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Abstract
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1 Introduction

The persistently bad situation of the labour market with unemployment ratésof 8.3 percent in West and
20.1 percent in East Germany (2003) in association with tight governmegels and a spending on labour
market policy of about 73.7 bn Euro (2003) necessitates a critical redi¢he set of German active labour
market policy (ALMP) programmes. One important programme during thesl@80 beginning 2000s have
been job creation schemearbeitsbeschaffungsmalRnahmég@s). Designed as a kind of subsidised work
for unemployed persons with barriers to employment, JCS aim at stabilisinguatifl/ing persons for later
re-integration into regular jobs. Although efforts of the Federal EmployrAgency (FEA) were immense
and programmes have been the second most important programme in termalaffending and persons
promoted (about 1.6 million persons joined JCS between 1997 and 2003 wéhditures of over 23 billion
Euros), scepticism about the effectiveness of the programmes in termgpaived employment chances
arose. The main criticism of the programmes concerned the lack of elementsrtwétquman capital and
negative incentives for job search due to too high wages as well as thaloation of the programmes
(about twelve months).

The effects of JCS in Germany have been analysed in a number of stutifesearlier studies concentrate
on East Germany and are based on survey data sets covering smalrsofiddeservations only that do not
allow to consider effect heterogeneity explicitly. In addition, due to inek#formation on programmes
and programme durations drawing policy relevant conclusions from thédtsemay be problematic. In a
series of more recent studies based on administrative data of the FEAngpgatries in JCS in February
2000, employment effects of programmes for West and East Germaaybban analysed taking account of
several sources of effect heterogeneity. The overall picture finerstudies is disappointing and JCS seem to
perform poorly in improving the employability or the chances of leaving uneympémt for the participating
individuals. However, although the recent studies find a heterogeraoture of the effects for different
subgroups and economic sectors of the programme, possible differ@gmedo the timing of the programme
in the unemployment spell have not been analysed yet.

Differences due to the timing are of interest for policymakers and cageveas they provide informa-
tion to be used to develop intervention strategies to avoid long-term unemploy@ea might speculate
that programmes designed to stabilise and qualify persons with barriers toyenemt are more useful if
used later in the unemployment spell (when long-term unemployment alreadyeal), but are useless for
short-term unemployed persons and would only prolong the individuadhpioyment duration artificially.
Measuring the programme effects with respect to the timing of treatment is re@tsyntask. Abbring and
van den Berg (2003) suggest to use a multivariate mixed proportionatdsmodel to estimate the pro-

gramme effect. Unfortunately, reliable data on programmes and labour hark@mes for Germany is

! See eg Huebler (1997), Kraus, Puhani, and Steiner (2000), Eiatddrexchner (2002), Caliendo, Hujer, and Thomsen (2005b)
and Caliendo, Hujer, and Thomsen (2006).



only available from 2000 onwards with an up to two years time lag. Thus, singlyCS that are designed
for long-term unemployed and have a regular duration of twelve monthklead to a very small sample
of inflows. Alternatively, Sianesi (2004) proposes a more feasibleosgh that will be used here. She
suggests to discretise the unemployment duration and estimate the treatnaatsffa series of matching
estimators. For different durations of unemployment until the start of thgrammes, treatment effects are
estimated separately. Thus, the estimated effects provide a picture ofdbts @ffth respect to the timing of
treatment. However, it has to be mentioned that no interdependencies behgesingle groups in analysis
are regarded in this approach and effects with respect to the timing of trgatm@d only be compared
descriptively.

The analysis is based on unique data derived from the final versioe &rttgramme Participants Master
Data Set falRinahme-Teilnehmer-Grunddat®éTG) and the Employment Statistics RegistBesgclaftig-
tenstatistilk BSt) covering entries into JCS between July 2000 and May 2001. Sincaaimegoal of the
programmes is to prepare participants for the integration into regular emplowamemo increase their em-
ployment chances, we analyse the programme effects in terms of integratioegunlar employment until
30 months after start. Other goals of the programme are not consideridtigxim the study. The data
contain rich information to characterise the individuals’ labour market situstid herefore, this study is
the first one covering entries into programmes in an one year period and tdcount of possible seasonal
differences. In addition, the large number of observations in the samplesaitoconsider possible effect
heterogeneity due to regional differences (East and West Germsamglbas with respect to gender explic-
itly. Programme effects are estimated using propensity score matching. Dwertchtldata at hand and the
large number of observations, assuming conditional independence sebmjustified in our context. We
consider the timing of treatment by estimating the effects of JCS separatelfféoent unemployment du-
rations preceding the treatment, ie for up to twelve quarters of unemploynieoé 18atching is concerned
with selection on observables only, additional unobserved influeneesxatuded by assumption. Thus, a
major issue when using matching methods is to justify the conditional indepemdssigmption with respect
to the assignment process to programmes and employment and the data. alnhatdition, Rosenbaum
(2002) suggest to test the robustness of the estimates against a posibfelfias. Although the test does
not provide evidence of further unobserved variables, it indicatesitsaty of the estimates and may be
helpful for interpretation.

The results show mixed pictures. In West Germany, on the one hand pamtEigeem to suffer more
from the programme when joining early in the unemployment spell. Howevemdst of the groups, the
estimated treatment effects are insignificant at the end of the observatiod, pe the employment rate of
the participants do not differ from that of the matched non-participantsth®mther hand, there are two
exceptions. Persons starting the programmes in the fifths or ninth quatter ohemployment spell have

an increased employment rate 30 months after the start of the programneendihgs for East Germany



are more discouraging. Here, the majority of the groups show negativieymmmnt effects until the end of
the observation period. However, six of the male and four of the femalgogrio analysis have insignificant
employment effects at the end.

The paper is organised as follows. In the next section we will brieflyrdesthe set-up and implemen-
tation of JCS in Germany. Section three presents the data in use. The evaagioach applied in this
study is introduced in the fourth section and its empirical implementation in secten Tikie estimated

employment effects of JCS are discussed in section six. The final seotictudes.

2 Job Creation Schemes in Germany

JCS were introduced in 1969. For a long time they have been the seconthpogint measure of German
ALMP after vocational training programmes. The legal basis is definedd6@&#® 271 and 416 Social Code
[l (Sozialgesetzbuch |[IEGB Ill) enacted in 1998 that replaced the Work Support Act from9196 our
analysis is based on programmes that have started during 2000 anav200ill,concentrate our description
of the institutional set-up to this time span. JCS provide jobs for unemployehmemith barriers to
employment and aim at stabilising and qualifying the participants for lateir(regyation into regular (non-
subsidised) work. The jobs are undertaken in different economicrse@g agriculture, construction or
social services. Financial support is provided by wage subsidieg(iargl 30 to 75 percent of the workers
salary) or loans to the implementing institutions, ie service providers or emplbygte ordinary duration
of support for JCS is twelve months, but exceptions can be made in dr@eloager duration (up to 24
months if programmes are of enforced priority or even 36 months if followeal fiermanent employment).
To avoid distortions of the market and to prevent substitution effects andfaliigains, activities should
be granted only if they are additional in nature, of value for society amiedaout by persons in need of
assistance. Additional in nature means that without the subsidies the activatigg not be accomplished
now or in the near future. They are of value for society if their outcomerighi® collective good. Due to
these requirements, the majority of JCS are low qualification jobs.

Allocation of eligible individuals results from decisions by caseworkeligiltility is in general approved
if persons are long-term unemployed (more than one year) or unemployed least six out of the last
twelve months prior to programme start. Moreover, they have to fulfil the eligilatitgria for reception
of unemployment benefits or assistance, for vocational training prograjamfor vocational integration of

the disabled. Independently of those requirements, the local employment agencies)l=Eé allowed to

2 From 2002 to 2004, the implementing institutions could be supported by lummpayments alternatively. Since 2004, grants
for JCS consists of lump sum payments only.

3 Unemployment benefitsAfbeitslosengeldUB) are paid for individuals who have contributed for at least twelveti® to
unemployment insurance (Ul) during the last three years beforepiogment (seasonally employed workers have a reduced
contribution period of six months). UB amount to 60 (67) percent of teedaerage net earnings from insured employment (with
at least one dependent child) and are paid from Ul funds. The entitidasts for at least six months. The maximum duration is up
to 32 months and depends on the contribution period and the individual'sRayment to the Ul is compulsory for all employees
and amounts to 6.5 percent of employee’s gross salary. Howesasoms with only a minor employment, civil servants, judges,



place younger unemployed (aged 25 or younger) without completedssiohal training, severely disabled
persons, tutors and up to five percent of the participants who do notthreegieneral eligibility criteria.
When the unemployed persons has registered at the LEA, the resparasbleorker takes up the case and
meets the unemployed at regular intervals to evaluate the individual's efiforfinding a job and to con-
ceive a plan for integration into employment in cooperation with the unemplogesdp. By this procedure,
the responsible caseworker possesses a large degree of discrighioespect to the allocation of unem-
ployed persons into programmes. The caseworker decides to offecidicpccupation in a JCS solely if his
assessment of the individual’'s need of assistance implies that the unethplergan cannot be integrated
into regular employment and does not meet the conditions for other ALM§aqumomes. The caseworker
chooses the job in consultation with the unemployed person and accordirgyitalitridual’s qualification
and interest. Priority should be given to projects that explicitly aim at imprat¥iagpre-conditions for per-
manent employment, provide occupations for unemployed with special tsaiwiemployment, or improve
the social and environmental infrastructtr@nce decreed by a caseworker, the programme is compulsory
for the individual and rejection will be sanctioned by benefit cancellationp to twelve weeks. In repeated
cases, the unemployed individual may lose his/her Ul entitlement comptegityce placement depends on
the availability of programmes, unemployed persons may not be assignesgrammes due to a limited
supply of places.

JCS in Germany have been analysed in a number of studies, see eg Hl8BI&r Kraus, Puhani, and
Steiner (2000), Eichler and Lechner (2002) and Caliendo, HujerTaonthsen (2004; 2005b; 2005a; 2006).
Whereas the earlier studies are based on survey data and concemtats Germany, the more recent stud-
ies (since 2003) are based on administrative data of the FEA similar to ththhase Most studies could
not establish positive effects in terms of the different outcome variablelysed (eg employment, unem-
ployment) with some exceptions (see Eichler and Lechner (2002) and aenainkubgroups in Caliendo,
Hujer, and Thomsen (2004; 2005b; 2005a; 2006)). Due to this thalbyécture is rather disappointing.
There are a number of possible effects that may be reasonable for tivcahiimdings in the literature on
JCS in Germany. A popular expected effect of offering unemployedithakls job opportunities is to avoid
human capital depreciation and the increase of human capital. Howegpjtasagel and Magvas (1997)
point out about 40 percent of the participants are allocated to jobs thae&w the individual qualification

level. Therefore, it may also be likely that JCS have a negative effebuaran capital. Further positive

clergymen, professional soldiers, and some other groups ofieese exempted from contributions. Minor employment are jobs
with a salary of less than Euro 325 (Euro 400 since 04/2003) as welbastshm and occasional jobs. The set-up of unemployment
assistanceArbeitslosenhilfe UA) was changed within the Fourth Law ‘Modern Services on the Lalhanket’ on January 1st,
2005. Until that time, UA was paid for persons who had exhausted thegntiBement. UA amounted to 53 (57) percent of the last
average net earnings from insured employment (with at least orendept child). UA could have been paid potentially unlimited
(until retirement age) if the individual satisfied the benefit conditions. W administered by the FEA, but funding was by tax.
Since 2005, UA is pooled with social assistan§eZialhilfg in the so-called unemployment benefitsArbeitslosengeld )L

4 Unemployed persons with special barriers to employment are defmézhg-term unemployed, severely disabled persons,
older unemployed persons with placement restrictions, as well as applioa vocational rehabilitation programmes.

5 See §144 SGB Il for the definitions regarding the exposure of incappst.



effects of the programme relate to the provision of ‘soft’ human capitalf{iGérechner, and Steiger, 2005)
and the habituation of individuals to regular employment (Spitznagel, 1€8B¥r intended positive aspects
are an increase of the individual motivation and self-respect as wallpasitive signal of the willingness
and productivity of the participants. In contrast to that, programmes magldaym productivity as they are

targeted to persons with the a-priori worst labour market perspec¢tiegsitive selection of low productive
persons). In addition, participants may be seen to be passive in terms ségoth as allocation to a pro-
gramme is accepted. Further negative effects for the individual auaed own initiative to look for a job

due to unrealistic expectation concerning permanent contracts followingrtigeammes, due to too high

wages during participation, or just due to the involvement into the programowsng-in effects).

3 Data

Our empirical analysis is based on data that stem from different administeaturces of the FEA that have
been merged for this purpose. The interested reader is referred tathdppendix (Appendix B) for more
details on the extraction and merging of the data as well as their contents eWdarsation on participants
who joined JCS in six months: July, September, November 2000, JanuarghMMay 2001. In addition,
we have drawn six random samples from the job seekers population in thesywwaceding the programme
starts to construct the comparison group. Whereas the original part€igamples contain all individuals
joining the programmes in the respective months, the proportions for thgamtinipants’ samples have
been 20:1, ie for each participant starting a JCS in July 2000 we have @@&yob-seekers from June 2000
as potential comparisons, and so on.

The data cover a large number of characteristics to describe the indisidib@ur market situation. There
is information on the socio-demographic background of the unemployedduodis (eg age, gender), some
detailed information on the qualification (eg schooling, occupational gragpyell as the labour market
history (eg duration of last occupation, number of job offers). All eloteristics are surveyed by the case-
workers and are used for their decisions. Besides those ‘objectiaacteristics, the data contain some
‘subjective’ measures, including for example the appraisal of the ingiVslqualification by the caseworker
and an assessment of the placement restrictions. To consider demaasimsdsts, the data are completed by
a set of indicators describing the regional labour markets according to &ligl. (2004). With these large
and informative data at hand, we are able to consider all relevant lexigthe model for the participation
decision and the labour market outcome. The outcome variable is regularyengpio We define only reg-
ular employment as a success, all other kinds of subsidised work oripatito in ALMP programmes are
defined as a failure.

Since the labour markets in East and West Germany are different eyeafé after German Unification,

5 With respect to the time the programmes have started.



we analyse the effects separately for both parts. To achieve a bettegbpeity of the groups in analysis,
we exclude persons below 25 and over 55 years from analysis. Eideorpossible heterogeneity due to
gender, we estimate the effects for men and women. We observe 5,360)(@a88cipating men (women)
in West and 10,956 (13,491) in East Germany. In addition, we are able tofesmation on 1,104,664 job

seekers to construct the comparison groups.

4 Evaluation Approach

4.1 Model of Potential Outcomes

A widely used method to evaluate the efficiency of ALMP programmes is the mgtektimator embedded

in the so-callednodel of potential outcomgsThe model considers two possible states, ie individual
imagined to either participate in a programme (1) or not (0) WjtrandY;° denoting the potential outcomes
corresponding to the states. The individual causal effect of treatisidrgn defined as the difference of the
two potential outcomes, i4; = Y;' —Y,°. However, since the individual cannot be in both states of the world
at the same time, the observable outcome fegiven byY; = Y;'- D; +(1— D;)-Y,?, whereD; € {0,1} is

a binary treatment indicator. Due to that, one of the outcomes is unobsefoabkch individual and there

iS no opportunity to calculate the individual treatment effect directly frondte.

To make the model adequate for causal analysis, the stable unit treatruerassumption has to be made
(SUTVA, see eg Rubin (1986)). SUTVA rules out any cross-effamtgeneral equilibrium effects, that may
occur among potential programme participants because of their participat@iah (Lechner, 2001). That
is, the potential outcomes of an individual depend on the individual's fjzation decision only and are
not affected by the treatment status of other individuals. Furthermorethehan individual participates
or not does not depend on the participation decision of other individJ&is additional feature excludes
peer-effects (Sianesi, 2004). If we are willing to estimate the effect optbgramme for a person drawn
randomly from the participants sample, those effects are negligible and SdoMd be assumed to be
fulfilled.®

Due to the unobservability of one of the outcomes, direct estimation of the tnetdffiects is impossible
and evaluation has to focus on population averages of gains from tre¢affhenmost common parameter of

interest in the empirical literature is the average effect of treatment on titedréATT), defined as
AT =EB(AID=1)=EY'-YD=1)=EY'D=1)-EY"D=1), (1)

which is the difference of the expected outcomes with and without treatmepéftcipants. As it focusses

" This approach has been variously attributed to eg Neyman (1923),1R6¢ Y or Rubin (1974).

81t should be noted, that since JCS have been used on a large extecia#igpn East Germany, assuming no spill-over effects
on non-participants may be questionable. Thus, microeconometricagieaican only analyse partial-equilibrium effects of the
programmes. Further macroeconometric analyses of progranfewtsedre necessary for a full evaluation, see eg Hujer and Zeiss
(2005).



directly on the actually treated participants, it determines the realised grims&pgthis group (Heckman,
LaLonde, and Smith, 1999). Thus, its importance for policymakers becomésus, as programmes are
in general targeted to certain groups, and by comparing the programeat with its costs, the ATT is a
reasonable approach to measure the performance of the programnwdiegiehether the programme is a
success or not (see Heckman, Ichimura, and Todd (1997)).

The second term on the right-hand side of eq. 1 is not identified. Simply tisengbservable non-
participants’ outcomes to approximate the unobservable participants’ owtaeitheut treatment may lead
to biased estimates, since participants and non-participants may be selectips gven in the absence
of the programme, and thus(Y°|D = 1) # E(Y!|D = 1). The basic idea of the matching approach
is to find in a large group of non-participants those individuals who are sittdgil#ine participants in all
relevant pre-treatment characteristi&s(‘statistical twins’). For that reason, the method appeals to the
intuitive principle that it is possible to ‘adjust away’ differences betweartigipants and non-participants
using the available regressors (Heckman, LaLonde, and Smith, 1988na&ed in the statistical literature,
matching thus generates a comparison group that resembles an experioeintdlgroup in one key respect:
conditional onX, the distribution of the counterfactual outcome for the participants is the sartteea
observed distribution of the outcome of the comparison group (Heckméonide, and Smith, 1999). That
is, the construction of the correct sample counterpart for the missingrat@n on the treated outcomes
had they not participated consists in pairing each programme participant métloromore members of a
comparison group (Blundell and Costa Dias, 2002). Therefore, thehingtapproach allows to compare
the treated and the non-treated outcomes directly, without having to imposeistran the problem. This is
the analogy to random assignment in a (social) experiment. Since the methattbing is a non-parametric
approach, an advantage is its generality. However, since matching methazksn themselves solely with
selection on observables, they require very rich data in order to makstihetes of the treatment effects
credible (Smith, 2000).

For the ATT to be identified the so-callasbnditional independence assumpti(@lA) has to be in-
voked (Lechner, 2001)yY° IT D|X. It states, that conditional on the set of relevant (observable) ieovar
ates X the non-participation outcomg® is independent of the participation decision. In addition, the
availability of non-participating analogues for the participants must be gtessd Ccommon suppo)t ie
Pr(D = 1|X) < 1 (Smith and Todd, 2005a). Since the CIA is in general untestable, one hastreful in
choosing the set of relevant variables. It is well known that matching @an become hazardous wh&n
is of high dimension (‘curse of dimensionality’, Pagan and Ullah (1999))dal with this dimensionality
problem, Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983) suggest to use balancing.s€me possible balancing score is
the probability of participation in a programme, ie the propensity spole) = FE(D = 1|X), that sum-
marises the information of the relevant covarialento a single index function. Therefore, all biases due

to observable covariates can be removed by conditioning solely on thenmidpscore.



4.2 Some Methodological Issues

Up to now, we have discussed the evaluation approach for the static bieatgnent case, ie treatment is
exposed once and at one specific point of time only. In that case, thtigielirals who take the treatment are
defined as the participants; all others are the non-participants. Simplifyengvtiiuation problem that way
may be reasonable for social experiments. In contrast, for most reyuMP programmes this approach
may concur rather poorly (Fredriksson and Johansson (2004)&ctimes obvious by taking a look on the
ALMP system in Germany. This comprehensive system is characterisediale array of different ongoing
programmes which take place continuously over time and are open to jobrseeko meet the differing
eligibility criteria. For that reason, job-seekers can participate in a pnogeaat different points of time
in the unemployment spell. Furthermore, for some programmes, like for exa@fleunemployment is in
general a pre-condition for participation. Therefore, the starting jpbihie programme within the individual
unemployment spell may be an important determinant for the type of programmeigdual is assigned to
as well as for the selectivity of the participating individuals. Moreoverctiiendar time of the treatment also
affects the assignment process, because of changing budgetausstithin the calendar year or changes
in the focus of the policy interventions from one year to another (Speek¢2004)). An important issue in
this context is raised by Sianesi (2004) who analyses the efficienoywediSh ALMP programmes that are
similar to the German programmes. She argues that within the Swedish systemnaplayed person will
join a programme at some time, provided the individual remains unemployed taugle. Consequently,
the reason why an unemployed individual is not observed to participat@lioggamme is that the person
has found a job before or the time horizon of the analysis is too short. Gllyjalthough participation
in a programme is not mandatory in Germany like in Sweden, it tends to be truentisiployed persons
become more likely to participate in any programme the longer they are unempidyesl using Sianesi's
argumentation is reasonable for the evaluation of German ALMP, too.

Hence, this has serious implications for the choice of the comparison gndith@econometric evaluation
estimator. If we would choose those individuals as the comparison groaphede been observed never
to participate in the data, this may invalidate the CIA, as we have to condition ore faticomes. The
conditioning on future outcomes may furthermore bias the estimates. To g&eaanple, if we select all
individuals as the comparison group who have never been on a prograitimrethe observation window
and for whom we observe a transition into employment, we may underestimatei¢ghegatment effects
because one can assume that this group contains a large number ofualdivicho were intended to be
treated because they have a per se higher probability to become regulayednp

For that reason, participation and non-participation have to be defineairdgally, ie with respect to
the point of time the comparison should be made. According to Sianesi (28@4define persons who
have neither entered a programme nor left unemployment up to a specifiarpbime as non-participants

of interest or ‘waiters’ (in the sense that they are waiting to be allocated togrgmme). Thus, non-



participation can be interpreted as the default state for each individdatarybody is a non-participant
until entering a programme or leaving for employment. In this context it shoailddbed that individuals
who are defined as non-participants in the moment we start our comparigoantes a programme at a
later point of time. The approach has been used by Steiger (2004) éngltie effects of different ALMP
programmes in Switzerland, too. Speckesser (2004) and Fitzenbeme3peckesser (2005) apply it to
analyse the effects of a programme calpealvision of specific professional skills and technigueSermany.

