , or Cohen’s
d , is then defined as the difference in the sample means of the control and treatment groups, divided by
the pooled standard deviation. This pooled standard deviation is calculated as:

spooled =
√

(ntreatmeant − 1)s2
treatment + (ncontrol − 1)s2

control

ntreatment + ncontrol − 2
. (1)

While most studies do not report the variances of the treatment and the control groups, they do report the
results of a simple test comparing both means. The effect size and its standard error can then be calculated
using the following formulas, using the t-statistic of this mean-difference test (Lipsey and Wilson, 2001,
p. 198):

ESsm = t

√
ntreatment + ncontrol

ntreatmentncontrol
, (2a)

SE(ESsm) =
√

n1 + n2

n1n2
+ ESPsm

2(n1 + n2)
. (2b)

We have applied Equations 2a and 2b to all of the impact estimators from the studies in our data set to
calculate the effect sizes, as well as their standard errors. When the t-statistics or p-values could not be
extracted from the study, we have used the t-value corresponding to the reported significance level in
the case of a statistically significant result, as this is the most accurate approximation we could make in
that case. In the case of a statistically insignificant result we have coded a t-statistic corresponding to a
p-value of 0.99. These approximations are both underestimates of the exact effect size. We have done
this for approximately 35% of the observations.

Labor market outcomes can be captured in a variety of positively and negatively defined outcome
variables. The probability of being employed is a positive outcome variable, whereas the probability of
being unemployed is a negative outcome variable. Since these dependent variables vary significantly, we
have defined the outcome variables in positive terms. Doing so, the marginal effects can generally be
interpreted as an improvement in the overall labor market status of the participant. Also, some studies
report multiple outcome variables for the same subgroup. Some studies for example report the effect on
earnings next to the effect on the probability of being employed. In that case we have kept the outcome
estimate we consider as the most important, in the order of the entries in Table 1, which shows the relative
frequencies of the positive (+) and negative (–) outcomes after applying this procedure. For each study,
we have used the outcome variable with the lowest “number”, as shown in the first column, resulting
in 654 effect estimations.2 We took this order because not being unemployed, regardless of earnings,
prevents human capital depreciation through the loss of workers’ job skills. The first column shows
the distribution of outcome variables including duplicate effect sizes for the same treatment/subgroup.
The second column shows the distribution of outcome variables after applying our procedure to remove
these duplicates. In here we take the outcome variable with the highest “ranking” per treatment/subgroup.
Thus, when one study reports both the effect on the probability of being employed as the effect on
earnings, we take the effect on the probability of employment for our main analysis. We control for the
category of outcome variable in the meta-analytic model later on to see whether this influences our results,
by performing a separate analysis only for the studies that report the probability of being employed as a
robustness check.
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Table 1. Distribution of Outcome Variables.

With duplicates
One outcome per

treatment

Outcome variables by order of importance Sign (+/–) Freq. % Freq. %

1 Probability of being employed + 544 66.09 544 83.18
2 Probability of not being unemployed + 30 3.75 0 0.00
3 Probability of unemployment – 68 8.51 25 3.82
4 Duration of employment + 36 4.51 36 5.50
5 Duration of unemployment – 19 2.38 17 2.60
6 Earnings + 102 12.77 32 4.89

799 100.00 654 100.00

Notes: The first column shows the distribution of outcome variables including duplicate effect sizes for the same
treatment/subgroup. The second column shows the distribution of outcome variables after applying a procedure to
remove these duplicates, that is, by taking the outcome variable with the highest “ranking” per treatment/subgroup.

3.3 Background Characteristics

To determine which program types are the most effective in improving the labor market outcomes of
the participants, we code a dummy for each program type as explanatory variables into our data set.
Furthermore, we incorporate background characteristics, such as the duration of the intervention and the
gender of the participants. We also encode dummy variables for the evaluation design, enabling us to
distinguish between them in our meta-analytic model. The estimated program effects can be considered
country-specific, due to differences in the macroeconomic conditions. A recession can be responsible
for an increase in unemployment for which an ALMP has been designed. Due to the cyclical nature of
unemployment, human capital-enhancing ALMPs aiming at structural unemployment can be ineffective.
To take account for these conjectural variations, we include the unemployment rate in the year the program
was introduced.3

4. Analysis and Results

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Before proceeding to the weighted mean effects and the multivariate meta-analysis, we first present
our sample descriptively. A substantial part of the sample consists of evaluation studies of German
programs that have been implemented in the beginning of the 1990s. This may partly be attributable
to the efforts undertaken in Germany following the reunification in 1990. There is also a noticeable
increase in the amount of causal effect studies just before the beginning of the 21st century. This might
be partly attributable to the ongoing methodological progress in the econometric evaluation literature, of
which Imbens and Wooldridge (2009) present a historical review. The welfare reforms in the United States
(Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, 1996) and the United Kingdom (New
Deal for Young People, 1998; Working Families Tax Credit, 1999) also explain these developments. The
German Harz reforms that have been implemented since 2003 have also been evaluated frequently.

Table 2 presents a breakdown of the effect estimates by sample characteristics. Training and retraining
programs have been evaluated most frequently, followed by programs regarding labor subsidies. This
group consists of subsidies for “regular” jobs or private work practice, in contrast to directly created public
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Table 2. Sample Characteristics: Estimated Program Effects.