A similar definition of non-participation is used by Brodatyg@on, and Fougere (2001) who focus on the
effects of youth employment programmes in France. Fredriksson aadgsdn (2004) try to formalise this
idea and to connect the matching approach with the concept of duratiolanode

In contrast, several studies use only individuals who have neveripattd within the observation window
as the comparison group, for example Gerfin and Lechner (2002)abmiege, Miquel, and Wunsch (2005a;
2005b). To overcome the problem of comparing participating individualsoteparticipants who were
never intended to be treated, they apply an approach suggested yeLétB99) first. In this approach,
each comparison individual is assigned a random starting date by dr&winghe discrete distribution of
the estimated starting dates of the participants. All non-participants who asglglemployed at the time of
the hypothetical starting date are excluded from the analysis. Howeigegphroach adds additional noise
to the data and does not take the timing of events seriously (Fitzenberg8paokiesser (2005)). Moreover,
since the observation window is in general limited the observable distributitmedtarting dates will be
truncated. Thus, imposing the starting date distribution to the non-participanémtdom drawing may be
biased (Fredriksson and Johansson (2004)).

Before starting to formalise the evaluation approach in the dynamic setting veartig should be spent on
the effect we estimate. In general, two aspects of a programme determirregnarpme effect: the content
of the programme and the reduced search intensity for regular work whilsé programme. On the one
hand, the content of the JCS should be the occupational stabilisation {afificgtion) of an unemployed
individual by promotion of a job. On the other hand, programme participatiasgeciated with full-time
employment and consequently a reduced search intensity for reguladyobg the programme (locking-
in effect). Whereas the first aspect is assumed to affect the employabititye individual positively, the
second aspect reduces the employment chances (for at least the tirmgoodghamme). Both effects could
not be disentangled and are assumed to be the main building blocks of tlampnog effect. However, the
relevance of both aspects for the programme effect is a priori unclesatada third component that drives
the effect: the time of the treatment start. The composition of the impacts of babtas@as to be assumed
to differ with time. To give an example: The content of the programme (o¢imunzd stabilisation) may be
more useful for the individual the longer he/she is unemployed. In csintvaing locked in the programme
after a longer duration of unemployment may be less severe for the employhagites, as job offers have to

be expected to arrive more rarely than earlier in the unemployment speltet-ie utility of the programme
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is expected to be higher with longer unemployment duration due to the higeeamee of the programme
content and the minor importance of the locking-in effect. From this disau#isi@comes obvious that the
programme effect depends on the time the treatment is offered. In othes vtloe effect of a JCS offered at
time u of the unemployment spell is different from the effect of a JCS offated+ 1 since the composition
of the determinants of the programme effects differs. This is particularly impudita the policy maker,
since offering the programme at different times of the unemployment spell inthffesng impacts of the
programme on the employment chances. For that reason, assessipgdtr@mme effect independently of

the timing is difficult since the timing is a major aspect for programme’s effecs&n

4.3 Evaluation Approach in the Dynamic Setting

To formalise the evaluation approach in the dynamic setting, ie when the timingatrhat in the unem-
ployment spell is considered explicitly, we will introduce some additional notatietU = {0, ..., Unax }
define the discrete elapsed unemployment duration of the individual sgcstration at the LEA. Further-
more, letu denote the point of time in the unemployment spell the programme of interest aairf3,
the treatment indicator with the discrete time indéX, = 1 if the individual starts a programme at time
u of the unemployment spell),, = 0 if the individual remains unemployed at Programme effects are
estimated for time, ie the time after the programme has started. The hypothetical outcomes fordivea
a treatment at times are then defined a&s’tlu for individuals who received the treatmentwatind Y;?u for
individuals who have not received the treatment at least up todime

The parameter of interest for eachs then the average effect irfor individuals starting a programme in
guarteru of their unemployment spell, of joining the programmesatompared to not joining at. This is

(in analogy to eq. 1):

A{:ZT = E(th}u - th(,)u|DU =1,D1="Dy1= 0)
= E(Y;y|Du=1,D1 =" Dy1=0)
—BE(Y|Dy=1,Dy =---Dy_1 =0). )

Whereas the first term is identified in the data by the observed outcome @frtiadgants, for the second term
to be identified, we have to invoke an adjusted version of the conditiongbémdience assumption. That
is, the hypothetical outcome at timeafter not participating up to time is independent of a programme
participation at timeu, conditional on a set of observed characterisfigsor the propensity scorg(X,)
measured at time. By use of the propensity score, tldgnamic version of the conditional independence

assumptior{Fitzenberger and Speckesser, 2005) is defined as:
Y0, T Dylp(Xy), Dy = -+ = Dy = 0. (3)

It states that treated and non-treated individuals are comparable in timefreament outcomes at tinte

conditional onp(X,,), conditional on being unemployed up to time- 1, and conditional on not receiving
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treatment befora. If this assumption holds, the parameter of interest could be estimated nsitpscore

matching in the following way:

AATT _ E(E:}u’p(Xu)?Du =1,D1=---=Dy_1 = O)

LuaraT)
_Ep(Xu)\Duzl,Dlz---:Duflzo {EY(Y;(,]u‘p(Xu)v Dy=---=Dy,= O)} : (4)

In analogy to the ATT in the static setting, the second term approximates thapaartg outcome irt of
not joining a programme ia by the outcome of the comparable non-participants.in

For interpretation of the results one has to bear in mind, that the chosen risonpgroup does not reflect
a no-programme state, but rather possibly postponed participation. Winatise noted is that individu-
als are not allowed to anticipate future treatments as well as future labouethoaricomes. Anticipatory
effects of a treatment are present if for example those individuals whmformed about a future ALMP
programme reduce their search activity in order to wait for the treatment. ipatiicy effects of future
employment may occur if the individual knows that the former employer is gwirgall him or her back.
In that case, the person is likely to have no or less incentives to participat@riogramme at any given
month in unemployment (Sianesi (2004)). However, Abbring and vanBieg (2003) point out that the
exclusion of anticipatory effects does not rule out that the individuatsvkaind act on the determinants of
the assignment to treatment or labour market outcomes, ie individuals are@ltovadjust their optimal
behaviour to the determinants of the treatment process, but not to thetreatisaf the treatment. This is
not a problem for the analysis as long as treated and non-treated iradg/@hticipate the chances of these
events conditional op(X,,) and the elapsed unemployment duration in the same way (Fitzenberger and

Speckesser (2005)).

5 Empirical Analysis

5.1 Plausibility of the Conditional Independence Assumpbn

A central issue for the evaluation of treatment effects of JCS by matching jastification of the CIA. As
mentioned above, it is necessary to observe all covariates that, conlditidmaving spent a given unemploy-
ment duration, jointly influence the participation decision at that tinie,) and the outcome variable where
such decision to be postponed furth}éfl() (see Sianesi (2004)). If this assumption holds, the observed prob-
ability distribution of subsequently finding a job or of later joining a programnnéhHfe non-participants in
time u of the unemployment spell is the same as the counterfactual distribution fiveétied individuals in

u. However, the choice of the relevant variables is not straightforwBinérefore, we relate our discussion
of the plausibility to the (institutional) set-up of the assignment process to J #me rich set of variables
available in the data set.

To start with, we will recapitulate the relevant aspects of the assignmeregs@o be considered in the
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model. Allocation of an unemployed individual to a programme depends toeadatgnt on the caseworker’s
assessment of the individual's need of assistance. This need of assistaassessed based on regular
interviews of the unemployed individual to evaluate his or her efforts fifig a job. In particular groups
with barriers to employment, eg long-term unemployed, severely disablddarunemployed persons, are
in need of assistance. In addition, to become eligible for participation in apEE&Hns should in general be
unemployed for at least six out of the last twelve months before the stim grogramme and should fulfil
the criteria for reception of Ul benefits. The need of assistance assassby the caseworker implies that
potential participants cannot be integrated into regular employment or intoearAMP programme at that
time. Moreover, a place in a programme has to be available. If these thiemgrons are fulfilled, the
caseworker may offer the unemployed individual a specific occupatiaRd@S. For the CIA to be achieved
it is crucial to identify enough information able to capture these determinaatichtion.

As mentioned in the description of the data (see Appendix B) we are able titmiciom a large number of
variables characterising the individual’'s past and current (at theodthe treatment) labour market situation.
We expect employment and unemployment experience, gender andagkiagregion of the unemployed
individuals to be the most important determinants of the participation decisitiowltgy Sianesi (2004), the
elapsed unemployment duration of the individuals can be used to captsiblpaunobservable influences
for the participation decision. These influences occur for example diratges in motivation, loss of hope,
or the perceived or actual human capital depreciation. Moreover, iprdsence of duration dependence
the outflow to employment will differ between individuals with unemployment tloma less than: for
reasons unrelated to the programme. Thus, it is crucial to ensure thaasompindividuals have spent in
unemployment at least the time it took the participants to join the programme (Si2d@4), In addition,
gender seems to be of particular interest due to the differing labour neithehment and behaviour of men
and women. The strong regional differences of the German labour tizekeeen East and West Germany
in association with the different amount of ALMP programmes implemented in tzoth are the third main
aspect to be considered when evaluating the employment effects of JCS.

For those reasons, we condition on previous unemployment experigistetifying the samples for East
and West Germany and men and women by the discretised unemploymentrddfatiol, 2, ..., Upax
with Unax = 12 and quarter as unit.Hence, we will analyse the employment effects of a JCS for groups
of individuals that join within the first three years of the current unemplaoyrspell. However, we have
to note that we can only identify the programme effect for persons joiningiamterk and quarted with
k # | separately and compare the estimates descriptively ex post. We are ntat abédyse the effects for
participants of quartek if they had decided to wait longer and started a treatment in quarter

In addition to the individual unemployment experience, programme effegtsafea differ with calendar

% Using this kind of aggregation is adequate for consideration of diffedce to the timing of treatments since we expect
the probabilities of leaving unemployment for programmes or employieeremain relatively constant within quarters of the
unemployment spell.
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time. Fitzenberger and Speckesser (2005) note that an ideal aptu@add consider the different starting
dates of unemployment as well as the different starting dates of the proggs. However, the number of
observations available for analysis would be too small. Since we use datagrnammmes that have started
during one year and persons are allocated to programmes not at speditis of time (like for example
in vocational training programmes that provide a professional training tintheiduals), we assume the
calendar date of unemployment entry to be of minor importance for the evalwdtibe programme effects.
Therefore, we aggregate the six programme cohorts into one sample @sidezahe time the individuals
have spent in unemployment before. However, to take account oibposgasonal differences we regard
seasonal dummies for the different programme starts in the estintdtion.

To take account of the employment experience and qualification of theédndig we use information the
caseworkers survey to evaluate the unemployed person’s likelihoadmbgment. These attributes com-
prise the duration of the last employment and a dummy for work experieresckivoling and professional
training of the individuals, and the work time of the last occupation. Thetiduraf the last employment in
combination with work experience are good proxies for the individuattsifarity with work. We consider
employment duration in four different categories, ie up to 180 days, leetd80 and 365 days, 366 to 730
days, and more than 730 days. This distinction allows to proxy differestdef specific human capital
accumulation during the jobs to some extent. Whereas we could expechp@rso have worked for more
than two years to own a relevant level of specific human capital, this exjpecteould not hold for persons
who have worked for less than 180 days. Unfortunately, the data lagkmiation concerning the nature of
the contract, ie whether the unemployed individual worked within a perntanésmporary contract before,
the employment duration could be used as a proxy only. Schooling anelspiomal training are regarded
to assess the general human capital of persons. Both variables arendmators for the individual quali-
fication. The work-time of the last occupation is used to denote the pastrlataket involvement of the
individuals. The characterisation of the individual's qualification is comgléte a subjective assessment
of the caseworkers. This valuation seems particularly important to be evadith the model as it refers
to observed and unobserved differences between characteristicdivaduals. It can therefore be viewed
as a summary statistic of the level as well as the transferability, effectv@mesobsolescence of previous
human capital accumulation. The desired occupation together with the desiredime of the individuals
provide information on the economic sector of the job and the work-time theidhudivseeks for. Further-
more, as there is no strong occupational mobility between economic sectoesnma@y, it is a proxy for
the past occupation of the individuals. In addition, the consideration afdbepation type of the individual
and his/her unemployment duration in the estimation is necessary to captait@d@asticipatory effects in
terms of future employment. For example, seasonal unemployed workerkmoayin advance that their

past employer will call them back. In that case they would have no ineetttiparticipate in a JCS. By bal-

19 By doing so we will implicitly consider the start of the unemployment spell inesimation, too.
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ancing the occupation as well as the time of unemployment start between @adtedn-treated individuals,
the problem of this type of anticipatory effects should be ruled out.

There are also some socio-demographic attributes that are important detestior the individual labour
market prospects, like citizenship (measured by dummy foreigner), assdeier, the age of the individuals
(measured in six categories at the start of the treatment), the number oéohaldd marriage/cohabitation.
For example, the number of children and marriage/cohabitation are indidatdtse social background,
mobility and responsibility of the individual for other persons. Moreotles,characterisation of the labour
market prospects is supported by a number of further variables. Vhdables comprise the application for
vocational rehabilitation, whether or not the individual has receivefilaviP programme somewhen in the
past, the number of placement propositions, the reception of Ul and theadker's assessment of place-
ment restrictions due to health problems. The number of placement propssititinates the placement
restraints of the individual. A higher number of unsuccessful placeprepbsitions refers to a higher need
of assistance in the placement process including an adjustment of the ugethpkrson’s human capital
to the needs of the labour market. Information on a participation in an ALMBranome before may be
used to identify potential ‘programme careerists’. In particular in Eastn@ry during the early 1990s, the
majority of unemployed persons have participated in ALMP programimdherefore, it may also indicate
the willingness to participate in a programme.

Obviously, caseworkers play a crucial role in the allocation process fprdggammes. Since denying a
job offer in a JCS by the unemployed individual could be sanctioned bgfbheancellation, the caseworkers
are expected to have the final word in the participation decision. If thevcakers act upon unobservable
information that is correlated with the individual's potential labour market @utes, the CIA would be
violated. However, as the data used in this analysis is surveyed by theackees and amended by their
own subjective assessment of the qualification and placement restrictidsiondividuals, we assume that
caseworkers act idiosyncratically given the observable charactsritithe unemployed individuals and
the subjective assessments. The large degree of freedom of theodemenhas implications for possible
anticipatory effects in terms of future participation of the unemployed indalgluJnemployed individuals
are unlikely to turn down an offered occupation in a JCS in order to waiafplace in another ALMP
programme since this would imply a cancellation of unemployment benefits otaacss

The attributes considered so far concentrate on supply side aspeadaidlir market. But, participation
in programmes and labour market outcomes also depend on demand sicks,athigelocal labour market
conditions (see Heckman, Ichimura, and Todd (1997)). On the one ttendituation of the labour market
differs between East and West Germany. On the other hand, the enaic8@B Il in 1998 has provided
a larger degree of self-responsibility and flexibility to the LEAS, ie the singnaies are responsible for

the mix of ALMP in their districts. Due to that it is reasonable to assume that elifféocal labour market

1 Bielenski, Brinkmann, and Kohler (1997) note that about three qusanfeéhe East German labour force have been at least once
in a labour market programme between November 1989 and NovetBBér
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conditions in the LEAs lead to a different mix of policy interventions. Explicibgideration of the 181
labour office districts is not feasible for estimation. Therefore, we useltdssification of the FEA (see
Appendix B) to characterise the differing local labour market conditiormsparsimonious way.

In summary, the discussion of the CIA in our context has shown that ¢jinedetailed and comprehensive
data set at hand we are able to consider most if not all factors that de¢gpariicipation and labour market
outcomes. For that reason, we can argue that the CIA holds and wesedheumatching estimator in the

dynamic setting to evaluate the employment effects of JCS in Germany.

5.2 Selected Descriptives

Based on the extensive set of attributes we have selected three vaftaivdsch we find clear differences
between participants and non-participants. Table 1 presents the meaasiafitber of placement proposi-
tions, of having participated in a programme before unemployment, of plateestrictions assessed by the
caseworkers and the programme duration. We distinguish between trgrdos in analysis as well as with
respect to the time the programme starts in the unemployment spell (in quastars £ 1 to u = 12).12

Two main findings become obvious from the results that support our eiaiugpproach. On the one
hand, there are clear differences between participants and nongaartscin all four groups as well as
between the groups. On the other hand, the participants of the main grouy differ much within the
group and the same is true for the non-participants. To give an examg{aigTa look at the number of
placement propositions shows that participants have received a clegrbr imumber on average. Whereas
this difference amounts to between about 4 (non-participants) to 10 {partis) for men in West Germany,
for women in the region it is about 3 to 9. In East Germany, this differeno®ti@s pronounced. Here,
non-participating men have received on average between 4 placenogaisiions, the participants have
about 8. The findings for women are similar (non-participants: abouadicfpants: about 7). Hence, this
variable could be expected as one indicator that determines participatienvafiable programme before
unemployment highlights the differences of the labour market betweeraBdstvest Germany. Whereas
the share of non-participants in West Germany who have participated isdreBwo 9 percent for men and
2 to 4 percent for women, the analogue in East Germany shows a much tligimee of having participated
before. Here, the ratios are between 16 to 36 percent for men and 2 p&réent for women. Participants
in JCS have participated even more often than the non-participants. InGéestany about 27 (20) to
40 (38) percent of the men (women) have joined a programme in the pastcofiesponding numbers
for East Germany are 48 to 59 percent for men and 61 to 68 percenfoen. Due to that, we expect
former programme participation to be an important indicator for a anew promoftioa third variable we
have chosen are placement restrictions of the individuals as asses#es caseworker. With respect to

the law, we expect persons with placement restrictions to be overrepgdsa the participants’ groups.

121n addition, Appendix C contains descriptive statistics for the variables insie propensity score model (see below).
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Tab. 1: MEANS OF SELECTED VARIABLES

Group NPart. Part. NPart. Part. NPart. Part. NPart. Part. NPart. Part. NPart. Part. NPart. Part. NPart. Part.
West Germany Men Women
u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4 u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4
No. of placement propositions 458 10.35 4.80 1048 4.89 10.7587 41.03 3.09 820 3.01 9.15 294 926 286 9.73
Programme bef. unembp. 0.03 035 0.05 040 0.06 036 0.08 0.38 0.02 031 0.02 0.30 3 0m33 0.04 0.37
Placement restrictions 0.15 0.26 0.17 0.27 020 024 022 022 1 0120 0.12 0.16 013 0.17 0.14 0.12
Programme duration (in days) 2904 284 268.6 277.4 3111 305.2 92.42 300.4
u=>5 u==06 u="17 u =8 u=>5 u=0 u="17 u =8
No. of placement propositions 472 9.69 4.67 1089 457 9.70 4030 288 859 291 812 293 786 289 8.67
Programme bef. unemp. 0.07 037 0.08 033 0.08 034 0.08 0.33 0.04 038 0.04 0.28 4 0M28 0.04 0.27
Placement restrictions 023 023 024 016 024 019 026 021 5 ocom13 0.16 0.11 0.16 0.10 0.16 0.12
Programme duration (in days) 289.8 267.1 264.9 281.3 324.2 6301. 300 303.5
u=29 u =10 u =11 u =12 u=9 u =10 u=11 u =12
No. of placement propositions 397 927 372 1072 334 958 32832 256 861 237 10.00 229 871 222 9.09
Programme bef. unembp. 0.08 040 0.09 0.27 0.09 034 0.09 0.38 0.04 037 0.04 0.23 4 0m36 0.04 0.20
Placement restrictions 027 022 029 021 029 024 029 022 7 013 018 0.15 018 0.11 0.18 0.14
Programme duration (in days) 297.7 292.7 272 288.7 335.1 281.3 40.43 299.2
East Germany Men Women
u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4 u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4
No. of placement propositions 391 788 438 843 469 839 48847 379 677 400 698 409 6.82 402 7.01
Programme bef. unembp. 0.16 059 0.23 056 0.27 052 0.32 0.56 0.27 063 034 0.63 7 061 0.41 0.64
Placement restrictions 0.10 0.15 0.11 o0.16 012 0.14 0.15 0.13 8 0KO9 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.11 0.08 0.10
Programme duration (in days) 256.8 255.8 266.4 268.5 292 298.8 93.82 293.6
u=>5 u=206 u="17 u =38 u=>5 u=0 u="17 u=8
No. of placement propositions 477 739 445 823 440 726 41887 378 663 353 680 345 641 3.38 6.40
Programme bef. unemp. 032 052 030 048 032 051 0.30 0.50 0.40 0.67 0.38 0.63 8 0B63 0.37 0.62
Placement restrictions 0.15 0.10 0.5 0.13 0.7 0.12 0.18 0.13 8 0OLO 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09
Programme duration (in days) 270.2 261.4 266.1 274 309.2 301.1 07.33 304.1
u=29 u =10 u =11 u =12 u=9 u =10 u=11 u =12
No. of placement propositions 384 767 348 799 321 753 29817 3.07 640 288 658 252 6.28 237 6.50
Programme bef. unembp. 0.30 056 0.27 054 0.27 053 0.28 0.48 0.31 068 0.29 0.63 9 061 0.31 0.62
Placement restrictions 0.18 0.13 0.21 0.12 0.21 0.14 022 0.16 0 0mo7 0.10 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.10 0.08
Programme duration (in days) 280.9 282.2 272.8 269.9 313.7 8305. 307.2 295.5

1 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octsiral adjustment scheme.



However, the empirical results confirm our expectation in part only. Faugs with a shorter duration until
programme start, it is true, but for groups with longer preceding unemplotydueation those persons are
underrepresented.

These results show that it is necessary to estimate the programme effectdealggor the four groups. In

addition, explicit consideration of the timing of treatment seems to be importargdeons discussed above.