Frequency Percentage Cumulative
(1) (2) (3)

(a) by program type
Enhanced sevices/sanctioning 82 12.54 12.54
Public employment 73 11.16 23.70
Subsidized labor 247 37.77 61.47
Training or retraining 252 38.53 100.00
(b) by country
Austria 48 7.34 7.34
Belgium 1 0.15 7.49
Denmark 36 5.50 13.00
Germany 372 56.88 69.88
New Zealand 9 1.38 71.25
Norway 37 5.66 76.91
Poland 26 3.89 80.89
Portugal 4 0.61 81.50
Romania 4 0.61 82.11
Russia 2 0.31 82.42
Serbia 2 0.31 82.72
Slovak Republic 2 0.31 83.03
Spain 16 2.45 85.47
Sweden 35 5.35 90.83
Switzerland 19 2.91 93.73
United Kingdom 8 1.22 94.95
United States 33 5.05 100.00
(c) by program duration
Up to 6 months 234 35.80 35.80
Between 7 and 12 months 143 21.87 57.67
Longer than 12 months 42 6.42 64.09
Not reported 268 40.98 100.00
(d) by decennium of program introduction
1980s 25 3.82 3.82
1990s 224 34.25 38.07
2000s 399 61.01 99.08
2010s 6 0.92 100.00
(e) by gender
Only men 190 29.05 29.05
Only women 179 27.37 56.42
Both men and women 285 43.58 100.00
(f) by evaluation design
Difference-in-Differences 22 3.36 3.06
Instrumental Variables 8 1.22 4.59
Matching 576 88.07 92.66
Randomized Experiment 48 7.34 100.00

Notes: Based on 654 effect estimates from 57 studies.
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employment schemes. Enhanced services, including job-search assistance, and sanctioning programs
occur less frequently in our sample. This does not necessarily imply that these programs are less frequently
implemented, nor that they are evaluated less often, but this pattern may also be attributable to our
methodological inclusion criteria.

Roughly half of our sample consists of effect estimates of programs implemented in Germany. Many
of these studies consider evaluations of programs implemented after the German reunification in 1990,
followed by the East-German transition to a market economy and the analogous increase in unemployment.
Furthermore, the German Hartz reforms came into effect in the first half of the 2000s. These reforms
included many ALMP measures. Due to the controversies about the Hartz reforms, many evaluation
studies have been performed.

Other Eastern European countries, that is, Poland, Romania, Russia, Serbia, and the Slovak Republic
account for 36 program estimates, resembling roughly 5% of our sample. Anglo countries, being New
Zealand, the United Kingdom, and the United States, contribute to 50 program estimates, which is roughly
equivalent to another 7.5% of our sample. Nordic countries, consisting of Denmark, Norway, and Sweden
together contribute to 108 program estimates, roughly 16.5% of our sample. The variety in countries and
regions also indicates the importance of the different institutional environments. To take account of these
institutional environments we include year and country indicators, or macroeconomic indicators, in our
multivariate meta-regression further in this paper.

Over one-third of the effect estimates refer to programs that do not last longer than a year until
completion. About 6% of the estimates concern programs that take longer than a year on average. For
another one-third of the estimates the average program duration is not specified. Nearly all programs took
place in the 1990s and the 2000s. With respect to the evaluation designs, more than 85% of the effect
estimates are based on matching methods, followed by randomized experiments (7.5%) and difference-
in-differences setups (3%).

4.2 Mean Effect Sizes

Table 3 displays some more basic sample characteristics of the effect sizes and the overall impacts of
each program type at 12 and 24 months after the start of the program. The overall impacts at 6 and
36 months after program start are shown in Table A2. The unweighted mean effect sizes are shown in
column 1. The weighted mean effect sizes under the fixed-effects model are shown in column 3. This
fixed-effects model assumes homogeneity in the error term across studies. However, in our sample this
assumption might not be realistic due to differences in settings and participants across studies.

We can check whether the distribution of the effect sizes is truly homogeneous by performing a statistical
test for homogeneity developed by Hedges (1982, p. 493). This test is based on the Q-statistic, which has
a chi-squared distribution and k − 1 degrees of freedom, where k equals the number of effect sizes.4 The
null hypothesis of homogeneity is rejected in each subgroup, implying heterogeneous standard errors of
the effect sizes in our sample. One approach to account for heterogeneity is by adding an additional error
term that varies across studies. The random-effects model takes account for this, of which the results are
shown in column 4. In addition to the random-effects weighted averages, we estimate an unrestricted
fixed-effects weighted least squares (FE-WLS) model. This is obtained by regressing the effect size
divided by its standard error on the inverse standard error and no constant, as proposed by Stanley and
Doucouliagos (2015). Given the heterogeneity in our dataset, this is our preferred model, as from their
simulations it seems that this approach produces the least biased results, compared to the random effects
model. These WLS results are shown in column 5.

In the FE-WLS model, enhanced services are shown to have a statistically insignificant effect in the
short term (up to one year after the start of the program) and a small negative effect in the longer term
(from one year onwards). Public sector employment programs have a negative impact overall, although the
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Table 3. Mean and Weighted Program Effects by Programme Type.

Sample Mean SD Fixed-effects Random-effects FE-WLS
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(i) 12 months after program start
Enhanced services (22) 0.023 0.063 0.004** 0.023** 0.004
Public employment (21) −0.124 0.146 −0.048*** −0.056*** −0.048***

Subsidized labor (79) −0.078 0.210 −0.054*** −0.076*** −0.054***

Training/retraining (83) −0.020 0.123 −0.038*** −0.041*** −0.038***

Overall effect (205) −0.048 0.123 −0.023*** −0.045*** −0.023***

(ii) 24 months after program start
Enhanced services (23) 0.018 0.041 −0.009*** 0.011*** −0.009**

Public employment (20) −0.168 0.247 −0.032*** −0.040*** −0.032*

Subsidized labor (66) 0.000 0.138 −0.001 0.001*** −0.001
Training/retraining (64) 0.034 0.113 −0.001 0.011*** −0.001
Overall effect (173) −0.004 0.150 −0.005*** 0.004*** −0.005*

Notes: ***, **, * denote 1% , 5% , and 10% significance levels, respectively. Numbers of observations in parentheses.
Mean and weighted program effects on 6 and 36 months after program start can be found in Table A2.

longer term impact is slightly less negative compared to the short-term impact. Private-sector subsidized
labor seems to have a negative impact in the short run, which turns into a positive impact in the longer
run. Training and retraining programs have negative effects in the short term, and insignificant effects
in the longer term. The FE-WLS results for subsidized labor and training and retraining turn positive at
36 months after program start (see Table A2). However, in this mean-effect analysis we do not control
for publication bias and background characteristics. In the next part of this paper, we address these issues
and provide our main results.

4.3 Publication Bias

In our selection criteria, we stipulate that only published, peer-reviewed studies are to be included in the
sample. This is to ensure the quality of the effect estimates we base this meta-analysis on. However, when
academic journals not only select studies for publication based on the quality of the research design, this
could constitute a selection bias. If studies that report relatively high effect sizes are more likely to be
published, this would be also the case in our sample. These missing studies would threaten the internal
validity of the meta-analysis, because then the sample would not reflect the true distribution of effect
sizes. A way of visualizing this publication bias is to plot the effect sizes against their standard errors in a
so-called funnel plot. In the absence of publication bias, the studies will be evenly distributed around the
mean in this funnel plot (Stanley and Doucouliagos, 2010).

Next to this visual representation of the publication bias, we can formally test for it using a test that
has been developed by Egger et al. (1997). The Egger test is based on a simple (meta-)regression of the
standardized effect estimate against its standard error:

ESi = α0 + β0SEi + ui . (3)

Because this meta-regression model (MRA) contains heteroscedasticity, Equation 3 should be estimated
by Weighted Least Squares (WLS) instead of Ordinary Least Squares (OLS), using 1/SE2

i as weights
(Stanley, 2005). Alternatively, WLS can be obtained by dividing Equation 3 by an estimate of the standard
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deviation of this heteroscedasticity: SEi . This brings us to the following model that can be estimated by
a regular OLS procedure:

ti = β0 + α0
1

SEi
+ vi . (4)

Here, (1/SEi ) gives an indication of the precision of the estimate. Then, a rejection of the null hypothesis
under which the intercept is equal to zero indicates publication bias. This test is known as the Funnel
Plot Asymmetry Test (FAT) (Stanley, 2008). However, on the basis of Monte Carlo simulations, Stanley
(2008) argues that this setup gives biased results. To improve on this, Stanley and Doucouliagos (2014)
propose a quadratic version of the FAT–PET as a starting point of a meta-regression analysis (MRA) to get
the Precision Effect Estimate with Standard Error (PEESE) estimate for β̂0 (Stanley and Doucouliagos,
2014), by applying WLS to the following model while using 1/SE2

i as weights:

ESi = β0 + α0SE2
i + ui . (5)

Or equivalently, by applying OLS after dividing Equation 5 by SEi :

ti = α0SEi + β0
1

SEi
+ vi . (6)

As a first approach to assess the possibility of a publication bias, we have applied FAT (Equation 4)
to the entire data set to give a general indication. However, since many of our effect size estimates are
derived from p-values based on confidence intervals, many estimates are on the 95% confidence band in
the funnel plot, as can be seen in Figure 2, where the red x-marks represent the effect sizes that have been
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Figure 2. Funnel Plot, Entire Sample. [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
Notes: On the vertical axis 1/SE depicts the inverse standard error of the effect size, and on the horizontal axis

t represents the effect size divided by its standard error. The red x-marks depict effect size approximations
based on 95% confidence intervals, and the blue diamonds depict exact effects sizes.
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Table 4. FAT–PET and PEESE Results.

Panel A: FAT–PET

FAT–PET (n = 654) FAT–PET (n = 220)

Coef. p-value Coef. p-value

precision (β0) −0.0140*** (0.000) −0.0101*** (0.015)
bias (α0) −0.2686 (0.118) −2.2160*** (0.000)

Panel B: PEESE

PEESE (n = 654) PEESE (n = 220)

Coef. p−value Coef. p−value

precision (β0) −0.0155*** (0.000) −0.0194*** (0.000)
standard error (α0) −2.8916 (0.174) −10.4586** (0.012)

Notes: The left column shows the results for the complete sample (n= 654). The right column shows the results for a
restricted sample, omitting the effect sizes approximated from a 5% confidence interval (n = 231).

derived from 95% confidence levels. This may bias the results of the FAT, as the MRA procedure will
then center the constant around zero, where both frontiers cancel out. This may lead to a non-rejection of
α0 = 0, while there still could be a publication bias.

To circumvent this problem we also perform the FAT on a subsample of effect sizes that are derived
from exact standard errors and t-values. The results of the FAT–PET and PEESE are shown in Table 4.
The left column shows the results for the entire sample, and the right column shows the results for
the subsample of effect sizes based on exact standard errors or t-values. In the right column, the null
hypothesis of no publication bias is rejected at p < 0.000, giving us a clear indication for the presence of
a publication bias. The Precision-Effect Test (PET) rejects β0 = 0, implying that a genuine effect beyond
the selection bias exists. The results of the PEESE approximations are in line with the FAT–PET results.