5.3 Estimation

We have estimated four series of twelve probit models (East and West ®erman and women), each
one modelling the probability of starting a programme in quart@onditional onX, conditional on having
reached the unemployment durationwfe {1,...,12} quarters and conditional on not having received
a treatment before in the unemployment spelf. The variables included in the propensity score model
have been chosen in order to justify the CIA (see discussion of the playsibove) and to achieve an
adequate balance of the covariate distributions between participants rupdrtiwipants. Estimation of the
treatment effects of JCS has been accomplished using single neardsiuneigatching on the propensity
score without replacemett. To ensure common support, we impose the minima and maxima comparison
condition. Since we use propensity score matching to estimate the treatmets,effe have to check the
ability of the procedure to balance the relevant covariates. Table 2 posame quality indicators. The first
indicator is the standardised difference in percent as suggested bgliznsn and Rubin (1985). It considers
the size of the differences in means of a conditioning variable between #tedrand matched comparison
groups, scaled by the square root of the average variances in theabsgmples (Smith and Todd, 2005b).
To abbreviate the documentation, we present the median of the statistic efométer matching. Moreover,
the tables contain the calculated pseutfoef the probit models for the full and the matched samples. The
idea is to compare the coefficients of determination before and after mat@uegessful matching should
adjust away all systematic differences with respect to the observatdeia®s. Therefore, after matching
there should be no systematic differences in the distribution of the covabete®en the treated and the
non-treated group (see Sianesi (2004)). Finally, we have addecuthben of individuals lost due to the
common support condition.

The results show that the matching procedure is able to reduce the diffsnerthe covariate distributions
quite well for all points of time except for groups of less than 100 indivisluddence, we refrain from
interpreting the estimates for these groups. Starting with the median of therslisedalifference in percent
for West Germany shows that the remaining bias after matching is for mendretiv@3 { = 1) and 5.12

(u = 12) percent. The corresponding figures for women are slightly worseaamalint to a median of

13 The results of the propensity score estimations are given in Appendixrize Sur analysis is based on a stratified random
sample, we do not estimate the true, but the conditional propensity $tanever, NN matching is not sensitive to this stratification.
Hence, estimated treatment effects based on the conditional propermsityese equal to those based on the true propensity score.

14 All estimations have been made wBTATA For the matching we have used the progranpsmatchzy Leuven and Sianesi
(2003).
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Tab. 2: INDICATORS OFCOVARIATE BALANCING BEFORE AND AFTER MATCHING
u' No.of No.of Median Median Probit Probit CS' No.of No.of Median Median Probit Probit CS'

—

Treated Non-  Bias Bias ps-R?> ps-R> Treated Non- Bias Bias ps-R?> psR?
Before Treated Before After? Before® After® Before Treated Before After> Before® After
Before Before

West Germany East Germany

Men Men
1 663 152,036 6.34 1.83 0.13 0.02 0 866 74,061 5.66 2.45 0.1801 0.0
2 484 66,528 4.82 2.62 0.14 0.02 1 718 38,626 7.00 1.63 0.16 1 0.@
3 437 35,305 6.69 1.96 0.14 0.02 0 798 24,436 4,58 1.77 0.15 1 0.@
4 498 22,646 5.66 2.68 0.16 0.02 2 895 16,282 5.35 2.34 0.18 1 0.@
5 593 15,229 5.41 3.47 0.19 0.02 18 1,228 10,121 5.92 2.12 0.2101 144
6 288 11,191 7.55 3.04 0.18 0.03 0 767 6,989 7.37 3.24 0.26 (K374
7 264 9,173 6.14 3.46 0.16 0.03 5 787 5,215 8.81 2.24 0.27 o2 1
8 206 7,222 7.90 4.02 0.17 0.04 1 605 3,856 6.87 2.09 0.29 ox2 1
9 278 5,758 6.75 455 0.25 0.04 21 832 2,675 5.86 1.84 0.36 832
10 190 4,476 8.06 3.94 0.23 0.08 11 569 2,025 5.96 2.70 0.35 2 Q@b
11 144 3,760 6.66 3.64 0.25 0.07 5 551 1,580 8.45 5.10 0.39 Q43
12 120 3,154 9.44 5.12 0.29 0.08 4 363 1,276 7.53 2.86 0.36 03B

Women Women

1 302 119,743 7.31 350 014 004 O 951 61,481 542 240 0.1401 0.0
2 240 57,686 8.84 287 016 004 O 693 37,440 696 230 0141 0@
3 258 32,887 11.09 278 019 003 O 728 27,823 587 209 0.1202 0.0
4 327 21,943 9.68 326 019 003 O 848 21,000 514 238 0152 0Q
5 363 14,975 10.72 232 024 003 1 1,279 14,554 9.10 193 0.2p01 93
6 138 11,070 11.71 577 017 007 O 746 10,473 6.92 287 0.2702 078
7 145 8,705 9.63 567 020 0.06 3 803 8,632 837 199 029 022 1
8 125 6,908 8.77 558 020 005 O 698 6,800 863 268 028 O0D2 1
9 173 5,831 10.07 406 029 0.07 15 1,139 5,108 6.54 285 0.4102 600
10 98 4,302 854 506 023 0.08 3 783 3,750 557 343 037 0%R 2
11 73 3,509 12.29 975 034 022 3 722 3,195 532 253 039 @B

12 56 2,952 11.02 749 022 028 O 545 2,749 6.25 275 038 QOB

1 Quarter refers to the quarter the treatment starts in theitheil unemployment spel.

2 Median bias denotes the median of the standardised differenpercent following Rosenbaum and Rubin (1985) before aftet
matching.

3 Probit psR? refers to the pseudB? computed for the full sample (before) and the matched sampler)aft

4 Number of treated individuals lost after imposing the commorpstondition.

between 2.32¢( = 5) and 5.77 { = 6) percent. The results of the pseuf#d's support these findings. It has
to be kept in mind that the median of the standardised difference in peltemns @ crude approximation
of the bias reduction for the single covariates only. Whereas some of taeiates differ clearly between
treated and non-treated groups before matching, others are more simdatgscriptives in Appendix C).
In particular for variables that are statistically significant in the propensayesestimations on a high level,
like eg the number of placement propositions or having participated in agmoge before, the matching
procedure reduces the imbalances between treated and non-treatehlimdistrongly. To give an example,
the standardised difference in percent for men (women) in West Gerfoany= 1 is 59.28 (57.78) percent
before matching and only 10.31 (19.35) percent after matching for the ewofitplacement propositions.
The corresponding reduction for programme before unemployment isstk@nger: Here, men (women)
have a difference of 86.63 (85.36) percent before and of 0.84)(pé8tent after. The quality indicators for
East Germany show a better picture. The median of the standardise@niiffein percent after matching

amounts to between 1.63 (= 2) and 5.10 ¢ = 11) percent for men and to between 1.98 € 5) and
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3.43 (w = 10) percent for women. Again, the differences for some of the variakdéstd be reduced far
stronger than for others. To give the analogue figures to the examplEestr Germany, men (women) in
East Germany for. = 1 differed in the number of placement propositions by 59.23 (56.49) pebefare
and by 9.11 (7.06) percent after. The difference in programme befeeployment was 86.92 (73.93)
percent before and 1.66 (4.90) percent after.

A final point to be mentioned refers to the number of potential comparisowidudils at each point of
time. For persons starting a treatment early in the unemployment spell, wel@ate abe a large number of
non-participants as potential matches, egifer 1 the number of non-participants before matching amounts
to 152,036 (119,743) men (women) in West Germany and 74,061 (61,481(woeren) in East Germany.
Thus, it is more likely for the matching procedure to find adequate matchepeFsmns starting a treatment
later in the unemployment spell, the number of potential comparisons desheEasaise the non-participants
have left the unemployment for regular employment or other programmes.tdihis it is harder for the
matching procedure to find adequate comparison individuals to approxineatedinterfactual outcome of
the participants. This is also a reason for the large number of individudlduesto the common support

condition in East Germany.

6 Employment Effects of Job Creation Schemes

We will discuss the results for East and West Germany in the following atghar All treatment effects are
estimated from the start of the programmes onwards. As mentioned abogeaq@mes are associated with
a locking-in effect in particular shortly after programmes have startedceSime majority of participants
leaves the programme within one year after the start of the programmes ameageire the employment
effects until 30 months after treatments have started, successful pnogiashould overcompensate for the

expected initial fall in the employment spell.

6.1 Impacts for West Germany

The employment effects of JCS with respect to the timing of treatment for mew@meén in West Germany
are presented in figures 1 and 2. The graphs plot the development effébts from the first month after
treatment start to month 30. The solid line describes the monthly employmertt efféee difference in the
employment rates between treated and matched non-treated individualdotidgk lines are the lower and
upper 95 percent confidence limi.In addition, to allow a more accurate discussion table 3 presents the
results for five selected months.

The first thing to note, common to all groups independently of the foregaiegiployment duration, is

a large drop in the effects during the first months after programmes hatedstBor the majority of groups

15 Standard errors are calculated following Steiger (2004).
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Fig. 1: EMPLOYMENT EFFECTS FORMEN IN WEST GERMANY (TREATMENT START BETWEENQUAR-

TERSu = 1 AND u = 12)
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Fig. 2: EMPLOYMENT EFFECTS FORWOMEN IN WEST GERMANY (TREATMENT START BETWEEN

QUARTERSu = 1 AND u = 12)
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this difference in the employment rates reaches its peak around month sixedisonable to interpret the
drop in the effects as the expected locking-in effects the participantsiexpe whilst on the programmes.
These locking-in effects are particularly articulated for groups startid@& early in the unemployment
spell. To give an example, six months after start of the programmes the empibgate for men starting
inu =1 (u = 3) is -20.8 (-15.3) percentage points lower compared to the matched nocigzarts. For
groups starting the programmes later in the unemployment spell, the lockinfipatsedire still observable,
but not as strong as for the groups that start earlier. For example, imermave started a programme in
quartery = 7 of unemployment have an employment rate that is -5.8 percentage points lavganilar
picture could be revealed for women. Womeruir= 1 (v = 3) experience locking-in effects in the sixth
month after programmes have started of about -28.8 (-21.3) percerdange. prhe different magnitude of
locking-in effects for different starting points of the programmes duriegutemployment spell reflects the
different labour market situation of the individuals. Persons with onlyataturation of unemployment
could be expected to have better outside options on the labour market, igfjodsmearlier, compared to
individuals with a longer unemployment experience (‘negative duratipemgence’). Therefore, the higher
employment probabilities of the comparable non-participants to individualgeith@ programme early in
the unemployment spell lead to a stronger locking-in effect whilst on thgranome.

As mentioned above, most of the participants have left the programmes adtee tmonths. Therefore,
locking-in effects should decrease at that time. The empirical findingireothis expectation and a jump
in the employment effects could be observed between month eleven andnttaftee start of the JCS.
Unfortunately, no positive effects could be established for any of thapy at that time. The estimated
treatment effects are at best insignificant in month twelve, ie the situation péttieipants did not improve.
In contrast, most of the effects are negative and for the majority of theidhdils the situation is even worse
compared to having not joined the programme one year ago.

The development of the employment effects in the following months until the étldecobservation
period (month 30) is mixed. The effects for male participants tend to increasdime, in particular for the
groups starting in quarteis= 3,5,6,7,8,9,11 and 12 of the unemployment spell and significant positive
estimates of the employment effects 30 months after programmes are founé=férandu = 9 with 7.5
and 5.8 percentage points. For the other groups the effects are @digsificant except men starting in
u = 1 where we find a negative of -6.3 percentage points. The findings foramaare similar. Almost all
of the groups have employment rates 30 months after the start of the progisathat do not differ from the
non-participants. Only for two groups, ie women startingia- 5 andu = 9, employment rates increased
by 11.9 and 13.3 percentage points. Unfortunately, since the majority opgrmo not have an increased
employment rate after participation, the results do not indicate a succeSSof J

The matching estimator solves the selection problem on observable varialjlesd further unobserved

influences are assumed to be irrelevant. Although we are able to use atrichvairiables describing the
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Tab. 3: EMPLOYMENT EFFECTS FORSELECTED MONTHS (WEST
GERMANY, BY QUARTER)

u! Obs? A6, AT Aig AT A3zo,u
Men
1 663 Effect -0.208 -0.115 -0.154 -0.090 -0.063

Std. Err. 0.009 0.014 0.015 0.016 0.016
2 483 Effect -0.186 -0.079 -0.062 -0.012 -0.023

Std. Err. 0.011 0.018 0.019 0.020 0.020
3 437 Effect -0.153 -0.110 -0.055 -0.050 -0.002

Std. Err. 0.013 0.017 0.019 0.019 0.021

4 496 Effect -0.137 -0.079 -0.091 -0.038 -0.010
Std. Err. 0.010 0.016 0.017 0.019 0.020
5 575 Effect -0.158 -0.023 0.003  0.049 0.075

Std. Err. 0.008 0.016 0.018 0.018 0.019
6 288 Effect -0.135  -0.052 -0.059 -0.017 0.017

Std. Err. 0.014 0.022 0.023 0.025 0.025
7 259 Effect -0.058 0.008 0.015 0.019 0.046

Std. Err. 0.017 0.022 0.022 0.024 0.025

8 205 Effect -0.137  -0.044 0.029 0.073 0.059
Std. Err. 0.014 0.025 0.028 0.030 0.030
9 257 Effect -0.167  -0.027 -0.016  0.058 0.058

Std. Err. 0.013 0.025 0.026 0.028 0.029
10 179 Effect -0.112 -0.067 -0.056 -0.039 -0.017
Std. Err. 0.013 0.021 0.023 0.025 0.028
11 139 Effect -0.144 -0.079 -0.036 0.036 0.000
Std. Err. 0.016 0.026 0.030 0.033 0.031
12 116 Effect -0.129  -0.069 -0.043 -0.026 0.009
Std. Err. 0.013 0.028 0.031 0.032 0.035

Women

1 302 Effect -0.288 -0.156 -0.185 -0.060 -0.026
Std. Err. 0.010 0.023 0.024 0.027 0.028

2 240 Effect -0.258 -0.075 -0.075 0.025 0.058
Std. Err. 0.015 0.029 0.030 0.032 0.032

3 258 Effect -0.213 -0.070 -0.085 -0.078 -0.019
Std. Err. 0.012 0.026 0.026 0.028 0.029

4 327 Effect -0.214  -0.043 0.034 0.052 0.043
Std. Err. 0.012 0.024 0.026 0.027 0.027

5 362 Effect -0.221 -0.088 -0.064 0.094 0.119
Std. Err. 0.012 0.023 0.023 0.026 0.026

6 138 Effect -0.196  -0.080 -0.080 -0.029 -0.014
Std. Err. 0.025 0.037 0.039 0.041 0.041
7 142 Effect -0.183 -0.077 -0.070 -0.007 0.000

Std. Err. 0.017 0.032 0.036 0.040 0.040
8 125 Effect -0.232  -0.096 -0.096 -0.016 -0.008

Std. Err. 0.024 0.039 0.041 0.044 0.045
9 158 Effect -0.171 0.013 0.019 0.146 0.133

Std. Err. 0.020 0.037 0.038 0.040 0.040

10 95 Effect -0.095 0.074 0.084 0.116 0.095
Std. Err. 0.030 0.045 0.048 0.049 0.049
11 70 Effect -0.286 -0.171 -0.157 -0.071 0.000

Std. Err. 0.016 0.044 0.046 0.053 0.056
12 56 Effect -0.232  -0.089 -0.071 -0.018 0.018
Std. Err. 0.019 0.050 0.052 0.057 0.060

Bold letters indicate significance on a 1% lev#dlic letters refer to the 5% level.

1 u denotes the quarters spent in open unemployment.

2 Obs. refers to the number of treated observations when usigst-neigbour matching with-
out replacement. Common support is imposed by the minimum-maximumasaaop.

individual's labour market situation, we test the sensitivity of the results wipect to further unobserved

selection. Appendix A provides the outline of this analysis (following Roaanb(2002)hidden bia¥. The
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bounds are calculated to capture possible positive and negative wvexbselection. Positive unobserved
selection occurs if participants are also more likely to become employed. lcetbattreatment effects would
be overestimated. In the opposite case (hegative unobserved selgbiogffects would be underestimated.
It has to be noted that the test is not able to indicate whether biases aeatpiast only to analyse the
sensitivity of the results to a possible hidden bias. The results of the sépsitialysis (table A.1) show
that the estimates would not be robust against unobserved heterog@&héstfinding is not very surprising.
The figures of the development of the employment effects over time shodotigignificant estimates the
confidence intervals are bounded not far from zero. Hence, fuamhebserved variables must not have a
strong influence to change inference about the outcomes. Howevedistussion of the justification of the
CIA in our context has shown that all relevant determinants that drieetsen are considered in our model
and that further unobserved influences are not very plausible.

To summarise the findings, the results show that independently of the fiogagmemployment duration
participants in JCS experience strong locking-in effects whilst in the progres. Moreover, although we
considered 12 distinct intervals in the individual unemployment spells whstatba programme, the find-
ings indicate that for most of the groups the effects do not differ significérom zero even 30 months after
programmes have started. For this reason, JCS do not improve the empla@yrarces of the participants
in the short and medium-run. In addition, men who start a programme within gbgdiarter of the unem-
ployment spell suffer from participation as the estimated negative employeffents two and a half years
after programme start imply. However, the programme seems to work in termsropeoved employability
of the participants for persons starting in quarters- 5 andu = 9. However, except these groups, the
overall picture of the efficiency of JCS with respect to the goal of imp@tie employment chances of the

participating individuals is rather disappointing for West Germany.

6.2 Impacts for East Germany

In analogy to the results for West Germany, the estimates for East Germagivan in figures 3 for men
and 4 for women and table 4. Similar to the findings already discussed, panti€ipf both gender suffer
from locking-in effects of the programmes during the first months aftegnaromes have started. However,

in contrast to the West the magnitude of these effects is smaller. With respleetémse situation of the East
German labour market, this finding is not surprising. Since vacanciearaghere are not many outside op-
tions for the comparable non-participants. Consequently, the numberiatiunas leaving unemployment

for regular jobs is lower than in West Germany, even if they have expmriea short duration of unemploy-
ment only. Thus, the employment rates for participating men six months aftgrgonones have started are
about -8.2 ¢ = 4) to -15.7 (& = 10) percentage points lower than for the matched non-participants. For
women, the figures are similar with employment effects between+38%) and -21.9 {, = 10) percentage

points.
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Fig. 3: EMPLOYMENT EFFECTS FORMEN IN EAST GERMANY (TREATMENT START BETWEENQUAR-
TERSu = 1 AND u = 12)
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Fig. 4: EMPLOYMENT EFFECTS FORWOMEN IN EAST GERMANY (TREATMENT START BETWEEN

QUARTERSu = 1 AND u = 12)
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Similar to West Germany most of the participants have left the programmes abewtear after pro-
grammes have started. But, a clear increase in the employment effects obbklestablished at that time.
Although several groups experience a modest increase, the risirentgnith the development of the results
comparable to the West could not be observed for most of the grougisoutd be noted that this improve-
ment is too low to compensate the initial fall in the employment rates and individuiés &om JCS even
30 months after programmes have started. The graphs for men startingotfrarpmes between quarter
u = 5tou = 10 as well as for women in = 5,6,7 and 10 show an upward shift during the observation
period.

In contrast to West Germany, where most of the estimates do not diffefisigmly from zero, the results
for East Germany provide a clearer picture. Six of the male and eight diethele groups experience
negative employment effects until 30 months after the start of the programhiese of the remaining
groups has an increased employment rate at the end of the observatah géhe employment rates for
men (women) are between -3.3 (-3.0) to -5.7 (-9.3) percentage points ldWwerest of robustness against
possible unobserved influences (table A.1) provides similar results &gefeir Germany. Again, estimates
are sensitive to possible hidden bias, but we have no reason to assyfetlagr influences not considered
in the model.

In summary, the findings of the empirical analysis for East Germany indicate)@S are not able to
improve the employment chances for participating individuals within the firsh80ths after programmes
have started. Although we find some effect heterogeneity with respece toniimg of treatment in the
individual unemployment spell, we could not establish any positive treateffatts for the groups in anal-
ysis. Participants in JCS suffer from strong locking-in effects durinditeemonths after programmes have
started. However, in contrast to the results for West Germany, the rigndgrey in the development of
the employment effects in the time after the majority of the participants have leftdlyeggnmes could not
be established. For that reason, the overall picture of the efficiendZ8fin East Germany in terms of

improved employment chances is rather unsatisfying.

7 Conclusion

JCS have been an important programme of ALMP in Germany in terms of the fgdrimalividuals and
the fiscal spending. Although their importance has decreased receeilyaté still used in particular in
East Germany on a large extent. In a number of empirical studies prograffetis dave been analysed.
However, several reasons harm the generality of the results. Edulibes are based on survey data that are
characterised by small numbers of observations and concentrate oagh€&&man labour market (see eg
Huebler (1997), Kraus, Puhani, and Steiner (2000) and Eichler aoldrer (2002)). In addition, effects are

not exactly attributable to specific programmes since the data suffer frorttemings with respect to the
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Tab. 4: EMPLOYMENT EFFECTS

GERMANY, BY QUARTER)

FOR SELECTED MONTHS (EAST

U Obs? A6y A2y Aqg.y Aoy y A30,4
Men
1 866 Effect -0.111 -0.087 -0.095 -0.046 -0.055
Std. Err. 0.008 0.011 0.011 0.013 0.013
2 718 Effect -0.103 -0.065 -0.078 -0.032 -0.033
Std. Err. 0.010 0.012 0.012 0.014 0.014
3 798 Effect -0.084 -0.058 -0.075 -0.071 -0.050
Std. Err. 0.008 0.011 0.011 0.013 0.013
4 895 Effect -0.082 -0.027 -0.034 -0.011 -0.020
Std. Err. 0.007 0.010 0.011 0.011 0.012
5 1,084 Effect -0.105 -0.057 -0.065 -0.020 0.010
Std. Err. 0.006 0.009 0.010 0.011 0.012
6 631 Effect -0.120 -0.062 -0.033 -0.003 -0.003
Std. Err. 0.007 0.012 0.013 0.013 0.014
7 633 Effect -0.117 -0.104 -0.060 -0.036 -0.006
Std. Err. 0.008 0.011 0.012 0.013 0.014
8 466 Effect -0.114 -0.094 -0.069 -0.047 -0.019
Std. Err. 0.008 0.011 0.012 0.013 0.016
9 499 Effect -0.114 -0.048 -0.054 -0.024 -0.008
Std. Err. 0.008 0.013 0.013 0.014 0.015
10 364 Effect -0.157 -0.080 -0.085 -0.055 -0.047
Std. Err. 0.008 0.012 0.013 0.014 0.016
11 302 Effect -0.113 -0.066 -0.113 -0.083 -0.043
Std. Err. 0.010 0.016 0.016 0.018 0.020
12 228 Effect -0.105 -0.088 -0.096 -0.053 -0.057
Std. Err. 0.011 0.017 0.014 0.018 0.019
Women
1 951 Effect -0.108 -0.059 -0.058 -0.048 -0.034
Std. Err. 0.007 0.010 0.012 0.013 0.013
2 693 Effect -0.117 -0.081 -0.095 -0.066 -0.058
Std. Err. 0.007 0.011 0.013 0.014 0.015
3 728 Effect -0.098 -0.029 -0.026 -0.032 -0.019
Std. Err. 0.007 0.012 0.013 0.015 0.016
4 847 Effect -0.123 -0.061 -0.081 -0.080 -0.064
Std. Err. 0.006 0.010 0.011 0.012 0.013
5 1,186 Effect -0.138 -0.057 -0.052 -0.014 0.023
Std. Err. 0.005 0.010 0.010 0.011 0.012
6 668 Effect -0.183 -0.123 -0.070 -0.034 -0.030
Std. Err. 0.007 0.011 0.013 0.015 0.015
7 681 Effect -0.181 -0.125 -0.090 -0.057 -0.060
Std. Err. 0.005 0.010 0.012 0.013 0.014
8 588 Effect -0.158 -0.077 -0.037 -0.009 0.002
Std. Err. 0.008 0.013 0.014 0.016 0.016
9 639 Effect -0.188 -0.053 -0.044 -0.050 -0.016
Std. Err. 0.005 0.011 0.012 0.014 0.015
10 488 Effect -0.219 -0.100 -0.070 -0.035 -0.035
Std. Err. 0.007 0.013 0.015 0.016 0.017
11 468 Effect -0.160 -0.124 -0.124 -0.105 -0.081
Std. Err. 0.005 0.011 0.013 0.015 0.016
12 343 Effect -0.160 -0.140 -0.146 -0.108 -0.093
Std. Err. 0.006 0.011 0.014 0.017 0.018

Bold letters indicate significance on a 1% lev#dlic letters refer to the 5% level.

1 u denotes the quarters spent in open unemployment.

2 Obs. refers to the number of treated observations when usiagst-neigbour matching with-
out replacement. Common support is imposed by the minimum-maximumaraop.

quality of the programme information and to the precision of the employment higaliendo, Hujer, and

Thomsen (2004; 2006) have analysed the effects of JCS for GerrBanly. studies are based on a cross-
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section of participants of one single month only. Therefore, the studidd noticontrol for changes in the
allocation of participants as well as for changes in the labour market wiplecet time. The overall picture
of the efficiency of JCS from previous studies is disappointing.

In this paper we have evaluated the effects of JCS on the individuategrétion chances into regular
(unsubsidised) employment. By using rich administrative data coveringeeganto programmes of a one
year period, possible seasonal differences are considered. tiduter focus of the analysis is the timing
of treatment in the individual unemployment spell. Recent empirical literaturevaluation of social pro-
grammes in comprehensive ALMP systems like Sweden, Switzerland and Be(se# eg Sianesi (2004),
Steiger (2004) or Fitzenberger and Speckesser (2005)) has netedpbrtance of the timing to assess the
efficiency of programmes. Moreover, it clarifies that participation anaperticipation has to be defined
dynamically, ie unemployed persons are non-participants as long as thmt fin a programme or leave
for regular employment.

We have estimated the treatment effects using propensity score matchingiclpaemphasis has been
spent on the selection of the relevant variables and the quality of the matohaddition, since matching
is not robust to further unobserved influences, we have tested thitiggnof the estimates to hidden bias
following Rosenbaum (2002). The different labour market conditioristae corresponding differences in
the use of ALMP programmes in East and West Germany as well as gefidesrites have been considered
by separate analyses for those four groups. The effects haveebterated until 30 months after the start
of the JCS for programmes that have started within the first three years aohtmployment spell with a
distinction for the twelve quarters.

Since JCS are in general promoted for twelve months, the majority of the indigideaves the pro-
grammes after that time. Until that time, participants suffer from strong lockirdfétts independently of
region and gender. Differences in the locking-in effects with respeittetdiming of treatment are observ-
able and indicate that persons who have started a programme early in thplaypment spell suffer more
compared to those who have started later. Furthermore, the negatiges éffieparticipants whilst in the
programmes are more emphasised in West than in East Germany. The pictuaé at the end of the ob-
servation period is unsatisfying and supports the findings from earlidiestuAlmost all of the participants
experience a decline in their employability due to participation in a JCS. Even Bthmafter programmes
have started we find positive effects for four groups only, namely mdnweimen starting in quarters five
and nine of the unemployment spell. Hence, although this seems to be lightextdha the tunnel, the
results should not be overrated. In particular in West Germany, woman énéower propensity to work
than men. Therefore, we could expect them to leave the labour foreesafte time of unemployment if no
job is available. As this drop could not be accounted for in the outcome Variathout violating the CIA,
interpretation of this ‘employment effect’ should be made with care. Thdtsefeu East Germany are even

worse. Although persons do not suffer from as strong locking-ecésfas in West Germany, the increase of
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the employment effects after the majority of participants have left the prograrissenaller. Thus, at the
end of the observation period none of the groups experiences a pasitployment effect.

In summary, the findings of the estimations for West and East Germany intheatéCS perform poorly
in improving the employment chances of the participating individuals. To be mquigit, participation in
the programmes does not help the individuals to re-integrate into regukrl{sidised) employment within

30 months after the start of the programmes.
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A Sensitivity to Hidden Bias

The estimated treatment effects in this study are identified under the CIA vdovier the CIA to be fulfilled
all relevant variables that jointly influence participation and outcomes halge tihserved for estimation.
Although we are able to use very informative data and have discussethtisiity of the CIA in detail in
section 5.1, there may be concern about a possible selection on urexb$actors, like eg motivational
differences between treated and non-treated individuals, the so-tadlddn bias(Rosenbaum (2002)).
Matching estimators are not robust against this hidden bias. Unfortunatgignation of the magnitude
of this bias is impossible, ie whether we under- or overestimate the true efReenbaum (2002) suggests
to apply a sensitivity analysis to answer the question if inference abogtgsrone effects may be altered by
unobserved factors. The idea is to calculate the lower and upper btamdifferent values of unobserved
selection bias of a test-statistic that tests the null hypothesis of no treatrresit(@ikvik (2001)).

Following Aakvik (2001), letr; = Pr(D; = 1|X;) = F(B8X; + yv;) be the probability of participation,
whereX; are the observed variableg,the unobserved variable, ands the effect ofy; on the participation
probability of individuali.1® With F assumed to be distributed logistic, the odds of participation fer
given byr; /(1 — m;) = exp(8X; + ~yv;). Comparison of two persons with common supportXofand
equal distribution ofX, ie a treated;, and a comparable non-treated individyalcan be accomplished by

calculation of the relative odds:

(ﬁ) _ exp(BX; +vj)
( j ) exp(BX; + Yv;)

= exp[y(v; — vj)], with i # j. (A1)

1—7Tj
The odds ratio in eq. A.1is one if there are no differences in unobsear&bles or the unobserved variables
do not influence the participation decision, ie no hidden bias. In that cas&plling for selection based
on the observed covariates would produce unbiased treatment efleg&igl, 2001). Otherwise, treatment

effects may be biased. For simplicity assume {0, 1}. In that case, eq. A.1 can be rewritten as

mi(1 — ;)

1
I' = (1 —m)
with I' = exp(~). I denotes the relative odds of participation of two individuals who appear simitaeir
X. Two individualsi andj have the same participation probabilitylif= 1. They differ if ' > 1, eg if
I' = 1.5 by factor of 1.5. The estimated treatment effects are said to be sensitivetieamed selection if
I" close to one changes inference about the effects.

We will introduce some additional notation necessary to calculate the naneti@test-statistics. Let;
denote the number of treated, the number of matched non-treated arthe sum of all matched individuals
in the sampley; (yo) is the number of participants (matched non-participants) who are employedrith

30 after programmes have startgdjescribes the sum of all ‘successes’ in month 30. The test-statistic to be

16 For simplicity of notation, we drop the indexfor the time until treatment in this description.
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used is the Mantel-Haenszel statistic (Mantel and Haenszel, 1959) ttedirisdias’:

ly1 — E(p)]?

O = (o)

(A.3)

with E(y1) = (n1y)/n andVar(y;) = [ninoy(n — y)]/[n?(n — 1)] (Aakvik, 2001). It provides a nonpara-
metric test of no treatment effect andyié distributed with one degree of freedom. Under the null hypothesis

for fixedI" > 1 andv € {0, 1} Rosenbaum (2002) shows that the test-statigpigs can be bounded by:

+ }/tlu B E - }/tlu B E
MH = 0 and MH = . (A4)
Var(E) Var(E)

QQH is the test-statistics given that we have overestimated the true treatmentieff@ethave a positive
unobserved selection in the sense that persons who are most likely tgpaaetalso have higher employment
rates. Thus, the? statistics is too high and should be adjusted downwai{s, < Qwn. The opposite
case is given by),,,, where we have a negative unobserved selection, and underestimatestireatment
effect.

E and Var(E) are the large sample approximations to the expectation and variance of themoimb

successful treated persorﬁ.is determined by solving the quadratic equation (Rosenbaum (2002)):

EX 0 —1) = B{(T = 1) (m +y) +n}+T-y-ni, (A5)

with max(0,y + n; — n) < E < min(y,n1). The variance could be calculated by:

~ 1 1 1 1 -1
Var(E) = <~—|— = + = + ~> . (A.6)
EFE y—F n—-F n—-y—-m+FE

The opposite bound on the significance is computed by repldtimigh 1 /T

Table A.1 shows the test-statisti¢gyy for I' = 1 together with the sensitivity of the test-statistics.
All results refer to month 30 after programmes have started. We have testednhitivity for significant
employment effects only. The analysis was accomplished by increasingltreeofI" in steps of 0.05. To
abbreviate documentation, the table only presents the valuEsabfere at least one of the bounds of the
test-statistics become insignificant. Although the results of the sensitivity indioatdiases may alter the
inferences and that the estimated treatment effects are sensitive to passibierved selection, it has to
be kept in mind that the sensitivity analysis could not provide evidence whbtases are present or what

magnitudes are plausible.

B Data Appendix

The 181 LEAs in Germany collect information within the so-calledArb system on all registered job

seekers® These are persons who are registered unemployed, persons tadebyennemployment or in

" The Mantel-Haenszel statistic considers different strata of the populatisrthis is not necessary in our analysis, we have
simplified the notation accordingly.
18 The termCoArbis an abbreviation for computer supported job placememnputergestizte Arbeitsvermittiurg
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Tab. A.1: SENSITIVITY OF THE ESTIMATES TO POSSIBLE HIDDEN

Bias?

West East
u  Qumpm Value®  Bounds for v  Qumm Valu®  Bounds for

I'=1 of I' QA{HC I'=1 of ' QMHC
Men Men
1 7.08 1.10 3.65-11.67 1 8.62 1.15 3.23-16.67
2 n.s. 2 261 1.00 1.57-3.92
3 n.s. 3 6.40 1.10 3.17-10.80
4 n.s. 4 n.s.
5 854 1.15 3.60-15.64 5 n.s.
6 n.s. 6 n.s.
7 n.s. 7 n.s.
8 n.s. 8 n.s.
9 219 1.00 1.53-2.99 9 n.s.
10 n.s. 10 3.56 1.00 2.78-4.44
11 n.s. 11 2.14 1.00 1.56-2.83
12 n.s. 12 3.60 1.00 3.00-4.27
Women Women
1 n.s. 1 3.05 1.00 1.69-4.81
2 n.s. 2 6.36 1.10 3.13-10.76
3 n.s. 3
4 n.s. 4 10.36 1.20 2.88-22.63
5 10.63 1.25 3.23-22.47 5
6 n.s. 6 1.83 1.00 0.98-2.93
7 n.s. 7 8.10 1.15 3.40-14.89
8 n.s. 8
9 593 1.15 3.38-9.25 9
10 n.s. 10 201 1.05 1.27-2.93
11 n.s. 11  10.09 1.25 3.44-20.47
12 n.s. 12 10.07 1.30 3.48-20.38

2 All estimates refer ta\3o,,,. The numbers in parentheses denote groups were the estimates
are sensitive to hidden bias everlif= 1. n.s. denote groups were the treatment effects are
insignificant. No sensitivity tests were calculated here.

b ' is the weight the additional covariate needs to influencedbelts.

¢ Bounds denote the corresponding bou@%H andQ -

temporary employment as well as participants in the different ALMP programiitee purpose of the data
collection is to administer the job-seekers and to alleviate the decisions of thedseavorkers regarding
the placement of job-seekers in regular employment or ALMP programmethefmore, the data is used
to control the Ul eligibility of the job-seekers. All data are collected detaileddaily level, ie the day the
unemployment spell starts as well as the day it ends are contained. Thabg ¢ollected data are trans-
ferred to the FEA on a monthly basis. The information for all job-seekersrisalidated in the so-called
job-seekers data basBdwerberangebotsdateiBewA) that is available from 1997 onwards (see Wilke and
Winterhager (2004)). The BewA contains a rich set of attributes desgrthe individual’s labour market
situation. Three classes of characteristics could be distinguished: $hediegory, socio-demographic in-
formation, incorporates attributes like for example age, gender, maritak statizenship, the number of
children, and health restrictions. The second category, the qualificatails] consists among others of
the individual’'s graduation, completed professional training, the odimnz group of the last occupation

and work experience. The last category, the labour market histotydiee the date of registration at the
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LEA (and the duration of unemployment since that date), the duration of shedaployment, the number
of job offers received by the individual, as well as information on pad@wg programme participation. Al-
though most of the attributes are ‘objective’ facts, like age or gendelB&weA also contains subjective
assessments of the individuals’ labour market prospects by the résiporeseworkers. These subjective
attributes cover the assessment of the individual's health restriction wjitheet® employment chances, but
also the assessment of the actual qualification of the individuals.

The information on the different ALMP programmes is not included in BewA,i®collected separately
in the LEAs within the so-calle@oSachsystem® and transferred to the FEA on a monthly basis, too. As in
BewA, data are detailed to a daily level. Information on the single ALMP progras are stored in several
different data sets. For example, data on vocational training prograntragsng measures and German
language courses are stored in the so-ca&i€85 whereas data on subsidised employment programmes in
Germany, like JCS and structural adjustment schemes, are consolidatedsim+¢alledST11 This source
contains all information necessary for the administration of the programmesediknformation on the
employer who receives the wage subsidy, the economic sector of thityaditimes of qualification and/or
practical training of the individual during the programme, the begin andoéilde programme (payment
of the subsidy) and the ex-ante planned as well as the ex-post reatsg@dupme entry and leave dates
of the individual. Besides these attributes, a small number of further indiVicharacteristics is included.
However, these are redundant to those provided by BewA.

During the years 2000 to 2004 the information of the BewA and the sevauades for the different pro-
grammes were standardised and merged into one major source: the progrartioigants’ master data set
(MaRnahme-&ilnehmer-Gunddatej MTG). This data set includes information on all programme partici-
pations in FEA sponsored programmes from 2000 to presence. For dkisniethe MTG contains a large
number of attributes to describe the individual's labour market situation oortéand. On the other hand
it provides a reasonable basis for the construction of the comparisop galmost all individual char-
acteristics are available for the participants as well as for the non-partisipad originate from the same
source?’

A further important determinant is the state of the local labour market (Hetlamd Smith (1999)). For
the description of the regional context we use the classification of theralifaze districts by the FEA (see
Blien et al(2004) for further details). The aim of this classification is to enhance dheparability of the
labour office districts for a more efficient allocation of funds. The 18 A&Rre split into twelve types of
office districts with similar labour market circumstances. These twelve typesmparable labour office

districts can be summarised into five types for strategic purposes. Since alinabour office districts in

1% The termCoSactis an abbreviation for computer supported processiogputergesitzte Sachbearbeituig

20 This same origin of the data is an essential building block for a valid estimafiba.results of Heckman, Ichimura, Smith,
and Todd (1998) who analyse the sources of potential biases of tualeatimators show that having access to a geographically-
matched comparison group administered the same questionnaire asnpmog participants clearly matters in devising effective
non-experimental estimators of programme impacts.
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East Germany belong to the first of these five strategic types (excepityhad Oresden), we use the finer
typing of three groups here. For West Germany we use the remainingyfmes for strategic purposes. The
clusters are ordered according to the labour market conditions, ie clastemprises LEAs with the worst
and cluster V LEAs with the most promising labour market situatfoifable B.1 presents the classification

used in analysis with a short description of the clusters and the numberAsf infeach cluster.

Tab. B.1: CLASSIFICATION OF LABOUR OFFICE DISTRICTS INGERMANY

Cluster Description No.
la East German labour office districts with worst labour market condition 5
Ib East German labour office districts with bad labour market conditions 3 2
Ic East German labour office districts with high unemployment 5
Il Labour office districts dominated by large cities 21

Il West German labour office districts with rural elements, mediumekiadustry 63

and average unemployment
IV West German centers with good labour market prospects 10
V West German labour office districts with the best labour market patspe 47

No. describes the number of labour offices in cluster.
Source: Blieret al. (2004)

The available information of the FEA for the evaluation of JCS is summarised lm BaB. Altogether,
we are able to use the five categories of variables as described. Farttoene variable we use the infor-
mation from the Employment Statistics RegistBegclaftigtensatistik, BSt) which includes information on
the total population of persons who are registered in the German soadigitgesystem since 1975. These
are employees and participants in several ALMP programmes, but nersplbyed or pensioners. Data on
spells of employment that is subject to social insurance contributions beeted for each employed person
in account form based on yearly notifications by the employers. Howdwerto delays in the sending of the
notifications by the employers, the available information in the BSt has an up tgeavs time lag. There-
fore, the FEA forecasts the information included. In consequencessiag contemporary effects of ALMP
programmes is possible, but the results may be problematic as they are bafedoasted employment
information purely. As valuable evaluation of programme effects shouldabedbon notified, rather than
forecasted information, our observation period ends in December 20@8ever, as the time lag between
the corresponding date of information and the extraction from the BStuioaoalysis amounted to eight
months only, the relation of notified and forecasted data has to be cheatteshauld be considered when
interpreting the estimated treatment effects. Based on the result$ldfdf, Kaimer, and Stamm (2004),
the share of forecasted data used in the analyses amounts to betweamddem percent at maximum.

We define only regular employment as a success, whereas all otherdfisdbsidised employment or

211t should be noted that the regional indicators are based on informatiam d different point of time than the data of the
programmes. However, the clustering provides the most comprighearal at the same time parsimonious characterisation of the
labour market differences. In addition, we assume that the situatioe sfrigle labour office districts has not changed much within
a few years.
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Tab. B.2: OVERVIEW ON DATA SOURCES ANDATTRIBUTES

Data Source Attributes

MTG! BewA? a) Socio-demographic: age, gender, marital status, number of children, citi-
zenship, asylum-seeker, health restrictions
b) Qualification: graduation (schooling), professional training, occupational
group, work experience, appraisal of qualification by the placenféoén de-
sired occupation, desired work time
c¢) Labour Market History : duration of unemployment, duration of last occu-
pation, number of job offers, occupational rehabilitation, programanggipa-
tion before unemployment

ST18 d) Programme: institution that receives the subsidy, activity sector, time of
qualification and/or practical training during programme, begin and éptbe
gramme (payment of subsidy), entry and leave of the participatioatidarof
programme

e) Regional Information: Types of comparable labour office districts by FEA

1 MTG: Programme participants’ master data $¢a@nahme-Teilnehmer-Grunddatei
2 BewA: Job-seekers data bag&e(verberangebotsdajei
3 ST11: Progamme participants’ data based of subsidised emptdyme

participations in ALMP programmes are defined as a failure. While this definitiay conflict with the
institutional setting, it reflects the economic point of view to measure the integralidity of the JCS into
non-subsidised employment. To identify spells of regular employment withaihiefr promotion, we use the
excerpted information of the final version of the MTG on the individual’s tipens in ALMP programmes.

For the empirical analysis, we have drawn a random sample of individiedshave started a subsidised
employment programme, ie a JCS or structural adjustment scheme, in siemffaonths: July 2000,
September 2000, November 2000, January 2001, March 2001 an@®04y The construction of the com-
parison group has been accomplished in a similar way. Based on the infanroitiee BewA-population in
the respective months before the participants started their programmes)dixar samples were drawn. The
proportions of these original samples have been 20:1. In other wordsa¢h participant from MTG starting
a JCS in July 2000 we have drawn 20 non-participants from BewA of 2006 as potential comparisons,
and so on. By doing so, we are left with the same set of attributes for parisignd potential comparison
individuals except the missing programme information. A further advanthgsing data on programme
entries instead of entries into unemployment is the larger number of participanalysis. Hence, we are
able to analyse programme effects with respect to several sourceeaideneity with confidence.

The individual characteristics of the six cross-sections have beenlemufy the employment outcome
of all individuals in our samples. As described above, the relevantnrgion has been taken from the BSt
and were corrected by times spent in ALMP programmes based on infornodorexcerpt of the MTG for

the same period of tim& However, a complete merge of the cross-section information (MTG/Bewd) an

22 This excerpt contains solely the entry and leave dates of individuals iniffeeedt programmes sponsored by the FEA. All
remaining attributes are not available for our analysis.
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the employment outcomes (BSt) was not possible for all observations [ititdata sets use different iden-
tifiers. Whereas MTG/BewA use FEA-specific customer numbers to idenbhgéeking and participating
individuals, the BSt refers to the social insurance policy num8eeiglversicherungsnummeiherefore,
only in cases where this information is on the one hand available and on théhatigevalid the data can be

merged.