4.4 Multivariate Analysis

A multivariate MRA approach allows for an accurate description and interpretation of subgroup differences
in the presence of across-study heterogeneity, by incorporating dummy variables for different subgroups.
It furthermore allows us to control for macroeconomic background characteristics. In the next part of this
paper we built upon the PEESE–MRA model to control for and explain the “genuine” variation the effect
sizes beyond publication bias in a multivariate meta-regression model. In line with other meta-analyses,
we include SE2 instead of a linear term in SE .5

We extend model 5 with explanatory variables X j , to accommodate for “genuine” variation among the
effect sizes, more specifically the variation among the subgroups we are interested in (see Table A1 for
descriptive statistics for our MRA variables):

ESi = β0 + α0SE2
i +

K∑
j=1

γ j Xji + ui . (7)

We have estimated this meta-regression model by WLS using 1/SE2
i as weights, while suppressing the

constant term. This allows us to include dummy variables for all program types. The estimates then show
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Table 5. Results Multivariate MRA.

6 months 12 months 24 months 36 months

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

z_outcome_se_sq 0.187 0.000408 0.0931 0.0136 0.0343 −0.00327 0.00112 0.0356
(0.194) (0.176) (0.0730) (0.0535) (0.0350) (0.0205) (0.0564) (0.0543)

subsidy 0.0993 −0.0769 0.0335 0.00491 0.0359 0.0196 −0.0194 0.0522**

(0.129) (0.0859) (0.0422) (0.0457) (0.0301) (0.0227) (0.0484) (0.0227)
services 0.223** 0.0784 0.105*** 0.0682** 0.0150 0.00527 −0.0531 0.0232

(0.104) (0.0606) (0.0265) (0.0264) (0.0237) (0.0154) (0.0514) (0.0215)
public 0.0995 −0.0416 0.0102 −0.0181 −0.0195 −0.0253 −0.0622 0.00832

(0.0989) (0.0459) (0.0249) (0.0196) (0.0325) (0.0219) (0.0479) (0.0183)
training 0.162 0.0159 0.0670*** 0.0264 0.0249 0.0145 −0.0415 0.0348

(0.103) (0.0605) (0.0245) (0.0217) (0.0236) (0.0149) (0.0514) (0.0214)
male −0.119 −0.0837 −0.0757** −0.103*** −0.0347 −0.0417* −0.00564 −0.0358*

(0.0721) (0.0539) (0.0330) (0.0341) (0.0231) (0.0234) (0.0200) (0.0204)
female −0.134* −0.0999** −0.0796** −0.101*** −0.0139 −0.0206 0.0185 −0.0150

(0.0743) (0.0445) (0.0382) (0.0276) (0.0272) (0.0182) (0.0201) (0.0144)
z_max_age 0.0258 0.0101 −0.00523 0.00588 −0.0159 −0.00681 −0.0432 −0.00250

(0.0342) (0.0168) (0.0167) (0.00904) (0.0155) (0.00626) (0.0320) (0.00391)
z_year 0.0576 0.0528* 0.0287 0.0106

(0.0618) (0.0313) (0.0194) (0.0124)
did −0.00413 0.0182 −0.224 −0.0523 −0.0393 −0.0313 0.0382 −0.0491

(0.0265) (0.0235) (0.202) (0.0512) (0.0495) (0.0284) (0.0463) (0.0364)
iv 0 0 −0.0678* −0.0825** 0.00526 0.00790 0 0

(.) (.) (0.0398) (0.0332) (0.0315) (0.0210) (.) (.)
rct −0.238 −0.0736 −0.0273 −0.0257 0.0477* 0.0426** 0.0932*** 0.0349

(0.145) (0.0569) (0.0324) (0.0347) (0.0243) (0.0168) (0.0325) (0.0208)
country FE Included Included Included Included
z_unemployment Included Included Included Included

N 154 154 205 205 173 173 122 122
Clusters 28 28 43 43 38 38 23 23
R2 0.629 0.574 0.567 0.453 0.244 0.162 0.366 0.278

Notes: (1) Country fixed effects with normalized year of implementation; (2) No country fixed effects and no
normalized year of implementation, but with the normalized employment rate on country level during the year of
implementation.
Cluster−robust standard errors on study level in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

their absolute levels of effectiveness, instead of relative differences, which simplifies the interpretation of
the coefficients. We estimate a fixed-effects model, and cluster the standard errors on study level (Stanley
and Doucouliagos, 2017).

Table 5 shows the results at 6, 12, 24, and 36 months after program start. Columns 1, 3, 5, and
7 show the results of model 7 without controlling for the country-specific unemployment rate in the
year of program implementation, but including country dummies and a variable for the year of program
implementation. Columns 2, 4, 6, and 8 show the results after controlling for the unemployment rate in the
year of program implementation. Here, we exclude the country dummies and the year variable, since the
country- and year-specific unemployment rates capture both the variation across countries as in the years
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of implementation. This is our preferred specification, since this captures more than just the variation in
countries and years.

Because we normalized all continuous MRA variables, we can interpret the coefficients of the different
program types as the mean program impact on a mixed male and female target group of the average age.
As we omitted the constant from model 7, we can interpret the program type coefficients as the general
impacts.

At 6 months after program start, none of the program type coefficients are statistically significant.
However, with 154 observations this may be attributable to low power. Subsidized labor and public
employment have negative coefficients, whereas enhanced services and training programs both have
positive impacts. The effects of enhanced services and training programs remain positive at 12, 24, and
36 after program start. The impact of subsidized labor turns positive at 12 months, and remains positive
at 24 and 36 months as well. The impact of public employment stays negative at 12 and 24 months, but
becomes positive at 36 months.