Fig. B.1: AVAILABLE DATA FOR ANALYSIS

Information on Monthly information on
labour market history employment status
May 2001:
C tion of
part. (6,715) and
non-part. (214,344)

March 2001:
Cross-section of
part. (5,554) and

non-part. (179,054)

January 2001:

Cross-section of

part. (2,552) and
non-part. (128,104)

November 2000:
Cross-section of

part. (4,736) and
non-part. (153,152)

September 2000:
Cross-section of
part. (6,963) and

non-part. (227,701)

July 2000:
Cross-section of
part. (6,121) and

non-part. (202,309)

Jul00 Sep 00 Nov 00 Jan 01 Mar01  May 01

\ \ \ \ \ \
Jun00  Aug 00 Oct 00 Dec 00 Feb 01 Apr 01

‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ Dec 03

In our empirical analysis, we will evaluate the effects of JCS on regulatament only. The effects of
other programmes are not considered. Thus, we have restricted thppats’ data to JCS. Furthermore,
to avoid issues related to education or basic vocational training we havietszsthe data to persons of 25
years or older. In addition, as early retirement may induce some trouble teghks, persons older than
55 years are excluded, too. Moreover, the labour market of the cajhjtas not considered in our analysis.
The special situation of Berlin would require a separate estimation and ietetipn of the effects of JCS
for participating individuals into regular employment. Thus, East Germanybeithe federal countries of
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, Brandenburg, Saxony, Sakohgi, and Thuringia for the rest of this
study. West Germany refers to all West German federal countries.

Figure B.1 summarises the timeline of the available information and presents titingeaumbers of
observations for participants and non-participants differentiated by nodmthitry into the programme. The
numbers of entries in the months differ. Whereas our data set contair® e@écipants starting a JCS
in September 2000, the corresponding number for January 2001 is @Bp2Altogether, we are able to
use information on 32,641 participants starting a JCS between July 2000@an@0d1 and on 1,104,664

non-participants for the evaluation of the employment effects of JCS.
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C Descriptive Statistics

Tab. C.1: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(MEN IN WEST GERMANY)

u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Number of observations 152,904 663 67,166 484 36,344 437 7@3,1498
Programme duration 290.4 284 268.6 277.4
Age
25to 29 years 0.17 0.10 0.15 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.12 0.11
30to 34 years 0.21 0.17 0.20 0.17 0.18 0.15 0.17 0.13
35 to 39 years 0.20 0.22 0.20 0.18 0.20 0.23 0.19 0.16
40 to 44 years 0.17 0.19 0.17 0.20 0.18 0.17 0.18 0.20
45 to 49 years 0.13 0.15 0.14 0.17 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.19
50 to 55 years 0.12 0.17 0.14 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.20
Foreigner 0.19 0.12 0.20 0.12 0.20 0.14 0.20 0.12
Asylum-seeker 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.04
No. of placement propositions 458 10.35 4.80 10.48 4.89 510.7 4.87 11.03
No. of children 0.58 0.52 0.57 0.56 0.58 0.67 0.57 0.55
Placement restrictions 0.15 0.26 0.17 0.27 0.20 0.24 0.222 0.2
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
Health restrictions 0.23 0.36 0.27 0.38 0.30 0.36 0.33 0.31
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.52 0.42 0.51 0.49 0.51 0.47 0.5144 0.
Work experience 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.91
Programme bef. unemp. 0.03 0.35 0.05 0.40 0.06 0.36 0.08 0.38
Reception of Ul 0.85 0.84 0.86 0.77 0.88 0.78 0.89 0.72
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.28 0.31 0.28 0.43 0.27 0.48 0.26 0.50
between 180 and 365 days 0.18 0.15 0.15 0.11 0.12 0.09 0.118 0.0
between 366 and 730 days 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.14 0.16 0.11 0.1 0.1
more than 730 days 0.38 0.38 0.41 0.32 0.44 0.32 0.47 0.30
Pension
No pension 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00
Vocational disability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0
Permanently unable to work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0
Social plan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Schooling
No school 0.14 0.25 0.16 0.21 0.17 0.22 0.18 0.22
CSE 0.59 0.56 0.58 0.57 0.58 0.59 0.58 0.59
O-levels 0.14 0.09 0.13 0.09 0.12 0.06 0.12 0.07
Adv. technical college entrante 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03
A-levels 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.10
Assessment of individual’s qualification
Other 0.51 0.64 0.54 0.59 0.56 0.61 0.57 0.57
Unskilled employee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Skilled employee 0.40 0.27 0.37 0.31 0.35 0.27 0.34 0.32
Ass. to technical schobl 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.04 .0200.03
Ass. to university 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.06
Ass. to top-management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training 0.41 0.52 0.44 0.51 0.46 0.50 470. 0.45
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.49 0.39 0.45 0.37 043 0.39 430041
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 o0.01 .010 0.02
Full-time vocational school 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 o0.01 10.@.01
Technical school 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02
Advanced technical college 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 1 0.0.02
University 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.06
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.15 0.18 0.19 0.15 0.21 0.11 0.22 0.16
September 2000 0.18 0.16 0.18 0.17 0.22 0.15 0.23 0.15
November 2000 0.13 0.17 0.12 0.14 0.13 0.19 0.15 0.12
January 2001 0.14 0.17 0.11 0.18 0.09 0.15 0.10 0.13
March 2001 0.21 0.14 0.17 0.21 0.14 0.20 0.12 0.17
May 2001 0.19 0.18 0.24 0.16 0.21 0.20 0.17 0.26
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster Il 0.23 0.36 0.26 0.29 0.29 0.28 0.32 0.36
Cluster IlI 0.40 0.37 0.41 042 0.41 045 0.41 0.39
Cluster IV 0.12 0.08 0.11 0.06 0.11 0.08 0.11 0.08
Cluster V 0.25 0.18 0.21 0.23 0.18 0.20 0.16 0.17

Desired work time

continued on next page
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TABLE C.1: (CONTINUED)

u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Full-time work 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99
Part-time work 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01
Other (e.g. telework) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.59 0.50 0.52 0.54 0.49 0.56 0.45 0.53
Part-time work 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01
Not applicable 0.41 0.49 0.47 0.46 0.50 0.44 0.55 0.46
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.04 0.13 0.04 0.10 0.04 0.11 0.04 0.07
Mining, mineral extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.0m00
Manufacturing 0.49 0.48 0.47 0.50 0.46 0.52 0.45 0.49
Technical professions 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.054 0.0
Service Professions 0.40 0.35 0.41 0.35 0.42 0.32 0.42 0.39
Other occupations 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
n.a.= not available
1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.
2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.
3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBaohhochschulreife
6 Ass. = assimilable
7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgierB and table B.1.
8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
Tab. C.2: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(MEN IN WEST GERMANY)
u=2>5 u=20 u="7 u =8
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Number of observations 15,667 593 11,692 288 9,510 264 7,6866 2
Programme duration 289.8 267.1 264.9 281.3
Age
25 to 29 years 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.11 0.07 0.05
30 to 34 years 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.19 0.14 0.10 0.13 0.14
35to 39 years 0.18 0.22 0.19 0.21 0.17 0.25 0.18 0.24
40 to 44 years 0.18 0.19 0.17 0.16 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.25
45 to 49 years 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.16 0.18 0.19 0.19 0.16
50 to 55 years 0.20 0.17 0.22 0.18 0.25 0.17 0.25 0.16
Foreigner 0.21 0.10 0.20 0.11 0.20 0.13 0.20 0.11
Asylum-seeker 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.08
No. of placement propositions 472 9.69 4.67 10.89 457 9.70 .73 40.10
No. of children 0.56 0.68 0.57 0.49 0.57 0.54 0.59 0.76
Placement restrictions 0.23 0.23 0.24 0.16 0.24 0.19 0.261 0.2
Vocational rehabilitatiof 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.08
Health restrictions 0.34 0.33 0.35 0.27 0.35 0.30 0.36 0.35
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.50 0.48 0.51 047 0.51 0.47 0.5050 0.
Work experience 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.91 0.93 0.95 0.93 0.91
Programme bef. unemb. 0.07 0.37 0.08 0.33 0.08 0.34 0.08 0.33
Reception of Ul 0.90 0.72 091 0.82 091 0.83 091 0.78
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.24 0.49 0.23 0.55 0.24 0.56 0.23 0.51
between 180 and 365 days 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.06 0.11 0.07 0.106 0.0
between 366 and 730 days 0.15 0.13 0.14 0.10 0.14 0.09 0.1% 0.1
more than 730 days 049 0.31 0.51 0.29 0.52 0.28 0.54 0.29
Pension
No pension 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00
Vocational disability 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 00.0
Permanently unable to work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0@0 0
Social plan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Schooling
No school 0.19 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.26 0.20 0.20
CSE 0.59 0.53 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.57 0.60 0.56
O-levels 0.11 0.09 0.11 0.07 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.06
Adv. technical college entrante 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.05
A-levels 0.08 0.12 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.13
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u=>5

TABLE C.2: (CONTINUED)

u==6

u="7

u=3~8

Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.

Non-Part. Part.

Assessment of individual’s qualification

Other 0.59 0.56 0.60 0.63 0.61 0.64 0.62 0.58
Unskilled employee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Skilled employee 0.33 0.30 0.32 0.25 0.31 0.28 0.31 0.28
Ass. to technical schobl 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.04 .0200.08
Ass. to university 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.05
Ass. to top-management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training 0.48 0.43 0.49 0.57 0.50 0.48 490. 0.47
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.42 042 0.42 0.28 0.41 0.41 .420 0.36
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 .010 0.01
Full-time vocational school 0.01 0.01 0.01 o0.01 0.01 0.01 10.0.01
Technical school 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Advanced technical college 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03 2 0.0.06
University 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.06
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.22 0.19 0.21 0.14 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.23
September 2000 0.24 0.15 0.22 0.25 0.23 0.22 0.23 0.17
November 2000 0.15 0.14 0.14 0.11 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.15
January 2001 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.08
March 2001 0.13 0.17 0.14 0.16 0.14 0.16 0.13 0.19
May 2001 0.16 0.24 0.18 0.21 0.17 0.15 0.17 0.17
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster Il 0.33 0.35 0.34 0.31 0.36 0.33 0.37 0.41
Cluster IlI 0.41 0.42 0.40 0.44 0.40 0.46 0.39 042
Cluster IV 0.11 0.06 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.03
Cluster V 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.16 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.14
Desired work time
Full-time work 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00
Part-time work 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
Other (e.g. telework)
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.40 0.59 0.38 0.53 0.37 0.54 0.34 0.50
Part-time work 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
Not applicable 0.59 0.39 0.61 0.46 0.62 0.45 0.66 0.48
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.04 0.10 0.04 0.14 0.04 0.14 0.05 0.13
Mining, mineral extraction 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00.00
Manufacturing 0.45 0.46 0.45 0.47 0.45 0.47 0.45 0.43
Technical professions 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.042 0.0
Service Professions 0.43 0.40 0.43 0.35 0.43 0.38 0.42 041
Other occupations 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
n.a.= not available
1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.
2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.
3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmohhochschulreife
6 Ass. = assimilable
7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgiigrB and table B.1.
8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
Tab. C.3: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(MEN IN WEST GERMANY)
u=9 u =10 u=11 u =12
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Number of observations 6,113 278 4,900 190 4,127 144 3,476 120
Programme duration 297.7 292.7 272 288.7
Age
25 to 29 years 0.05 0.10 0.05 0.12 0.05 0.08 0.04 0.12
30 to 34 years 0.12 0.15 0.11 0.16 0.11 0.17 0.11 0.17
35 to 39 years 0.17 0.21 0.17 0.19 0.15 0.20 0.15 0.15
40 to 44 years 0.18 0.22 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.28
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TABLE C.3: (CONTINUED)

u=29 u =10 u =11 u =12
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
45 to 49 years 0.20 0.16 0.19 0.16 0.21 0.15 0.21 0.17
50 to 55 years 0.28 0.17 0.28 0.17 0.29 0.22 0.31 0.13
Foreigner 0.20 0.11 0.20 0.15 0.19 0.15 0.20 0.12
Asylum-seeker 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.05
No. of placement propositions 3.97 9.27 3.72 10.72 3.34 958 .15 32.12
No. of children 0.58 0.66 0.61 0.72 0.57 0.51 0.60 0.71
Placement restrictions 0.27 0.22 0.29 0.21 0.29 0.24 0.292 0.2
Vocational rehabilitatiof 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.04 0.09 0.06 0.09 0.08
Health restrictions 0.37 0.31 0.39 0.33 0.39 0.31 0.39 0.28
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.51 0.44 0.51 0.45 0.50 0.42 0.5046 0.
Work experience 0.92 0.93 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.96 0.92 0.91
Programme bef. unemb. 0.08 0.40 0.09 0.27 0.09 0.34 0.09 0.38
Reception of Ul 0.91 0.80 0.92 0.85 091 0.83 0.93 0.87
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.23 0.60 0.22 0.62 0.24 0.66 0.25 0.58
between 180 and 365 days 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.10 0.0% 0.0
between 366 and 730 days 0.12 0.04 0.11 0.06 0.11 0.07 0.14 0.0
more than 730 days 0.56 0.27 0.57 0.24 0.56 0.17 0.55 0.33
Pension
No pension 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 0.99 0.99 1.00
Vocational disability 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 00.0
Permanently unable to work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.0D0 O
Social plan 0.00 0.00
Schooling
No school 0.20 0.22 0.21 0.27 0.21 0.26 0.22 0.30
CSE 0.60 0.58 0.61 0.62 0.60 0.58 0.61 0.51
O-levels 0.10 0.07 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.09
Adv. technical college entrange 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.04
A-levels 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.06
Assessment of individual’s qualification
Other 0.62 0.61 0.63 0.71 0.64 0.72 0.64 0.73
Unskilled employee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Skilled employee 0.30 0.26 0.30 0.25 0.29 0.20 0.29 0.19
Ass. to technical scho®l 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.01 .0200.04
Ass. to university 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.01
Ass. to top-management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training 0.50 0.52 0.50 0.56 0.51 0.58 520. 0.63
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.42 0.33 0.42 0.36 0.42 0.33 .400 0.28
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 .000 0.01
Full-time vocational school 0.01 0.01 0.01 o0.01 0.01 0.00 10.0.02
Technical school 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03
Advanced technical college 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 1 0.0.03
University 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.01
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.21 0.24 0.18 0.22 0.22 0.16 0.20 0.15
September 2000 0.22 0.23 0.23 0.19 0.22 0.15 0.24 0.17
November 2000 0.15 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.18
January 2001 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.09 0.12 0.15 0.10 0.12
March 2001 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.21 0.14 0.21 0.13 0.15
May 2001 0.17 0.15 0.19 0.13 0.17 0.19 0.19 0.24
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster Il 0.37 0.38 0.38 0.40 0.36 0.42 0.38 0.51
Cluster llI 0.39 042 0.38 0.42 0.41 0.45 0.39 0.37
Cluster IV 0.11 0.06 0.11 0.07 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.06
Cluster V 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.11 0.13 0.08 0.12 0.07
Desired work time
Full-time work 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00
Part-time work 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
Other (e.g. telework)
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.30 0.59 0.28 0.53 0.30 0.57 0.30 0.49
Part-time work 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Not applicable 0.69 0.41 0.72 0.46 0.69 0.42 0.69 0.50
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.04 0.17 0.04 0.12 0.05 0.13 0.05 0.09
Mining, mineral extraction 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.0100
Manufacturing 0.45 0.42 0.44 0.52 0.46 0.53 0.45 0.53
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TABLE C.3: (CONTINUED)

u=29 u =10 u =11 u =12
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Technical professions 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.042 0.0
Service Professions 0.44 0.37 0.44 0.36 0.42 0.31 0.43 0.36
Other occupations 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
n.a.= not available
1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.
2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.
3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmchhochschulreife
6 Ass. = assimilable
7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgierB and table B.1.
8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
Tab. C.4: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(WOMEN IN WEST GERMANY)
u =1 u =2 u=3 u =4
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Number of observations 120,891 302 58,204 240 33,214 258 322,2327
Programme duration 311.1 305.2 292.4 300.4
Age
25 to 29 years 0.14 0.09 0.12 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.09
30to 34 years 0.20 0.18 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.13
35 to 39 years 0.21 0.26 0.21 0.23 0.21 0.18 0.21 0.23
40 to 44 years 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.25 0.18 0.22
45 to 49 years 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.17 0.15 0.17 0.16 0.18
50 to 55 years 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.17 0.16
Foreigner 0.12 0.05 0.13 0.09 0.13 0.05 0.13 0.07
Asylum-seeker 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.02 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.04
No. of placement propositions 3.09 8.20 3.01 9.5 294 9.26 86 2.9.73
No. of children 0.79 0.83 0.85 0.75 0.89 0.82 0.90 0.79
Placement restrictions 0.11 0.20 0.12 0.16 0.13 0.17 0.142 0.1
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.03
Health restrictions 0.19 0.29 0.20 0.26 0.22 0.26 0.22 0.20
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.61 0.52 0.65 0.48 0.67 0.53 0.6¥8 0.
Work experience 0.92 0.89 0.93 0.90 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Programme bef. unemp. 0.02 0.31 0.02 0.30 0.03 0.33 0.04 0.37
Reception of Ul 0.77 0.79 0.78 0.77 0.80 0.77 0.81 0.68
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.28 0.31 0.27 0.40 0.25 0.42 0.24 0.44
between 180 and 365 days 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.08 0.09 0.077 0.0
between 366 and 730 days 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.11 0.120 0.1
more than 730 days 0.46 0.47 0.50 0.35 0.54 0.38 0.57 0.40
Pension
No pension 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Vocational disability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0
Permanently unable to work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0@0 0
Social plan 0.00 0.00
Schooling
No school 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.08
CSE 0.48 041 049 0.39 0.49 041 0.50 041
O-levels 0.26 0.20 0.25 0.21 0.25 0.20 0.24 0.21
Adv. technical college entrante 0.05 0.11 0.05 0.12 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.09
A-levels 0.13 0.21 0.12 0.21 0.11 0.21 0.12 0.22
Assessment of individual’s qualification
Other 0.44 0.39 0.46 0.33 0.47 0.39 0.47 0.37
Unskilled employee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Skilled employee 0.47 0.36 0.46 0.43 0.45 0.38 0.44 0.38
Ass. to technical schobl 0.01 0.02 0.01 o0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.02 0.09 0.03 0.13 0.03 0.13 .0300.10
Ass. to university 0.05 0.14 0.04 0.11 0.04 0.09 0.04 0.11
Ass. to top-management 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training 0.35 0.33 0.37 0.29 0.38 0.30 380. 0.31
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.49 0.35 0.47 0.38 0.47 040 .460 0.37
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u=1

TABLE C.4: (CONTINUED)

u =2

u=3

u=4

Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.

Non-Part. Part.

Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 .010 0.01
Full-time vocational school 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.05 30.®.03
Technical school 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.10 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.09
Advanced technical college 0.02 0.08 0.02 0.10 0.02 0.09 2 0.0.07
University 0.05 0.13 0.05 0.08 0.04 0.10 0.05 0.11
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.16 0.17 0.20 0.14 0.20 0.13 0.24 0.14
September 2000 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.23 0.17 0.24 0.22
November 2000 0.15 0.18 0.13 0.21 0.13 0.21 0.14 0.17
January 2001 0.12 0.16 0.12 0.13 0.10 0.18 0.10 0.12
March 2001 0.17 0.12 0.16 0.19 0.14 0.16 0.12 0.17
May 2001 0.20 0.18 0.20 0.13 0.20 0.15 0.16 0.17
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster Il 0.22 0.31 0.22 0.30 0.24 0.31 0.26 0.32
Cluster IlI 0.40 0.39 0.41 0.44 0.42 047 0.42 0.39
Cluster IV 0.12 0.09 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.07 0.10 0.09
Cluster V 0.26 0.20 0.25 0.17 0.23 0.14 0.22 0.20
Desired work time
Full-time work 0.68 0.78 0.65 0.81 0.63 0.83 0.62 0.75
Part-time work 0.32 0.22 0.35 0.19 0.37 0.17 0.38 0.25
Other (e.g. telework) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.41 0.44 0.35 041 0.34 043 0.31 043
Part-time work 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.08 0.09 0.07
Not applicable 0.48 0.49 0.54 0.50 0.56 0.48 0.60 0.50
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.03
Mining, mineral extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0m00
Manufacturing 0.18 0.16 0.19 0.14 0.20 0.22 0.21 0.14
Technical professions 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.031 0.0
Service Professions 0.76 0.77 0.75 0.78 0.74 0.73 0.73 0.82
Other occupations 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
n.a.= not available
1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.
2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.
3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmohhochschulreife
6 Ass. = assimilable
7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgigrB and table B.1.
8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
Tab. C.5: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(WOMEN IN WEST GERMANY)
u=2>5 u=26 u="7 u=8
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Number of observations 15,194 363 11,264 138 9,053 145 7,1085 1
Programme duration 324.2 301.6 300 303.5
Age
25 to 29 years 0.09 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.06
30 to 34 years 0.17 0.14 0.15 0.12 0.15 0.17 0.14 0.15
35to 39 years 0.20 0.22 0.19 0.28 0.19 0.24 0.18 0.21
40 to 44 years 0.17 0.25 0.17 0.28 0.17 0.23 0.17 0.24
45 to 49 years 0.17 0.21 0.18 0.14 0.17 0.16 0.19 0.17
50 to 55 years 0.20 0.12 0.24 0.12 0.26 0.10 0.26 0.17
Foreigner 0.14 0.05 0.15 0.07 0.15 0.05 0.15 0.05
Asylum-seeker 0.06 0.01 0.07 0.02 0.07 0.04 0.08 0.06
No. of placement propositions 2.88 8.59 291 812 293 7.86 89 2.8.67
No. of children 091 0.74 0.88 0.80 0.87 0.85 0.87 0.86
Placement restrictions 0.15 0.13 0.16 0.11 0.16 0.10 0.162 0.1
Vocational rehabilitatiof 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.06
Health restrictions 0.24 0.21 0.25 0.19 0.25 0.18 0.25 0.22
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.70 0.54 0.71 0.59 0.71 0.61 0.7062 0.
Work experience 0.93 0.90 0.93 0.90 0.93 0.89 0.93 0.93
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u=>5

TABLE C.5: (CONTINUED)

u==6

u="7

u=3~8

Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.

Programme bef. unemb. 0.04 0.38 0.04 0.28 0.04 0.28 0.04 0.27
Reception of Ul 0.82 0.67 0.81 0.78 0.82 0.82 0.81 0.78
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.23 0.45 0.24 043 0.23 0.50 0.24 0.49
between 180 and 365 days 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.066 0.0
between 366 and 730 days 0.11 0.12 0.10 0.15 0.09 0.11 0.1 0.0
more than 730 days 0.58 0.34 0.59 0.35 0.61 0.33 0.60 0.38
Pension
No pension 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Vocational disability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0
Permanently unable to work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0
Social plan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Schoolindg
No school 0.11 0.06 0.11 0.07 0.12 0.06 0.12 0.05
CSE 0.52 0.34 0.54 0.37 0.54 0.41 0.55 041
O-levels 0.23 0.19 0.21 0.22 0.21 0.19 0.20 0.23
Adv. technical college entrante 0.04 0.15 0.04 0.09 0.04 0.09 0.04 0.10
A-levels 0.10 0.26 0.10 0.25 0.09 0.26 0.09 0.22
Assessment of individual’s qualification
Other 0.50 0.29 0.51 0.36 0.53 0.30 0.54 0.39
Unskilled employee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Skilled employee 0.42 0.42 0.42 0.38 0.40 0.40 0.38 0.43
Ass. to technical schobl 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.00
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.02 0.16 0.02 0.12 0.02 0.14 .0200.10
Ass. to university 0.04 0.12 0.04 0.10 0.04 0.13 0.04 0.07
Ass. to top-management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training 0.41 0.25 0.42 0.29 0.43 0.26 440. 0.35
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.45 0.34 0.45 0.39 0.44 041 .430 0.38
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 .010 0.03
Full-time vocational school 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.03 30.M.02
Technical school 0.04 0.12 0.04 0.09 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.10
Advanced technical college 0.02 0.12 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.11 2 0.0.06
University 0.04 0.09 0.04 0.14 0.04 0.11 0.04 0.06
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.21 0.15 0.22 0.14 0.22 0.14 0.23 0.18
September 2000 0.25 0.21 0.24 0.30 0.24 0.25 0.23 0.24
November 2000 0.15 0.17 0.15 0.12 0.15 0.18 0.15 0.15
January 2001 0.10 0.16 0.11 0.15 0.10 0.17 0.10 0.17
March 2001 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.15 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.18
May 2001 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.13 0.16 0.14 0.16 0.08
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster Il 0.27 0.31 0.26 0.26 0.27 0.34 0.28 0.27
Cluster IlI 0.43 0.42 0.43 0.47 0.43 0.43 0.44 042
Cluster IV 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.08
Cluster V 0.21 0.19 0.20 0.19 0.20 0.14 0.19 0.23
Desired work time
Full-time work 0.62 0.76 0.64 0.72 0.66 0.75 0.67 0.75
Part-time work 0.37 0.24 0.35 0.28 0.34 0.25 0.33 0.25
Other (e.g. telework) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.27 0.45 0.26 0.39 0.27 0.46 0.25 0.38
Part-time work 0.10 0.11 0.09 0.12 0.09 0.12 0.08 0.12
Not applicable 0.63 0.44 0.65 0.49 0.65 0.42 0.67 0.50
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.06
Mining, mineral extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0m00
Manufacturing 0.22 0.10 0.24 0.12 0.25 0.10 0.25 0.11
Technical professions 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.035 0.0
Service Professions 0.71 0.85 0.70 0.83 0.69 0.85 0.68 0.76
Other occupations 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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TABLE C.5: (CONTINUED)

u=>5 u==6 u="7 u=3~8
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
n.a.= not available
1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.
2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.
3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmchhochschulreife
6 Ass. = assimilable
7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgierB and table B.1.
8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
Tab. C.6: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(WOMEN IN WEST GERMANY)
u=9 u =10 u=11 u =12
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Number of observations 5,933 173 4,514 98 3,655 73 3,111 56
Programme duration 335.1 281.3 340.4 299.2
Age
25t0 29 years 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.11 0.04 0.05
30 to 34 years 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.07 0.11 0.11
35 to 39 years 0.18 0.20 0.17 0.27 0.17 0.19 0.18 0.29
40 to 44 years 0.16 0.27 0.17 0.11 0.18 0.22 0.18 0.18
45 to 49 years 0.18 0.16 0.19 0.24 0.18 0.29 0.18 0.14
50 to 55 years 0.29 0.17 0.30 0.19 0.31 0.12 0.31 0.23
Foreigner 0.15 0.06 0.16 0.13 0.16 0.12 0.15 0.04
Asylum-seeker 0.09 0.06 0.10 0.03 0.09 0.04 0.10 0.04
No. of placement propositions 256 8.61 2.37 10.00 229 871 .2229.09
No. of children 0.86 0.80 0.86 0.71 0.85 0.90 0.84 0.86
Placement restrictions 0.17 0.13 0.18 0.15 0.18 0.11 0.184 0.1
Vocational rehabilitatiof 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.09
Health restrictions 0.25 0.19 0.26 0.28 0.26 0.18 0.26 0.25
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.72 0.52 0.73 0.55 0.72 0.60 0.7250 0.
Work experience 0.93 0.91 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.90 0.93 0.95
Programme bef. unemp. 0.04 0.37 0.04 0.23 0.04 0.36 0.04 0.20
Reception of Ul 0.80 0.82 0.78 0.80 0.79 0.84 0.81 0.89
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.24 0.55 0.26 0.50 0.26 0.60 0.25 0.45
between 180 and 365 days 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.064 0.0
between 366 and 730 days 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.0 0.1
more than 730 days 0.61 0.31 0.61 041 0.60 0.26 0.61 0.36
Pension
No pension 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Vocational disability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0
Permanently unable to work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Social plan
Schoolindg
No school 0.13 0.08 0.13 0.04 0.13 0.04 0.14 0.14
CSE 0.56 0.35 0.57 0.53 0.57 041 0.57 0.48
O-levels 0.19 0.23 0.18 0.16 0.18 0.15 0.18 0.20
Adv. technical college entrante 0.04 0.12 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.12 0.03 0.07
A-levels 0.09 0.22 0.08 0.19 0.08 0.27 0.08 0.11
Assessment of individual's qualification
Other 0.57 0.34 0.58 0.43 0.59 0.33 0.58 0.48
Unskilled employee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Skilled employee 0.36 0.42 0.36 0.35 0.35 0.34 0.35 0.39
Ass. to technical schobl 0.01 0.02 0.01 o0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.02 0.13 0.02 0.10 0.02 0.18 .0200.04
Ass. to university 0.04 0.09 0.03 0.11 0.03 0.14 0.03 0.09
Ass. to top-management 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training 0.47 0.27 0.48 0.32 0.47 0.30 470. 0.39
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.40 0.32 0.40 0.43 0.41 0.33 .410 0.39
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.00 .010 0.04
Full-time vocational school 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.04 30.®.07
Technical school 0.04 0.12 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.04
Advanced technical college 0.02 0.10 0.02 0.08 0.02 0.10 1 0.0.02
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TABLE C.6: (CONTINUED)

u=29 u =10 u=11 u =12
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
University 0.04 0.12 0.04 0.11 0.04 0.16 0.04 0.05
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.20 0.19 0.20 0.13 0.19 0.14 0.21 0.13
September 2000 0.24 0.32 0.22 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.23 0.25
November 2000 0.15 0.13 0.16 0.18 0.15 0.18 0.14 0.21
January 2001 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.15 0.10 0.18 0.10 0.09
March 2001 0.14 0.10 0.14 0.16 0.15 0.18 0.14 0.21
May 2001 0.17 0.14 0.18 0.13 0.18 0.11 0.17 0.11
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster Il 0.29 0.31 0.30 0.40 0.31 0.40 0.29 045
Cluster IlI 0.43 0.37 0.43 0.36 0.41 042 0.44 0.38
Cluster IV 0.09 0.12 0.09 0.13 0.09 0.07 0.09 0.05
Cluster V 0.19 0.20 0.18 0.11 0.18 0.11 0.18 0.13
Desired work time
Full-time work 0.68 0.78 0.71 0.72 0.70 0.81 0.71 0.75
Part-time work 0.32 0.22 0.29 0.28 0.30 0.19 0.29 0.25
Other (e.g. telework) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.24 051 0.20 0.42 0.22 051 0.22 0.23
Part-time work 0.08 0.14 0.06 0.12 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.11
Not applicable 0.69 0.35 0.74 0.46 0.71 0.40 0.71 0.66
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02
Mining, mineral extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.14 0.31.32
Manufacturing 0.28 0.10 0.28 0.14 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.00
Technical professions 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.66 0.82 0.644 0.6
Service Professions 0.67 0.87 0.67 0.81 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02
Other occupations 0.02 0.01 0.01 o0.01 0.00 0.00
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
n.a.= not available
1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.
2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.
3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBachhochschulreife
6 Ass. = assimilable
7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgierB and table B.1.
8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
Tab. C.7: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(MEN IN EAST GERMANY)
u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Number of observations 74,160 866 38,783 718 24,602 798 36,5895
Programme duration 256.8 255.8 266.4 268.5
Age
2510 29 years 0.14 0.08 0.13 0.08 0.12 0.06 0.11 0.06
30to 34 years 0.17 0.12 0.16 0.09 0.15 0.10 0.14 0.11
35to 39 years 0.19 0.15 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.16 0.18 0.16
40 to 44 years 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.19 0.15
45 to 49 years 0.18 0.20 0.18 0.21 0.19 0.21 0.20 0.20
50 to 55 years 0.14 0.27 0.15 0.25 0.17 0.29 0.18 0.33
Foreigner 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01
Asylum-seeker 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
No. of placement propositions 391 7.88 4.38 8.43 469 8.39 884.7.84
No. of children 0.57 0.54 0.56 0.58 0.55 0.58 0.54 0.54
Placement restrictions 0.10 0.15 0.11 0.16 0.12 0.14 0.153 0.1
Vocational rehabilitatiof 0.04 0.08 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.06
Health restrictions 0.16 0.26 0.18 0.28 0.20 0.25 0.23 0.21
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.60 0.58 0.57 0.60 0.55 0.64 0.5463 0.
Work experience 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.92
Programme bef. unemb. 0.16 0.59 0.23 0.56 0.27 0.52 0.32 0.56
0.91 0.60 0.89 0.61 0.89 0.64 0.88 0.58

Reception of Ul

Duration of last employment
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TABLE C.7: (CONTINUED)

u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
up to 180 days 0.19 0.46 0.21 0.53 0.22 0.50 0.22 0.60
between 180 and 365 days 0.18 0.17 0.17 0.13 0.16 0.17 0.1 0.1
between 366 and 730 days 0.20 0.13 0.23 0.11 0.23 0.12 0.220 0.1
more than 730 days 0.42 0.24 0.39 0.22 0.40 0.22 0.40 0.18
Pension
No pension 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99
Vocational disability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0
Permanently unable to work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.000 0
Social plan 0.00 0.00
Schooling
No school 0.06 0.11 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.10
CSE 0.29 0.39 0.31 0.40 0.33 0.38 0.34 041
O-levels 0.57 043 0.53 045 0.50 0.47 0.48 0.43
Adv. technical college entrante 0.01 0.01 0.01 o0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02
A-levels 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.05
Assessment of individual’s qualification
Other 0.31 0.38 0.34 041 0.37 0.32 0.39 0.38
Unskilled employee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Skilled employee 0.62 0.55 0.59 0.53 0.56 0.60 0.54 0.55
Ass. to technical schobl 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 .0200.02
Ass. to university 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02
Ass. to top-management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training 0.12 0.16 0.15 0.19 0.17 0.14 190. 0.16
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.80 0.74 0.77 0.75 0.75 0.78 .740 0.76
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 .010 0.01
Full-time vocational school 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 10.®.00
Technical school 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Advanced technical college 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 10.0.01
University 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.14 0.21 0.19 0.17 0.21 0.19 0.18 0.17
September 2000 0.16 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.24
November 2000 0.12 0.17 0.12 0.15 0.14 0.13 0.16 0.15
January 2001 0.15 0.07 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.04 0.12 0.04
March 2001 0.23 0.15 0.15 0.25 0.13 0.18 0.15 0.14
May 2001 0.20 0.19 0.25 0.17 0.19 0.24 0.18 0.26
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster la 0.15 0.17 0.15 0.14 0.16 0.14 0.18 0.15
Cluster Ib 0.67 0.72 0.67 0.72 0.67 0.69 0.66 0.73
Cluster Ic 0.15 0.10 0.14 0.12 0.13 0.16 0.13 0.11
Cluster I| 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01
Desired work time
Full-time work 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Part-time work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other (e.g. telework) 0.00 0.00
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.64 0.50 0.58 0.48 0.55 0.51 0.50 0.53
Part-time work 0.02 0.12 0.04 0.11 0.05 0.11 0.05 0.08
Not applicable 0.33 0.38 0.38 041 0.41 0.38 0.45 0.39
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.10 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.06
Mining, mineral extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0m00
Manufacturing 0.62 0.60 0.61 0.59 0.59 0.60 0.57 0.61
Technical professions 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.043 0.0
Service Professions 0.26 0.27 0.26 0.27 0.28 0.27 0.29 0.28
Other occupations 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

n.a.= not available

1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.

2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.

4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.

5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBachhochschulreife

6 Ass. = assimilable

7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgierB and table B.1.
8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
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Tab. C.8: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(MEN IN EAST GERMANY)

u=>5 u==6 u="7 u=3~8
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Number of observations 10,312 1,230 7,199 767 5,381 788 3,9605
Programme duration 270.2 261.4 266.1 274
Age
25t0 29 years 0.11 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.05
30 to 34 years 0.13 0.09 0.13 0.10 0.13 0.09 0.14 0.10
35to 39 years 0.18 0.13 0.18 0.15 0.19 0.16 0.18 0.14
40 to 44 years 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.19 0.20 0.16 0.19 0.19
45 to 49 years 0.21 0.22 0.21 0.20 0.21 0.19 0.22 0.20
50 to 55 years 0.18 0.30 0.19 0.28 0.19 0.32 0.19 0.31
Foreigner 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01
Asylum-seeker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01
No. of placement propositions 477 7.39 445 8.23 440 7.26 18 47.68
No. of children 0.52 0.57 0.49 0.52 0.50 0.52 0.49 0.53
Placement restrictions 0.15 0.10 0.15 0.13 0.17 0.12 0.183 0.1
Vocational rehabilitatiof 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08
Health restrictions 0.23 0.20 0.24 0.22 0.26 0.22 0.28 0.21
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.52 0.62 0.49 0.61 0.49 0.57 0.459 0.
Work experience 0.92 094 0.91 0.94 0.91 0.93 0.90 0.93
Programme bef. unemp. 0.32 0.52 0.30 0.48 0.32 0.51 0.30 0.50
Reception of Ul 0.92 0.61 0.93 0.65 0.93 0.66 0.92 0.67
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.20 0.62 0.19 0.62 0.19 0.63 0.19 0.70
between 180 and 365 days 0.21 0.11 0.23 0.10 0.22 0.06 0.2® 0.0
between 366 and 730 days 0.20 0.10 0.17 0.08 0.16 0.10 0.1 0.0
more than 730 days 0.40 0.18 0.41 0.20 0.43 0.21 0.46 0.15
Pension
No pension 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00
Vocational disability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0
Permanently unable to work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.000 O
Social plan 0.00 0.00
Schooling
No school 0.12 0.09 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.14 0.13
CSE 0.35 0.40 0.36 0.42 0.37 0.42 0.37 0.41
O-levels 0.46 0.45 0.45 0.43 043 043 0.41 0.40
Adv. technical college entrante 0.01 0.01 0.01 o0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 o0.01
A-levels 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.05
Assessment of individual’s qualification
Other 0.40 0.33 0.42 0.40 0.44 0.39 0.45 0.42
Unskilled employee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Skilled employee 0.54 0.59 0.52 0.56 0.50 0.56 0.49 0.51
Ass. to technical schobl 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 .0100.02
Ass. to university 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Ass. to top-management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training 0.20 0.14 0.22 0.20 0.22 0.17 220. 0.20
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.73 0.78 0.71 0.75 0.70 0.78 .700 0.73
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 .010 0.00
Full-time vocational school 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 10.0.00
Technical school 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03
Advanced technical college 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 1 00.02
University 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.18 0.27 0.18 0.22 0.19 0.23 0.16 0.25
September 2000 0.20 0.22 0.21 0.31 0.22 0.26 0.21 0.21
November 2000 0.14 0.12 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.16
January 2001 0.12 0.04 0.10 0.02 0.12 0.04 0.11 0.05
March 2001 0.16 0.13 0.14 0.11 0.15 0.13 0.17 0.15
May 2001 0.19 0.22 0.23 0.21 0.19 0.22 0.21 0.19
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster la 0.17 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.19 0.16 0.19
Cluster Ib 0.66 0.71 0.68 0.70 0.68 0.71 0.68 0.69
Cluster Ic 0.13 0.11 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.09 0.12 0.09
Cluster 11 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.03
Desired work time
Full-time work 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Part-time work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other (e.g. telework)
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TABLE C.8: (CONTINUED)

u=>5 u==6 u="7 u=3~8
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.47 0.60 0.42 0.55 0.40 0.51 0.37 0.53
Part-time work 0.05 0.09 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.12 0.04 0.11
Not applicable 0.48 0.31 0.53 0.37 0.56 0.37 0.59 0.37
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.07 0.08 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.09
Mining, mineral extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.@Ooo
Manufacturing 0.56 0.62 0.56 0.64 0.53 0.62 0.51 0.59
Technical professions 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.044 0.0
Service Professions 0.30 0.25 0.31 0.25 0.33 0.25 0.35 0.27
Other occupations 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.04 0.00
Other 0.00 0.00
n.a.= not available
1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.
2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.
3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBachhochschulreife
6 Ass. = assimilable
7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgierB and table B.1.
8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
Tab. C.9: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(MEN IN EAST GERMANY)
u=29 u =10 u=11 u =12
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Number of observations 2,772 832 2,130 569 1,647 551 1,339 364
Programme duration 280.9 282.2 272.8 269.9
Age
25 to 29 years 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
30 to 34 years 0.12 0.08 0.13 0.12 0.11 0.07 0.12 0.09
35to 39 years 0.18 0.14 0.17 0.15 0.18 0.15 0.17 0.12
40 to 44 years 0.20 0.18 0.21 0.18 0.22 0.15 0.19 0.20
45 to 49 years 0.22 0.23 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.23 0.24 0.27
50 to 55 years 0.20 0.31 0.20 0.28 0.21 0.34 0.22 0.27
Foreigner 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01
Asylum-seeker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 o0.01
No. of placement propositions 3.84 7.67 3.48 7.99 321 753 982741
No. of children 0.48 0.53 0.48 0.52 0.47 0.52 0.48 0.1
Placement restrictions 0.18 0.13 0.21 0.12 0.21 0.14 0.226 0.1
Vocational rehabilitatiof 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.08 0.11 0.08
Health restrictions 0.28 0.23 0.31 0.23 0.30 0.25 0.32 0.24
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.49 0.59 0.48 0.53 0.46 0.53 0.485 0.
Work experience 0.90 0.94 091 0.92 0.90 0.94 0.91 0.92
Programme bef. unemb. 0.30 0.56 0.27 0.54 0.27 0.53 0.28 0.48
Reception of Ul 0.92 0.63 0.92 0.64 0.91 0.65 0.91 0.65
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.19 0.72 0.20 0.72 0.19 0.72 0.20 0.71
between 180 and 365 days 0.18 0.06 0.14 0.05 0.18 0.06 0.2 0.0
between 366 and 730 days 0.14 0.07 0.17 0.08 0.17 0.07 0.1 0.0
more than 730 days 0.50 0.14 0.48 0.15 0.46 0.15 0.47 0.16
Pension
No pension 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
Vocational disability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 10.0
Permanently unable to work 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.001 0
Social plan
Schooling
No school 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.13 0.15 0.17 0.13
CSE 0.36 0.42 0.37 0.40 0.37 041 0.36 0.42
O-levels 0.44 0.39 0.42 0.40 0.42 0.40 0.41 042
Adv. technical college entrante 0.01 o0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00
A-levels 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.04
Assessment of individual's qualification
Other 0.46 0.46 049 0.48 0.48 0.45 0.49 0.46
Unskilled employee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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TABLE C.9: (CONTINUED)