We do not find hard evidence for heterogeneous impacts for male and female participants. The
coefficients for male and female participant groups with respect to mixed participant groups do not
differ substantially. However, these coefficients should be interpreted with care and not as a causal
relation. The gender coefficients may also be driven by selection effects, since some studies report impact
estimates of a mixed program separate for men and women, whereas other studies report the effects for
male of female only programs. We only include them for a more precise estimate of the program type
coefficients. The same applies for the coefficient on the unemployment rate variable and the coefficients
for the evaluation design dummies.

In Tables A3, A4, A5, and A6, we provide several robustness checks for the multivariate MRA. As
mentioned above, the heterogeneity in the institutional environments is an important factor. In the main
specification, we include country dummies and a year indicator to account for this. However, because
of the over-representation of German studies in our data set (roughly 55%, see Table 2), we can also
estimate the effects separately for only the German studies (Table A3), to look further into this. Next,
we analyze the effects without the German studies (solely the non-German studies, Table A4) to see to
what extent the overrepresentation of German studies influences our general results. It seems that when
we only consider German studies, the negative lock-in effects of subsidized labor and public employment
do not turn into positive long-term effects, while in the non-German subset they do. Training programs
are also less effective in this German subsample. We do not have sufficient German-only estimates for
enhanced services to say something about the differences for this program category.

Since this meta-analysis considers multiple labor market outcomes at once, we re-estimated the
model for the 83% of studies that report the probability of employment as outcome variable (see
Table 1 for the distribution of outcome variables). These results are shown in Table A5. This does
not change the results, except that the lock-in effects of subsidized labor last slightly longer. The impact at
12 months is very slightly negative, which turns into slightly positive after 24 months. Another interesting
question is whether the duration of the program is correlated with the effectiveness. Not all studies
report this; roughly 40% of the observations do not contain information about the average duration.
Adding the average program duration to the specification and narrowing down the sample to the 60% of
observations that do report average program duration does not alter the results. The coefficient of program
duration is close to zero, and only significantly negative at 36 months. The results are available in
Table A6.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

This meta-analysis points to the following main results: (i) enhanced services programs are the most
effective in the short run, at 12 months after program start, (ii) subsidized labor and public job creation
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schemes have negative impacts in the short run, which eventually become positive in the longer run,
where subsidized labor is the only program type that has a statistically significant positive impact at
36 months after program start, (iii) the impact of subsidized labor turns positive after 12 months, while
for public job creation this is only the case after 36 months, (iv) the average duration is not correlated
with the effectiveness of a program, but only slightly negatively correlated in the longer run. Similar to
our findings, earlier reviews by for example Card et al. (2010, 2017) and Kluve (2010) also point out
that enhanced services and sanctioning schemes are the most effective in improving the labor market
outcomes of the participants. We also find positive coefficients for training programs, but these are not
statistically significant. Both subsidized labor and public employment have insignificant results in both
the short run, but only subsidized labor turns significantly positive in the longer run. In general, we find
that the average effects of ALMPs are relatively small (d < 0.10).

As for the differences in short and long term effectiveness, the literature provides some explanation
for this. Many training and employment schemes show negative effects in the short run, which can be
attributed to the fact that during this period the participants are still in the program and not on the labor
market, which might explain why they perform worse than the non-participating control group. So-called
lock-in effects (Calmfors, 1994) can explain the differences in the short term impacts, because enhanced
services and sanctioning schemes demand less from the participants than more intensive employment
programs in terms of time that could also be spent on looking for a job (see Section 2). The results also
show that subsidized labor is associated with shorter lock-in effects than public employment/job creation.
This could be caused by the fact that subsidized labor usually includes an on-the-job training component,
which is tailored to labor demand (Heckman et al., 1999).

This also points at an important critique to classroom training programs. Since these programs are
relatively standardized, they are for that reason less tailored to the requirements of firms (Heckman et al.,
1999). On-the-job training, as comprised by wage and employment subsidies which we cover in the
subsidized labor category, is much more adapted to the needs of firms and therefore expected to be more
effective than classroom training. However, our results do not suggest negative lock-in effects for training
programs, but positive, non-significant effects from 6 until 36 months after program start. This absence
of lock-in effects can most likely be explained by the fact that most studies covering on-the-job training
cover both types of training, but do not always explicitly mention this, such that we include these studies
in the general training category.

Our results are somewhat different from earlier overview studies on the effectiveness of ALMPs. Card
et al. (2010, 2017), for example, find negative short term effects of training programs, at 12 months after
program start. However, given the large set of differences between previous meta-analyses (for example,
Card et al. (2010, 2017) and Kluve (2010)) and our meta-analysis, it is difficult to determine exactly
where this difference comes from.

The improvements of our meta-analysis over these earlier meta-analyses are both methodological
and theoretical. Our methodological improvements consist first of all a systematically assembled data
set of studies that satisfy the inclusion criteria stated in Section 3. In order to ensure the quality of
the effect estimates and to rule out any selection effects, we only include published experimental and
quasi-experimental studies. Furthermore, contrary to Card et al. (2010), we consider standardized effect
sizes, which allows us to give an indication of the size of the effects of ALMP. Our theoretical
contribution consists of the inclusion of a theoretical framework, to which we explicitly relate our
results.