u=29 u =10 u =11 u =12
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Skilled employee 0.49 0.49 0.45 0.46 0.45 0.50 0.45 0.50
Ass. to technical schobl 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 .0200.02
Ass. to university 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01
Ass. to top-management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training 0.24 0.20 0.24 0.21 0.21 0.22 240. 0.22
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.70 0.75 0.70 0.73 0.71 0.72 .680 0.73
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 .000 0.00
Full-time vocational school 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 10.@.01
Technical school 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.02
Advanced technical college 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 10.0.01
University 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.16 0.21 0.18 0.20 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.17
September 2000 0.20 0.21 0.19 0.26 0.21 0.21 0.22 0.20
November 2000 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.11 0.15 0.12 0.16 0.16
January 2001 0.14 0.07 0.10 0.06 0.12 0.05 0.10 0.03
March 2001 0.17 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.14 0.14
May 2001 0.22 0.22 0.23 0.22 0.18 0.25 0.20 0.30
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster la 0.16 0.22 0.16 0.18 0.16 0.18 0.17 0.18
Cluster Ib 0.67 0.66 0.66 0.67 0.70 0.70 0.67 0.68
Cluster Ic 0.13 0.10 0.14 0.13 0.11 0.09 0.13 0.12
Cluster Il 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.02
Desired work time
Full-time work 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Part-time work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other (e.g. telework) 0.00 0.00
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.34 0.58 0.30 0.52 0.30 0.53 0.33 0.52
Part-time work 0.03 0.12 0.02 0.11 0.01 0.14 0.02 0.10
Not applicable 0.64 0.30 0.68 0.37 0.68 0.33 0.65 0.37
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.12 0.07 0.08
Mining, mineral extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00.00
Manufacturing 0.51 0.57 0.49 0.58 0.49 0.60 0.46 0.64
Technical professions 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.043 0.0
Service Professions 0.36 0.30 0.37 0.29 0.36 0.24 0.39 0.25
Other occupations 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.00
Other
n.a.= not available
1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.
2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.
3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmohhochschulreife
6 Ass. = assimilable
7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgiigrB and table B.1.
8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
Tab. C.10: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(WOMEN IN EAST GERMANY)
u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Number of observations 61,591 952 37,483 693 27,990 728 21,1848
Programme duration 292 298.8 293.8 293.6
Age
25t0 29 years 0.12 0.05 0.10 0.06 0.09 0.05 0.08 0.05
30 to 34 years 0.17 0.14 0.17 0.12 0.16 0.15 0.16 0.13
35to 39 years 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.18 0.20 0.19 0.20 0.19
40 to 44 years 0.19 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.19 0.16 0.20 0.18
45 to 49 years 0.17 0.20 0.18 0.22 0.19 0.21 0.19 0.19
50 to 55 years 0.15 0.24 0.16 0.26 0.17 0.24 0.17 0.26

continued on next page
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TABLE C.10: (CONTINUED)

u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Foreigner 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00
Asylum-seeker 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01
No. of placement propositions 3.79 6.77 4.00 6.98 409 6.82 024.7.01
No. of children 0.97 0.97 1.00 0.96 1.01 0.95 1.04 0.99
Placement restrictions 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.11 0.080 0.1
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.04
Health restrictions 0.15 0.16 0.14 0.18 0.15 0.20 0.15 0.18
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.71 0.74 0.72 0.71 0.72 0.73 0.7370 0.
Work experience 0.90 0.91 0.90 0.88 0.90 0.88 0.90 0.91
Programme bef. unemp. 0.27 0.63 0.34 0.63 0.37 0.61 0.41 0.64
Reception of Ul 0.88 0.60 0.86 0.59 0.85 0.59 0.83 0.52
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.17 0.38 0.17 0.44 0.18 0.42 0.18 0.50
between 180 and 365 days 0.11 0.15 0.10 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.10 0.1
between 366 and 730 days 0.19 0.12 0.23 0.11 0.22 0.15 0.191 0.1
more than 730 days 0.53 0.36 0.50 0.32 0.49 0.31 0.49 0.28
Pension
No pension 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Vocational disability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0
Permanently unable to work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0
Social plan
Schoolindg
No school 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.04
CSE 0.21 0.23 0.23 0.25 0.24 0.23 0.25 0.26
O-levels 0.66 0.63 0.65 0.59 0.64 0.62 0.63 0.63
Adv. technical college entrante 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01
A-levels 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.09 0.05 0.06
Assessment of individual’s qualification
Other 0.33 0.32 0.35 0.33 0.35 0.28 0.37 0.33
Unskilled employee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.58
Skilled employee 0.60 0.57 0.58 0.57 0.59 0.59 0.02 0.04
Ass. to technical schobl 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.02
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.04 .0200.02
Ass. to university 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.00
Ass. to top-management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training 0.12 0.11 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.09 150. 0.13
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.74 0.71 0.73 0.68 0.73 0.70 .730 0.71
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 o0.01 .010 0.01
Full-time vocational school 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 o0.01 10.M.02
Technical school 0.07 0.11 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.09
Advanced technical college 0.01 o0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 10.0.01
University 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.03
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.18 0.19 0.20 0.19 0.19 0.17 0.20 0.15
September 2000 0.19 0.20 0.24 0.17 0.23 0.20 0.22 0.22
November 2000 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.12 0.17 0.16 0.14 0.17
January 2001 0.12 0.09 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.06
March 2001 0.17 0.19 0.14 0.24 0.12 0.20 0.16 0.18
May 2001 0.21 0.18 0.18 0.20 0.18 0.19 0.16 0.21
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster la 0.15 0.17 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.18 0.11
Cluster Ib 0.67 0.72 0.67 0.72 0.67 0.69 0.66 0.75
Cluster Ic 0.15 0.10 0.15 0.11 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.13
Cluster Il 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01
Desired work time
Full-time work 0.95 0.98 0.96 0.99 0.96 0.99 0.95 0.98
Part-time work 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.05 0.02
Other (e.g. telework) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.45 0.39 0.42 0.39 0.41 0.34 0.39 0.35
Part-time work 0.09 0.16 0.11 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.12
Not applicable 0.46 0.45 0.47 0.48 0.48 0.53 0.50 0.53
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.08 0.09
Mining, mineral extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0m00
Manufacturing 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.17 0.20 0.18
Technical professions 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.045 0.0
Service Professions 0.70 0.66 0.68 0.70 0.68 0.67 0.67 0.67
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TABLE C.10: (CONTINUED)

u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.

Other occupations 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

n.a.= not available

1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.

2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octsiral adjustment scheme.
4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.

5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmchhochschulreife

6 Ass. = assimilable

7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgierB and table B.1.

8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

Tab. C.11: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(WOMEN IN EAST GERMANY)
u=2>5 u=206 u="7 u =8
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.

Number of observations 14,669 1,279 10,563 746 8,728 803 96,9898
Programme duration 309.2 301.1 307.3 304.1
Age

25 to 29 years 0.08 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.05
30to 34 years 0.15 0.11 0.16 0.12 0.14 0.11 0.14 0.11
35 to 39 years 0.20 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.20 0.17 0.20 0.18
40 to 44 years 0.19 0.17 0.20 0.18 0.20 0.19 0.20 0.19
45 to 49 years 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.20
50 to 55 years 0.18 0.30 0.19 0.25 0.19 0.27 0.19 0.27
Foreigner 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
Asylum-seeker 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00
No. of placement propositions 3.78 6.63 3.53 6.80 345 6.41 383.6.40

No. of children 1.05 0.90 1.05 0.95 1.07 0.92 1.10 0.92
Placement restrictions 0.08 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.089 0.0
Vocational rehabilitatiof 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04
Health restrictions 0.14 0.18 0.15 0.16 0.14 0.18 0.15 0.16
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.73 0.75 0.73 0.75 0.73 0.73 0.7274 0.
Work experience 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Programme bef. unemp. 0.40 0.67 0.38 0.63 0.38 0.63 0.37 0.62
Reception of Ul 0.90 0.55 0.92 0.57 0.91 0.58 0.91 0.60
Duration of last employment

up to 180 days 0.15 0.58 0.13 0.54 0.14 0.58 0.14 0.59
between 180 and 365 days 0.22 0.10 0.27 0.10 0.25 0.08 0.28 0.0
between 366 and 730 days 0.16 0.09 0.12 0.10 0.11 0.08 0.118 0.0
more than 730 days 0.47 0.24 0.48 0.25 0.50 0.26 0.52 0.25
Pension

No pension 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Vocational disability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0
Permanently unable to work 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0
Social plan

Schoolindg

No school 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.07 0.06
CSE 0.27 0.24 0.28 0.25 0.29 0.25 0.31 0.25
O-levels 0.62 0.63 0.61 0.61 0.59 0.64 0.57 0.63
Adv. technical college entrante 0.01 0.02 0.01 o0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01
A-levels 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.05
Assessment of individual’s qualification

Other 0.38 0.29 040 0.34 0.41 0.32 042 0.31
Unskilled employee 0.56 0.61 0.55 0.57 0.55 0.59 0.53 0.60
Skilled employee 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04
Ass. to technical schobl 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 .0200.03
Ass. to university 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ass. to top-management

Professional Training

Without compl. prof. training 0.16 0.11 0.17 0.15 0.18 0.10 190. 0.11
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.73 0.70 0.74 0.69 0.73 0.75 .720 0.72
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 o0.01 .010 0.00
Full-time vocational school 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 o0.01 10.M.02
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TABLE C.11: (CONTINUED)

u=>5 u==6 u="7 u=3~8
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Technical school 0.05 0.11 0.05 0.09 0.04 0.08 0.05 0.11
Advanced technical college 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0 0.0.01
University 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.21 0.20 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.21 0.15 0.20
September 2000 0.24 0.19 0.26 0.27 0.24 0.22 0.20 0.24
November 2000 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.14
January 2001 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.07 0.12 0.07 0.11 0.06
March 2001 0.13 0.19 0.13 0.19 0.14 0.18 0.17 0.20
May 2001 0.18 0.21 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.21 0.16
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster la 0.18 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.16 0.20 0.16 0.17
Cluster Ib 0.66 0.72 0.67 0.69 0.68 0.67 0.66 0.68
Cluster Ic 0.14 0.12 0.15 0.13 0.14 0.12 0.15 0.14
Cluster Il 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01
Desired work time
Full-time work 0.95 0.98 0.95 0.99 0.95 0.98 0.95 0.98
Part-time work 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.02
Other (e.g. telework)
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.37 0.44 0.35 0.37 0.33 0.37 0.30 0.36
Part-time work 0.11 0.16 0.11 0.14 0.10 0.18 0.09 0.16
Not applicable 0.52 0.40 0.54 0.49 0.57 0.45 0.61 0.48
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.10
Mining, mineral extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0m00
Manufacturing 0.21 0.17 0.23 0.19 0.24 0.20 0.24 0.19
Technical professions 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.035 0.0
Service Professions 0.66 0.70 0.66 0.67 0.65 0.64 0.65 0.65
Other occupations 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01
Other 0.00 0.00
n.a.= not available
1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.
2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.
3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmohhochschulreife
6 Ass. = assimilable
7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgierB and table B.1.
8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
Tab. C.12: MEANS OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS(WOMEN IN EAST GERMANY)
u=9 u =10 u=11 u =12
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Number of observations 5,208 1,139 3,814 783 3,238 723 2,7885 5
Programme duration 313.7 305.8 307.2 295.5
Age
25to 29 years 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.03
30to 34 years 0.14 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.13 0.09 0.13 0.11
35to 39 years 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.20 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.18
40 to 44 years 0.19 0.20 0.20 0.17 0.21 0.19 0.21 0.17
45 to 49 years 0.20 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.23 0.22 0.23
50 to 55 years 0.21 0.27 0.21 0.25 0.20 0.26 0.22 0.29
Foreigner 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
Asylum-seeker 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 o0.01
No. of placement propositions 3.07 6.40 2.88 6.58 252 6.28 37 2.6.50
No. of children 1.06 1.00 1.09 0.99 1.13 0.98 1.06 0.96
Placement restrictions 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.108 0.0
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04
Health restrictions 0.16 0.15 0.17 0.14 0.15 0.14 0.17 0.17
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.74 0.78 0.74 0.73 0.75 0.76 0.7673 0.
Work experience 091 0.92 0.90 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.90
Programme bef. unemb. 0.31 0.68 0.29 0.63 0.29 0.61 0.31 0.62
Reception of Ul 0.90 0.59 0.89 0.58 0.88 0.58 0.89 0.62
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TABLE C.12: (CONTINUED)

u=29 u =10 u =11 u =12
Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.14 0.70 0.16 0.68 0.16 0.66 0.16 0.65
between 180 and 365 days 0.19 0.06 0.16 0.05 0.17 0.04 0.25 0.0
between 366 and 730 days 0.12 0.05 0.11 0.06 0.10 0.07 0.1® 0.0
more than 730 days 0.56 0.19 0.57 0.21 0.56 0.24 0.53 0.21
Pension
No pension 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Vocational disability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.0
Permanently unable to work 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0
Social plan 0.00 0.00
Schooling
No school 0.08 0.04 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.09 0.07
CSE 0.30 0.30 0.31 0.29 0.31 0.30 0.33 0.31
O-levels 0.58 0.59 0.57 0.59 0.57 0.59 0.53 0.56
Adv. technical college entrante 0.01 0.02 0.01 o0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02
A-levels 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04
Assessment of individual’s qualification
Other 0.43 0.35 0.44 0.37 0.43 0.38 0.44 041
Unskilled employee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Skilled employee 0.53 0.58 0.52 0.56 0.52 0.56 0.52 0.52
Ass. to technical schobl 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 .0100.02
Ass. to university 0.01 o0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.03
Ass. to top-management 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training 0.19 0.13 0.20 0.15 0.20 0.14 210. 0.17
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.73 0.74 0.72 0.72 0.71 0.77 .710 0.73
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 .000 0.01
Full-time vocational school 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 10.@.01
Technical school 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.06
Advanced technical college 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 10.0.01
University 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02
Month of treatment start
July 2000 0.15 0.22 0.18 0.21 0.22 0.15 0.20 0.15
September 2000 0.18 0.21 0.19 0.23 0.22 0.28 0.24 0.23
November 2000 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.17
January 2001 0.13 0.07 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.06
March 2001 0.18 0.15 0.15 0.18 0.14 0.17 0.13 0.17
May 2001 0.22 0.22 0.23 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.17 0.22
Regional Context Variablés
Cluster la 0.16 0.25 0.17 0.22 0.17 0.23 0.17 0.22
Cluster Ib 0.67 0.61 0.66 0.62 0.65 0.66 0.67 0.62
Cluster Ic 0.14 0.12 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.10 0.13 0.14
Cluster Il 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.01
Desired work time
Full-time work 0.94 0.99 0.94 0.98 0.94 0.98 0.94 0.98
Part-time work 0.06 0.01 0.06 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.06 0.02
Other (e.g. telework)
Work time (last occupation)
Full-time work 0.28 0.45 0.22 041 0.25 0.43 0.26 0.34
Part-time work 0.07 0.23 0.05 0.21 0.05 0.19 0.05 0.20
Not applicable 0.65 0.32 0.72 0.38 0.70 0.38 0.68 0.46
Desired Occupation
Farming’ 0.07 0.10 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.10
Mining, mineral extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0m00
Manufacturing 0.23 0.22 0.23 0.20 0.23 0.21 0.25 0.26
Technical professions 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.024 0.0
Service Professions 0.66 0.64 0.67 0.65 0.66 0.64 0.66 0.60
Other occupations 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00
0.00 0.00

Other
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TABLE C.12: (CONTINUED)

u=29 u =10 u=11 u =12

Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part. Non-Part. Part.

n.a. = not available

1 Unemployment duration until treatment start.

2 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

3 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
4 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.

5 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmchhochschulreife

6 Ass. = assimilable

7 Detailed information on regional context variables in ApgierB and table B.1.
8 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

D Propensity Score Estimation

Tab. D.1: ESTIMATION RESULTS OF THE PROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY
SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTERu = 1 TOu = 4 (MEN IN WEST

GERMANY)

u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4

dF/dxz  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.  dF/dxz  Std. Err.

Age

25to 29 years
30 to 34 years
35 to 39 years
40 to 44 years
45 to 49 years
50 to 55 years

Reference Reference Reference Reference

0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.003  20.00
0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 -0.004 0.002
0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003
0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.003
0.003 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.003

Foreigner
Asylum-seeker

No. of placement propositions
No. of children
Placement restrictions
Vocational rehabilitatioh
Health restrictions
Marriage/ cohabitation
Work experience
Programme bef. unentp.
Reception of Ul

-0.001 0.000  -0.002 0.000  -0.002 0.001  -0.004 0.002
0.000 0.000 -0.003 0.001  -0.003 0.001  -0.004 0.002
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.004 0.003
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.003 0.003
0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 003. 0.002
-0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 -0.002 0.001 -0.002 0.002
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.000 0020.
0.021 0.002 0.030 0.003 0.032 0.004 0.047 0.005
0.000 0.000 -0.004 0.001  -0.009 0.002  -0.024 0.004

Duration of last employment

up to 180 days
between 180 and 365 days
between 366 and 730 days

0.001 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.005 0.001 0.013 0.002
0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001 -0.002  10.000.004 0.002
0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001  -0.003 0.001 -0.001 0.002

more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension

No pension Reference Reference Reference Reference
Vocational disability -0.001 0.002 - - -0.002 0.006 -0.005 .000
Permanently unable to work 0.001 0.002 - - 0.003 0.011 - -
Social plan - - - - - - - -
Schooling

No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.004 0.002
O-levels -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.003 0.001  -0.008 0.002
Adv. technical college entrante -0.001 0.000 0.001 0.002 -0.001 0.002 -0.008 0.002
A-levels -0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 -0.006 0.002

Professional Training

Without compl. prof. training
Apprenticeship (on-the-job)
Apprenticeship (off-the job)
Full-time vocational school
Technical school

Advanced technical college
University

Reference Reference Reference Reference
0.000 0.000 -0.002 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002
0.001 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.004 0.020 0.011
0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002 -0.001 .00® 0.002 0.007
-0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.003 02.0 0.006
-0.001 0.001 -0.002 0.001 -0.002 0.003 0.015 0.013
-0.002 0.000 -0.001 0.002 0.000 0.004 0.020 0.013

Assessment of individual’s qualification
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TABLE D.1: (CONTINUED)

u=1 u=2 u=3 u=4
dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dxz  Std. Err.

Other Reference Reference Reference Reference
Unskilled employee - - - - - - - -
Skilled employee -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.002
Ass. to technical schodl -0.001 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.009 0.005 0.002 0.005
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.003 0.002 0.004 0.003 0.0110.007 0.002 0.006
Ass. to university 0.005 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.006
Ass. to top-management - - - - - - - -
Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 -0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 -0.001 0.002
November 2000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.010 0.003 0.000 0.002
January 2001 0.000 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.012 0.003 0.010 0.004
March 2001 -0.001 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.010 0.003 0.008 0.003
May 2001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.005 0.002 0.013 0.003
Regional Context Variables

Cluster la - - - - - - - -
Cluster Ib - - - - — - — -
Cluster Ic - - - - - - - -
Cluster Il Reference Reference Reference Reference
Cluster Il -0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.004 0.001
Cluster IV -0.001 0.000 -0.002 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.003 0.002
Cluster V -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.002
Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
Part-time work 0.003 0.003 -0.003 0.001 - - 0.008 0.011
Not applicable 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.002 0.001  -0.004 0.001
Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work -0.002 0.000 -0.002 0.002 - - -0.005 0.005
Other (e.g. telework) - - - - - - — _
Desired Occupation

Farming Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction -0.002 0.000 -0.002 0.002 - - - -
Manufacturing -0.002 0.000 -0.002 0.001  -0.004 0.001 0.000 0.003
Technical professions -0.002 0.000 -0.003 0.001  -0.006 0.001 -0.003 0.003
Service Professions -0.003 0.000 -0.004 0.001 -0.006 0.001 -0.002 0.003
Other occupations -0.002 0.000  -0.003 0.000 -0.006 0.001  -0.009 0.002
Other - - — - — - — —

N 152,699 67,012 35,742 23,144
Log-Likelihood -3,697.96 -2,456.47 -2,033.01 -2,010.49

R? 0.134 0.144 0.138 0.164

Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigdlic letters refer to the 5% level.
— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation deam or missing.
1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.
2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmohhochschulreife

5 Ass. = assimilable

6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

Tab. D.2: ESTIMATION RESULTS OF THE PROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY
SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTERu = 5 TOu = 8 (MEN IN WEST
GERMANY)

u=>5 u==6 u=7 u=3~8

dF/dxz  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.
Age
25t0 29 years Reference Reference Reference Reference
30 to 34 years -0.002 0.004 0.001 0.004 -0.009 0.003 0.006 0.008
35to 39 years 0.002 0.004 -0.002 0.003 -0.001 0.004 0.007 070.0
40 to 44 years -0.003 0.004 -0.006 0.003  -0.008 0.003 0.008 0.008
45 to 49 years -0.002 0.004 -0.005 0.003 -0.005 0.004 0.000 0060.
50 to 55 years -0.003 0.004 -0.004 0.003 -0.009 0.004 0.000 0.006
Foreigner -0.014 0.002  -0.009 0.002  -0.008 0.003  -0.009 0.003
Asylum-seeker -0.006 0.004 -0.002 0.004 -0.008 0.004 0.005 0.007
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TABLE D.2: (CONTINUED)

u=>5 u==6 u="7 u=3~8
dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dxz  Std. Err.