Our findings provide a general guideline for the design of future policy. In the design of future ALMP,
one should keep in mind that public employment and subsidized labor programs are characterized by
negative short-term effects. Subsidized labor, however, should be preferred over public employment,
since the effects of subsidized labor turn positive much earlier than public employment schemes. Also,
the effect of subsidized labor is significantly positive at 36 months after program start. Enhanced services,
including job-search assistance, have positive effects in the short run. These effects remain positive but
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become statistically insignificant in the longer run. Therefore, job-search assistance is more likely to
line up with policy goals than subsidized labor and public employment in the short run. Subsidized
labor turns out to have the greatest longer run effect. Finally, the fact that we find such small average
effects highlight the need of thorough cost-benefit analyses, and the continuation of reliable randomized
evaluations.
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Notes

1. Arguments for this relation include that unions are less motivated to advocate for wage increases
when employment and labor demand are low, and that employers have to pay higher wages to attract
sufficient labor when employment and labor demand are high.

2. The data set of 654 effect estimates can be found through ResearchGate with https://doi.org/
10.13140/RG.2.2.13919.97449.

3. Unemployment data derived from the IMF’s World Economic Outlook (IMF, 2017).
4. The Q-statistic is computed using the following formula, where ESi stands for effect size i and SEi

for its standard error:

Q =
k∑

i=1

(ESi − ES)2

SE2 .

5. Many studies apply FAT–PET and PEESE in a multivariate framework (for example, Rose and Stanley,
2005; Ugur, 2014; Awaworyi Churchill and Yew, 2017). Doucouliagos et al. (2014) also applies SE2

instead of a linear term in SE, like we do in our model. We have also run the analysis with a linear
term in SE, and this does not make a difference.
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Appendix

Table A1. Descriptive Statistics of Variables in Multivariate MRA (Complete Sample).

Variable Definition N Mean SD

outcome Cohen’s d 654 −0.0296 0.1558
z_outcome_se_sq SE2 (standardized) 654 0.0000 1.0000
subsidy =1 if category is subsidized labor 654 0.3777 0.4852
services =1 if category is enhanced services 654 0.1254 0.3314
public =1 if category is public employment 654 0.1116 0.3151
training =1 if category is training or retraining 654 0.3853 0.4870
male =1 if gender=“male” 654 0.2905 0.4543
female =1 if gender=“female” 654 0.2737 0.4462
z_max_age maximum age of participants (standardized) 654 0.0000 1.0000
z_year year of implementation (standardized) 654 0.0000 1.0000
did =1 in case of a DiD design 654 0.0336 0.1804
iv =1 in case of an IV design 654 0.0122 0.1100
rct =1 in case of an RCT 654 0.0734 0.2610
z_unemployment unemployment rate (standardized) 654 0.0000 1.0000
z_duration average program duration (standardized) 419 0.0000 1.0000

Notes: All continuous variables have been standardized to mean zero and standard deviation one.

Table A2. Mean and Weighted Program Effects by Programme Type.

Sample Mean SD Fixed-effects Random-effects FE-WLS
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(i) 6 months after program start
Enhanced services (22) −0.029 0.080 0.002 −0.007 0.002
Public employment (15) −0.061 0.062 −0.059*** −0.060*** −0.059***

Subsidized labor (58) −0.145 0.243 −0.137*** −0.146*** −0.137***

Training/retraining (59) −0.019 0.082 −0.057*** −0.027*** −0.057***

Overall effect (154) −0.072 0.017 −0.038*** −0.073*** −0.038***

(ii) 36 months after program start
Enhanced services (15) 0.020 0.047 −0.004** 0.006 −0.004
Public employment (17) −0.063 0.177 −0.014 −0.013 −0.014
Subsidized labor (44) 0.032 0.081 0.026*** 0.027*** 0.026***

Training/retraining (46) 0.039 0.072 0.008*** 0.017*** 0.008***

Overall effect (122) 0.020 0.099 0.004*** 0.016*** 0.004*

Notes: ***, **, * denote 1%, 5%, and 10% significance levels, respectively. Numbers of observations in parentheses.
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Table A3. Results Multivariate MRA – German Studies Only.

6 months 12 months 24 months 36 months

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

z_outcome_se_sq 0.273 0.298 0.159 0.163 0.121 0.200** −0.0270 −0.00570
(0.244) (0.228) (0.127) (0.134) (0.0840) (0.0740) (0.0514) (0.0683)

subsidy 0.0291 −0.128 −0.130** −0.0997 0.0612** −0.0269 0.0445 −0.0277
(0.0396) (0.130) (0.0559) (0.107) (0.0276) (0.0608) (0.0286) (0.0354)

services 0.188*** 0.0764 0 0.0651 −0.0224 −0.0772 0 0
(0.0500) (0.121) (.) (0.0924) (0.0504) (0.0541) (.) (.)

public 0 −0.145 −0.189*** −0.150 0 −0.0837 0 −0.0732*

(.) (0.117) (0.0473) (0.0961) (.) (0.0639) (.) (0.0358)
training 0.0773* −0.0497 −0.109*** −0.0566 0.0556** −0.0286 0.0491*** −0.0226

(0.0418) (0.127) (0.0144) (0.0967) (0.0215) (0.0686) (0.00703) (0.0333)
male −0.108 −0.0353 −0.0586 −0.00287 −0.0433 0.0394 0.00849 0.0600**

(0.0698) (0.0436) (0.0353) (0.0315) (0.0303) (0.0340) (0.0318) (0.0238)
female −0.153* −0.0644 −0.0941** −0.0253 −0.0526 0.0382 −0.000617 0.0558

(0.0744) (0.0668) (0.0438) (0.0302) (0.0362) (0.0320) (0.0243) (0.0308)
z_max_age 0.0205 −0.0434 −0.0249 −0.0778 0.000878 −0.0546 −0.0212 −0.0537*

(0.0621) (0.0542) (0.0552) (0.0550) (0.0484) (0.0375) (0.0324) (0.0252)
z_year 0.0606 0.0604 0.0193 0.00945

(0.0615) (0.0515) (0.0228) (0.0162)
did 0 0 −0.307 −0.225 −0.717** −0.880*** 0.0581 0.0595

(.) (.) (0.297) (0.330) (0.264) (0.270) (0.0416) (0.0462)
iv 0 0 0 0 0.115*** 0.000816 0 0

(.) (.) (.) (.) (0.0273) (0.0436) (.) (.)
rct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)
Country FE Included Included Included Included
z_unemployment Included Included Included Included

N 104 104 112 112 93 93 63 63
Clusters 16 16 18 18 14 14 9 9

R2 0.528 0.668 0.424 0.595 0.189 0.459 0.253 0.374

Notes: (1) Country fixed effects with normalized year of implementation; (2) No country fixed effects and no
normalized year of implementation, but with the normalized employment rate on country level during the year of
implementation.
Cluster-robust standard errors on study level in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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Table A4. Results Multivariate MRA – Non-German Studies Only.

6 months 12 months 24 months 36 months

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

z_outcome_se_sq –0.0443 −0.104 0.0708* 0.0371* 0.0171 0.00875 0.0609** 0.138***

(0.111) (0.105) (0.0381) (0.0215) (0.0227) (0.0167) (0.0207) (0.0427)
subsidy 0.247* −0.0702* 0.0271 −0.0279* 0.0222 0.0306** −0.202*** 0.0909***

(0.127) (0.0385) (0.0249) (0.0157) (0.0293) (0.0122) (0.0636) (0.0159)
services 0.350** 0.00276 0.0567** 0.00552 −0.0105 −0.0147 −0.256*** 0.0393**

(0.125) (0.0468) (0.0271) (0.0150) (0.0241) (0.0167) (0.0659) (0.0174)
public 0.284** −0.0369 0.0239 −0.00525 −0.0194 −0.00664 −0.254*** 0.0395**

(0.119) (0.0313) (0.0270) (0.0190) (0.0344) (0.0119) (0.0669) (0.0132)
training 0.295** −0.0520 0.0281 −0.0238 −0.00143 −0.00548 −0.245*** 0.0505**

(0.123) (0.0456) (0.0267) (0.0148) (0.0241) (0.0167) (0.0658) (0.0174)
male −0.397*** −0.0939*** −0.0555** −0.0804*** −0.0375 −0.0532*** 0.000101 −0.0433***

(0.0939) (0.0292) (0.0209) (0.0142) (0.0235) (0.0160) (0.0103) (0.0109)
female −0.388*** −0.0950*** −0.0400** −0.0593*** 0.00301 −0.0130 0.0384*** −0.00574

(0.0931) (0.0272) (0.0169) (0.0123) (0.0240) (0.0135) (0.00950) (0.0110)
z_max_age 0.00842*** 0.000695 −0.00853 0.00201 −0.0244* −0.0118*** −0.239*** −0.00406**

(0.00267) (0.00478) (0.00701) (0.00383) (0.0121) (0.00410) (0.0507) (0.00158)
z_year 0.219*** 0.0453*** 0.0416* 0.110***

(0.0512) (0.0145) (0.0210) (0.0260)
did 0.0749*** 0.0218** −0.0846*** −0.0113 −0.00448 −0.0162 0.0204 −0.0564***

(0.0105) (0.00879) (0.0234) (0.0197) (0.0280) (0.0138) (0.0267) (0.0133)
iv 0 0 −0.0257* −0.0445*** 0.0145 0.00682 0 0

(.) (.) (0.0135) (0.0129) (0.0302) (0.0165) (.) (.)
rct −0.500*** −0.0427 0.00415 0.0200 0.0516** 0.0491*** 0.194*** 0.0227

(0.139) (0.0440) (0.0236) (0.0255) (0.0212) (0.0163) (0.0307) (0.0239)
Country FE Included Included Included Included
z_unemployment Included Included Included Included

N 50 50 93 93 80 80 59 59
Clusters 12 12 25 25 24 24 14 14
R2 0.909 0.893 0.839 0.805 0.458 0.374 0.580 0.502

Notes: (1) Country fixed effects with normalized year of implementation; (2) No country fixed effects and no
normalized year of implementation, but with the normalized employment rate on country level during the year of
implementation.
Cluster-robust standard errors on study level in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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Table A5. Results Multivariate MRA – Only Probability of Employment as Outcome Variable.

6 months 12 months 24 months 36 months

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

z_outcome_se_sq 0.208 0.0311 0.139* 0.0231 0.0888* 0.0135 0.119*** 0.0866*

(0.203) (0.177) (0.0709) (0.0527) (0.0450) (0.0277) (0.0349) (0.0404)
subsidy 0.111 −0.0699 0.0399 −0.0149 0.0723* 0.00164 0.0287 0.0463

(0.161) (0.0810) (0.0863) (0.0392) (0.0387) (0.0292) (0.0455) (0.0272)
services 0.241* 0.102 0.139*** 0.0916*** 0.0410 0.00884 0.0180 0.0556**

(0.125) (0.0682) (0.0486) (0.0321) (0.0313) (0.0196) (0.0475) (0.0249)
public 0.105 −0.0348 0.0186 −0.0242 0.0137 −0.0269 −0.00719 0.0184

(0.135) (0.0447) (0.0527) (0.0205) (0.0376) (0.0253) (0.0443) (0.0166)
training 0.171 0.0212 0.0693 0.0184 0.0585* 0.0118 0.0227 0.0518**

(0.129) (0.0603) (0.0462) (0.0215) (0.0301) (0.0170) (0.0478) (0.0203)
male −0.121 −0.0834 −0.0756* −0.0704* −0.0449 −0.0211 −0.0130 −0.0192

(0.0712) (0.0609) (0.0406) (0.0381) (0.0346) (0.0319) (0.0301) (0.0322)
female −0.136* −0.0939 −0.0799* −0.0728 −0.0259 −0.000704 0.0113 0.00628

(0.0737) (0.0624) (0.0464) (0.0490) (0.0399) (0.0360) (0.0308) (0.0314)
z_max_age 0.0278 0.0113 −0.00642 0.00428 −0.0171 −0.0107 −0.0248 −0.000112

(0.0604) (0.0273) (0.0362) (0.0199) (0.0161) (0.0125) (0.0344) (0.0111)
z_year 0.0563 0.0564 0.0258 0.0203

(0.0629) (0.0467) (0.0192) (0.0175)
did 0 0 0 0 0.0280 0.0416 0.0587* 0.0492**

(.) (.) (.) (.) (0.0653) (0.0409) (0.0328) (0.0193)
iv 0 0 −0.0778 −0.0711** 0.0481 0.0227 0 0

(.) (.) (0.0547) (0.0274) (0.0579) (0.0280) (.) (.)
rct −0.167* −0.0335 −0.0294 −0.0301 0.0854* 0.0377* −0.00635 0.00246

(0.0920) (0.0406) (0.0558) (0.0366) (0.0446) (0.0189) (0.0797) (0.0298)
Country FE Included Included Included Included
z_unemployment Included Included Included Included

N 138 138 171 171 142 142 93 93
Clusters 24 24 35 35 29 29 15 15
R2 0.507 0.435 0.385 0.303 0.206 0.099 0.329 0.257

Notes: (1) Country fixed effects with normalized year of implementation; (2) No country fixed effects and no
normalized year of implementation, but with the normalized employment rate on country level during the year of
implementation.
Cluster-robust standard errors on study level in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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Table A6. Results Multivariate MRA – Only Observations that Include the Average Program Duration.

6 months 12 months 24 months 36 months

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

z_outcome_se_sq 0.183 0.164 0.0957 0.0233 0.0326 −0.0196 0.0825*** 0.0875*

(0.226) (0.178) (0.0774) (0.0455) (0.0384) (0.0267) (0.0222) (0.0482)
subsidy 0.100 −0.268* 0.0666 −0.0574 0.142 −0.0435 0.110 0.0463

(0.202) (0.129) (0.209) (0.0665) (0.0964) (0.0453) (0.160) (0.0292)
services 0.274 −0.000642 0.0932 −0.0775 0.0570 −0.104*** 0.174 0.170***

(0.212) (0.0731) (0.153) (0.0455) (0.0591) (0.0272) (0.162) (0.0142)
public 0.235 −0.122 0.111 −0.0631* 0.0942 −0.0950*** 0.0515 −0.00823

(0.184) (0.0812) (0.177) (0.0354) (0.0694) (0.0302) (0.158) (0.0201)
training 0.288 −0.0520 0.173 0.0121 0.154** −0.0190 0.0916 0.0363

(0.189) (0.0834) (0.170) (0.0384) (0.0668) (0.0271) (0.163) (0.0218)
male −0.0264 0.0480 −0.00208 −0.0577 −0.0270 −0.00189 −0.0347 −0.00174

(0.0817) (0.0803) (0.0498) (0.0532) (0.0435) (0.0397) (0.0405) (0.0342)
female −0.0615 0.0184 −0.0304 −0.0853 −0.0281 −0.00193 −0.0396 −0.0103

(0.0829) (0.0866) (0.0523) (0.0646) (0.0505) (0.0440) (0.0304) (0.0345)
z_max_age 0.0216 0.0168 −0.0198 −0.000533 −0.000192 0.00119 0.00363 −0.00460

(0.0334) (0.0173) (0.0468) (0.0257) (0.0259) (0.0119) (0.0343) (0.00815)
z_year 0.0156 0.0332 0.0183 0.00680

(0.0408) (0.0354) (0.0219) (0.0170)
did −0.146 0.178* −0.305** −0.155 −0.457*** −0.258** −1.022*** −1.064***

(0.192) (0.0996) (0.145) (0.122) (0.134) (0.115) (0.162) (0.333)
iv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)
rct −0.171 0.101 0 0.178 0 0.221*** 0 0

(0.196) (0.158) (.) (0.107) (.) (0.0507) (.) (.)
z_duration 0.00563 0.00791 −0.00693 −0.0172 −0.0166 −0.0150 −0.0490* −0.0400*

(0.0320) (0.0270) (0.0291) (0.0188) (0.0181) (0.00879) (0.0231) (0.0195)
country FE Included Included Included Included
z_unemployment Included Included Included Included

N 106 106 127 127 115 115 71 71
Clusters 18 18 24 24 22 22 12 12
R2 0.618 0.659 0.427 0.374 0.194 0.245 0.429 0.400

Notes: (1) Country fixed effects with normalized year of implementation; (2) No country fixed effects and no
normalized year of implementation, but with the normalized employment rate on country level during the year of
implementation.
Cluster−robust standard errors on study level in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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