No. of placement propositions 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000
No. of children 0.004 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001
Placement restrictions 0.003 0.004 -0.004 0.003 -0.006 40.00-0.007 0.003
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.006 0.005 0.009 0.006 0.012 0.008 0.014 0.009
Health restrictions -0.001 0.003 0.000 0.003 0.002 0.004 0.010 0.005
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.005 0.0030.000 0.003
Work experience 0.003 0.004 0.000 0.004 0.006 0.004 0.000 0040.
Programme bef. unentp. 0.069 0.008 0.041 0.007 0.039 0.008 0.034 0.008
Reception of Ul -0.052 0.007  -0.013 0.005 -0.019 0.006  -0.023 0.007
Duration of last employment

up to 180 days 0.018 0.003 0.021 0.004 0.027 0.005 0.026 0.005
between 180 and 365 days -0.012 0.002  -0.009 0.002 -0.006 0.003 -0.006 0.003
between 366 and 730 days -0.001 0.003 -0.003 0.003 -0.002 040.0 0.008 0.005
more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension

No pension Reference Reference Reference Reference
Vocational disability - - - - - - - -
Permanently unable to work 0.023 0.039 - - 0.033 0.043 0.015 0360.
Social plan - - - - - - - -
Schooling

No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE -0.004 0.003 0.003 0.002 -0.007 0.003 0.002 0.003
O-levels -0.003 0.004 0.000 0.004 -0.007 0.004 -0.003 0.005
Adv. technical college entrante 0.006 0.007 0.008 0.009 -0.011 0.004 0.002 0.009
A-levels 0.004 0.007 -0.003 0.005 -0.002 0.006 0.011 0.011
Professional Training

Without compl. prof. training Reference Reference Reference Reference
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.004 0.003 -0.008 0.002 0.005 0.003 -0.002 0.003
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.016 0.014 0.014 0.015 0.073 0.041 0.022 0.033
Full-time vocational school 0.006 0.011 -0.007 0.004 0.015 .018 -0.002 0.010
Technical school 0.000 0.007 0.012 0.010 0.003 0.012 -0.0020.009
Advanced technical college -0.005 0.008 0.003 0.012 0.030 .03 0.005 0.015
University -0.001 0.008 0.005 0.012 -0.006 0.008 -0.005 08.0
Assessment of individual’s qualification

Other Reference Reference Reference Reference
Unskilled employee - - - - - - - -
Skilled employee -0.004 0.003 -0.001 0.003 -0.003 0.003 10.00 0.004
Ass. to technical schobl 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 -0.013 0.004 0.004 0.013
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.031 0.017 -0.001 0.008 .00 0.014 0.032 0.027
Ass. to university 0.008 0.011 0.005 0.011 0.006 0.015 0.0120.017
Ass. to top-management - - - - - - - -
Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 -0.008 0.003 0.008 0.004 -0.001 0.003 -0.006 0.003
November 2000 0.002 0.004 0.001 0.004 0.003 0.004 -0.001  40.00
January 2001 -0.001 0.004 0.007 0.005 0.003 0.005 -0.003 040.0
March 2001 0.011 0.005 0.003 0.004 0.001 0.004 0.006 0.005
May 2001 0.009 0.004 0.007 0.004 -0.004 0.003 -0.001 0.004
Regional Context Variables

Cluster la - - - - - - - -
Cluster Ib - - - - - - - -
Cluster Ic - - - - - - - -
Cluster Il Reference Reference Reference Reference
Cluster I -0.002 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.003 -0.003 8.00
Cluster IV -0.008 0.003 0.000 0.004 0.002 0.005 -0.013 0.002
Cluster V 0.002 0.003 0.005 0.004 0.002 0.004 -0.003 0.004
Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
Part-time work 0.003 0.013 0.015 0.020 0.007 0.019 0.012 10.02
Not applicable -0.018 0.003  -0.009 0.002 -0.008 0.003  -0.009 0.003
Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work -0.010 0.008 0.004 0.012 -0.006 0.011 -0.009 .00®
Other (e.g. telework) - - - - - - - -
Desired Occupation

Farming Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction -0.017 0.005 - - - - -0.008 0.007
Manufacturing -0.012 0.004 -0.010 0.003 -0.014 0.004 -0.012 0.005
Technical professions -0.018 0.002 -0.010 0.002 -0.014 0.002 -0.014 0.002
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TABLE D.2: (CONTINUED)

u=>5 u =06 u=7 u =28
dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dxz  Std. Err.

Service Professions -0.017 0.004 -0.013 0.003 -0.016 0.004 -0.014 0.004
Other occupations -0.021 0.001 -0.013 0.001 -0.016 0.002 - -
Other - - - - - - - -
N 15,822 11,479 9,437 7,428
Log-Likelihood -2,054.80 -1,108.76 -1,012.22 -777.01

R? 0.188 0.176 0.160 0.175

Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigglic letters refer to the 5% level.

— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation dear or missing.
1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.

3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.

4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBachhochschulreife

5 Ass. = assimilable

6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

Tab. D.3: ESTIMATION RESULTS OF THE PROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY
SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTERu = 9 TOu = 12 (MEN IN WEST

GERMANY)
u=29 u =10 u =11 u =12
dF/dxz Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.
Age
25to 29 years Reference Reference Reference Reference
30 to 34 years -0.011 0.005 -0.010 0.005 0.000 0.007 -0.008 0.004
35to 39 years -0.013 0.005 -0.013 0.004 -0.005 0.006 -0.013 0.003
40 to 44 years -0.014 0.005 -0.016 0.004 -0.008 0.005 -0.010 0.004
45 to 49 years -0.018 0.004  -0.017 0.004 -0.011 0.005 -0.015 0.004
50 to 55 years -0.019 0.005 -0.018 0.005 -0.011 0.006 -0.024 0.005
Foreigner -0.012 0.004 -0.010 0.004 -0.003 0.004 -0.007 0.003
Asylum-seeker -0.004 0.007 0.014 0.012 0.001 0.008 0.000 080.0
No. of placement propositions 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000
No. of children 0.004 0.002 0.003 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.002
Placement restrictions 0.001 0.007 -0.003 0.006 0.009 0.0090.011 0.009
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.010 0.010 -0.006 0.006 0.004 0.009 0.012 0.011
Health restrictions -0.001 0.006 0.009 0.006 -0.004 0.006 0.006 0.006
Marriage/ cohabitation -0.002 0.004 -0.001 0.004 0.000 04€.0 0.002 0.004
Work experience 0.006 0.005 -0.001 0.007 0.006 0.005 0.001 .0050
Programme bef. unentp. 0.066 0.011 0.025 0.009 0.033 0.010 0.061 0.015
Reception of Ul -0.029 0.009 -0.018 0.009 -0.018 0.009 -0.016 0.011
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.040 0.007 0.047 0.008 0.048 0.009 0.013 0.005
between 180 and 365 days -0.004 0.005 -0.005 0.005 0.006 80.000.011 0.003
between 366 and 730 days -0.013 0.004 -0.004 0.006 0.001 0.007 -0.011 0.003
more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension
No pension Reference Reference Reference Reference
Vocational disability - - - - 0.008 0.029 - -
Permanently unable to work -0.003 0.028 - - - - - -
Social plan - - - - - - - -
Schooling
No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE 0.006 0.004 0.002 0.004 0.003 0.004 -0.001 0.004
O-levels -0.001 0.007 -0.007 0.006 0.004 0.009 0.012 0.011
Adv. technical college entrante 0.022 0.020 -0.017 0.004 -0.009 0.008 0.019 0.025
A-levels -0.006 0.009 -0.006 0.009 -0.011 0.006 0.009 0.014
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training Reference Reference Reference Reference
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) -0.009 0.004 -0.001 0.005 00a. 0.005 -0.004 0.004
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.021 0.032 0.060 0.055 0.029 0.041 0.030 0.071
Full-time vocational school 0.002 0.016 -0.016 0.004 - - -0.003 0.011
Technical school 0.004 0.014 0.002 0.019 0.021 0.028 -0.0020.011
Advanced technical college -0.009 0.012 0.110 0.148 0.026 .057 0.014 0.033
University 0.050 0.044 0.000 0.027 0.037 0.056 -0.003 0.019
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TABLE D.3: (CONTINUED)

u=9 u =10 u=11 u =12
dF/dxz  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.

Other Reference Reference Reference Reference
Unskilled employee - - - - - - - -
Skilled employee 0.004 0.005 -0.008 0.004 -0.008 0.004 -0.006 0.004
Ass. to technical schodl 0.067 0.034 -0.006 0.014 -0.006 0.010 0.010 0.020
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.011 0.023 -0.006 0.019 1®.0 0.009 -0.005 0.009
Ass. to university -0.006 0.012 -0.001 0.027 0.029 0.042 008. 0.011
Ass. to top-management - - - - - - - -
Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 -0.005 0.004 -0.005 0.005 0.001 0.006 0.000 0050.
November 2000 -0.011 0.004 -0.003 0.005 0.016 0.010 0.013 0.009
January 2001 -0.008 0.004 -0.007 0.005 0.017 0.010 0.015 110.0
March 2001 -0.005 0.005 0.000 0.005 0.018 0.010 0.006 0.008
May 2001 -0.009 0.004 -0.014 0.004 0.006 0.007 0.012 0.008
Regional Context Variables

Cluster la - - - - - - - -
Cluster Ib - - - - — - — -
Cluster Ic - - - - - - - -
Cluster Il Reference Reference Reference Reference
Cluster Il -0.003 0.004 -0.004 0.004 -0.004 0.004 -0.005 008.
Cluster IV -0.012 0.004 -0.005 0.005 -0.008 0.004 -0.004 0.005
Cluster V 0.000 0.005 -0.006 0.005 -0.007 0.004 -0.008 0.003
Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
Part-time work -0.001 0.021 0.026 0.052 0.000 0.022 0.087 070.1
Not applicable -0.030 0.005  -0.029 0.006  -0.020 0.005 -0.015 0.005
Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work -0.004 0.020 0.003 0.022 - - - -
Other (e.g. telework) - - - - - - - -
Desired Occupation

Farming Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction -0.016 0.006 - - - - - -
Manufacturing -0.031 0.006 -0.006 0.006 -0.009 0.006 0.003 0.006
Technical professions -0.023 0.002 - - -0.013 0.004 -0.006 0.007
Service Professions -0.033 0.006 -0.014 0.007 -0.014 0.006 -0.003 0.006
Other occupations - - -0.017 0.003 - - - -
Other - - — - — - - —

N 6,036 4,666 3,904 3,274
Log-Likelihood -850.01 -609.05 -464.01 -362.83

R? 0.246 0.233 0.247 0.295

Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigdlic letters refer to the 5% level.
— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation deam or missing.

1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmohhochschulreife

5 Ass. = assimilable

6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

Tab. D.4: ESTIMATION RESULTS OF THE PROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY

SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTER u

1Tou = 4 (WOMEN IN

WEST GERMANY)
u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4

dF/dxz  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.
Age
25to 29 years Reference Reference Reference Reference
30 to 34 years 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.001  20.00
35to 39 years 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002
40 to 44 years 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.000 0.002
45 to 49 years 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.000 0.002
50 to 55 years 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.002 -0.001  20.00
Foreigner -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.002 0.001 -0.002 0.001
Asylum-seeker 0.000 0.000 -0.002 0.000 -0.001 0.001 -0.004 0.001
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TABLE D.4: (CONTINUED)

u=1 u =2 u =3 u=4
dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dxz  Std. Err.

No. of placement propositions 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
No. of children 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
Placement restrictions 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 .0000  0.002
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.007 0.003 0.004 0.004
Health restrictions 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 010.0 0.002
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.001 -0.005 0.001
Work experience 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.001
Programme bef. unentp. 0.021 0.003 0.021 0.004 0.028 0.005 0.054 0.008
Reception of Ul 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001-0.008 0.002
Duration of last employment

up to 180 days 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.005 0.002
between 180 and 365 days -0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.004 0.001
between 366 and 730 days 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001 -0.003 0.001
more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension

No pension - - - - - - - -
Vocational disability - - - - - - - -
Permanently unable to work - - - - - - - -
Social plan - - - - - - - -
Schooling

No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.002
O-levels 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002
Adv. technical college entrante 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.003
A-levels 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.000 0.003
Professional Training

Without compl. prof. training Reference Reference Reference Reference
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.004 0.004 -0.003 0.003
Full-time vocational school -0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.002 0.004
Technical school 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.0040.003
Advanced technical college 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.001 0020. 0.002 0.005
University 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.002 08.0
Assessment of individual’s qualification

Other Reference Reference Reference Reference
Unskilled employee - - - - - - - -
Skilled employee 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0010.
Ass. to technical schobl 0.002 0.002 0.000 0.002 -0.001 0.002 0.030 0.013
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.002 0.001 0.007 0.004 0.013 0.006 0.012 0.008
Ass. to university 0.004 0.002 0.006 0.003 0.004 0.003 0.010 0.007
Ass. to top-management - - - - - - - -
Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.004 20.00
November 2000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.005 0.002 0.006 0.003
January 2001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.008 0.002 0.006 0.003
March 2001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.010 0.003
May 2001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.005 0.002
Regional Context Variables

Cluster la - - - - - - - -
Cluster Ib - - - - - - - -
Cluster Ic - - - - - - - -
Cluster Il Reference Reference Reference Reference
Cluster I -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.003 0.001
Cluster IV -0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 -0.002 0.001 -0.002 0.002
Cluster V -0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 -0.002 0.001 -0.001 0.001
Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
Part-time work 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.001 02.0
Not applicable 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001-0.003 0.001
Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.000 -0.003 0.001 -0.002 0.001
Other (e.g. telework) - - - - - - - -
Desired Occupation

Farming Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction — — - — - — - -
Manufacturing -0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.005 0.002
Technical professions -0.001 0.000  -0.002 0.000  -0.003 0.000  -0.007 0.001
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TABLE D.4: (CONTINUED)

u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4

dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dxz  Std. Err.
Service Professions -0.001 0.001 -0.002 0.001 -0.004 0.0020.005 0.004
Other occupations -0.001 0.000 -0.002 0.000 -0.003 0.000  -0.007 0.001
Other - - - - - - - -
N 120,045 57,926 33,145 22,270
Log-Likelihood -1,811.82 -1,312.59 -1,225.41 -1,372.66
R? 0.141 0.157 0.188 0.195

Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigglic letters refer to the 5% level.

— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation dear or missing.
1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.

3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.

4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBachhochschulreife

5 Ass. = assimilable

6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

Tab. D.5: ESTIMATION RESULTS OF THE PROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY
SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTERu = 5 TO u = 8 (WOMEN IN

WEST GERMANY)
u=>5 u==6 u=7 u=3~8

dF/dxz Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.
Age
25to 29 years Reference Reference Reference Reference
30to 34 years 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.004 -0.002 0.003 0.001  40.00
35to 39 years 0.004 0.004 0.007 0.005 -0.003 0.002 0.000 40.00
40 to 44 years 0.006 0.004 0.009 0.006 -0.003 0.002 0.002  40.00
45 to 49 years 0.005 0.004 0.002 0.004 -0.004 0.002 -0.001 0.004
50 to 55 years -0.002 0.003 -0.001 0.003 -0.008 0.002 -0.002 0.004
Foreigner -0.003 0.002 -0.002 0.002 -0.005 0.002  -0.005 0.002
Asylum-seeker -0.010 0.001  -0.006 0.001 -0.003 0.002 -0.005 0.002
No. of placement propositions 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000
No. of children -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 00D.
Placement restrictions 0.003 0.004 -0.002 0.002 -0.001 30.00-0.005 0.002
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.006 0.006 0.005 0.006 0.042 0.020 0.025 0.016
Health restrictions 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.003 -0.001 0.003 003. 0.004
Marriage/ cohabitation -0.002 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.000 .00 0.000 0.002
Work experience 0.002 0.002 -0.001 0.003 0.001 0.003 0.002 .0030
Programme bef. unentp. 0.073 0.010 0.034 0.009 0.027 0.008 0.038 0.011
Reception of Ul -0.014 0.003 -0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.011 0.003 0.008 0.003 0.014 0.003 0.012 0.004
between 180 and 365 days 0.003 0.003 -0.001 0.002 -0.003  20.00-0.002 0.003
between 366 and 730 days 0.002 0.003 0.006 0.003 0.002 0.008.001- 0.003
more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension
No pension - - - - - - - -

Vocational disability - - - - - - - —
Permanently unable to work - - - - - — _ —

Social plan - - - - - - - -
Schooling

No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE -0.001 0.003 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.002 0.004
O-levels 0.000 0.003 0.003 0.004 0.000 0.004 0.009 0.007
Adv. technical college entrante 0.010 0.007 0.004 0.006 -0.001 0.004 0.037 0.022
A-levels 0.012 0.007 0.005 0.006 0.003 0.006 0.028 0.016
Professional Training

Without compl. prof. training Reference Reference Reference Reference
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.000 0.002 -0.001 0.002 0.00 0.002 -0.004 0.002
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.015 0.011  -0.002 0.005 650 0.004 0.007 0.012
Full-time vocational school 0.009 0.007 -0.004 0.002 -0.002 0.004 -0.006 0.002
Technical school 0.010 0.006 0.001 0.004 -0.001 0.004 0.0010.004
Advanced technical college 0.002 0.006 -0.003 0.003 -0.0030.003  -0.006 0.002
University -0.006 0.002 0.004 0.006 -0.006 0.002 -0.007 0.002

Assessment of individual's qualification
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TAaBLE D.5: (co

NTINUED)

u=>5 u =06 u=7 u =28
dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dxz  Std. Err.

Other Reference Reference Reference Reference
Unskilled employee - - - - - - - -
Skilled employee 0.003 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.003 0.002 0.000 0030.
Ass. to technical schodl -0.001 0.006 0.018 0.016 0.019 0.018 - -
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.022 0.011 0.023 0.015 0.063 0.034 0.006 0.009
Ass. to university 0.013 0.008 -0.002 0.003 0.042 0.025 .00 0.006
Ass. to top-management - - - - - - - -
Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 0.000 0.002 0.005 0.003 0.005 0.003 0.002 30.00
November 2000 0.005 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.010 0.005 0.003 0.004
January 2001 0.012 0.004 0.007 0.004 0.014 0.006 0.011 0.006
March 2001 0.004 0.003 0.004 0.003 0.005 0.004 0.010 0.005
May 2001 0.003 0.003 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.004 -0.004 0.002
Regional Context Variables

Cluster la - - - - - - - -
Cluster Ib - - - - — - — -
Cluster Ic - - - - - - - -
Cluster Il Reference Reference Reference Reference
Cluster Il -0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002 -0.001 0.002 0.000 .00
Cluster IV -0.004 0.002 -0.001 0.002 -0.002 0.002 0.000 0.003
Cluster V 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 -0.003 0.002 0.005 0.003
Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
Part-time work -0.001 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.000 0.003 0.006 0930.0
Not applicable -0.007 0.002 -0.002 0.002 -0.007 0.002  -0.005 0.002
Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work -0.003 0.002 -0.002 0.002 -0.003 0.002 -0.003 0.002
Other (e.g. telework) - - - - - - - -
Desired Occupation

Farming Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction - — - - - - - -
Manufacturing -0.005 0.004 0.004 0.008 -0.003 0.005-0.011 0.003
Technical professions -0.004 0.004 0.000 0.007 -0.001 60.00 -0.005 0.003
Service Professions -0.002 0.005 0.005 0.004 0.001 0.0050.016 0.008
Other occupations -0.009 0.002 0.010 0.017 - - -0.006 0.002
Other - - — - — - - —

N 15,338 11,208 8,850 7,033
Log-Likelihood -1,298.76 -617.05 -594.05 -499.34

R? 0.244 0.171 0.197 0.204

Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigdlic letters refer to the 5% level.

— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation deam or missing.
1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.

3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.

4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmohhochschulreife

5 Ass. = assimilable

6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

Tab. D.6: ESTIMATION RESULTS OF THE PROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY
SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTERu = 9 TO v = 12 (WOMEN IN

WEST GERMANY)
u=9 u =10 u=11 u=12
dF/dxz Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.  dF/dx  Std. Err.
Age
25t0 29 years Reference Reference Reference Reference
30 to 34 years -0.005 0.003 -0.004 0.004 -0.004 0.002 -0.004 0.004
35to 39 years -0.006 0.003 -0.002 0.005 -0.004 0.002 0.001 0070.
40 to 44 years -0.002 0.004 -0.008 0.003  -0.005 0.002 -0.002 0.005
45 to 49 years -0.009 0.003 -0.004 0.004 -0.003 0.002 -0.003 0.005
50 to 55 years -0.009 0.003  -0.009 0.004 -0.008 0.003 -0.001 0.006
Foreigner -0.005 0.003 0.006 0.006 0.002 0.003-0.008 0.002
Asylum-seeker -0.004 0.003 -0.005 0.004 -0.004 0.002 -0.006 0.003
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TABLE D.6: (CONTINUED)

u=9 u =10 u=11 u =12
dF/dxz  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.

No. of placement propositions 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000
No. of children 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.002 02.0
Placement restrictions 0.006 0.007 -0.004 0.004 -0.001 30.00-0.004 0.004
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.001 0.007 -0.003 0.005 0.003 0.008 0.041 0.029
Health restrictions -0.002 0.004 0.012 0.007 0.001 0.004 .00D 0.004
Marriage/ cohabitation -0.007 0.003 -0.004 0.003 -0.001 0.002 -0.006 0.004
Work experience 0.000 0.004 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.003 0.002 0040.
Programme bef. unentp. 0.068 0.016 0.035 0.014 0.036 0.015 0.015 0.011
Reception of Ul 0.002 0.003 0.000 0.003 0.002 0.002 0.004 030.0
Duration of last employment

up to 180 days 0.019 0.005 0.012 0.004 0.013 0.005 0.012 0.005
between 180 and 365 days -0.004 0.003 -0.004 0.004 -0.003 020.0 -0.004 0.003
between 366 and 730 days -0.002 0.003 -0.005 0.003 0.004 40.000.016 0.010
more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension

No pension - - - - - - - -
Vocational disability - - - - - - - -
Permanently unable to work - - - - - - - -
Social plan - - - - - - - -
Schooling

No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE -0.002 0.004 0.011 0.005 0.006 0.003 -0.005 0.005
O-levels 0.001 0.005 0.015 0.012 0.009 0.009 -0.003 0.004
Adv. technical college entrante 0.008 0.010 0.026 0.027 0.023 0.024 0.005 0.011
A-levels 0.004 0.007 0.017 0.018 0.013 0.014 -0.003 0.006
Professional Training

Without compl. prof. training Reference Reference Reference Reference
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.004 -p.00 0.002 -0.001 0.003
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.010 0.017 0.053 0.044 - - 200 0.041
Full-time vocational school 0.019 0.014 - - 0.000 0.004 0.013 0.015
Technical school 0.016 0.011 -0.002 0.007 -0.003 0.002 02.0 0.005
Advanced technical college 0.015 0.016 0.006 0.016-0.004 0.001 -0.006 0.003
University 0.023 0.020 -0.001 0.008 -0.002 0.004 -0.006 08.0
Assessment of individual’s qualification

Other Reference Reference Reference Reference
Unskilled employee - - - - - - - -
Skilled employee 0.000 0.003 -0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 .0040
Ass. to technical schodl 0.004 0.011 0.003 0.017 0.024 0.033 - -
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.018 0.016 0.010 0.018 0.1060.070 0.015 0.031
Ass. to university -0.007 0.003 0.020 0.022 0.019 0.025 0.020 0.032
Ass. to top-management 0.015 0.029 - - — - — -
Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.005 0.005 0.004 0.005 50.00
November 2000 -0.002 0.003 0.003 0.005 0.006 0.005 0.010 80.00
January 2001 -0.001 0.004 0.007 0.007 0.014 0.009 0.005 80.00
March 2001 -0.005 0.003 0.000 0.005 0.003 0.004 0.007 0.007
May 2001 -0.005 0.003 -0.002 0.004 -0.001 0.003 -0.002 0.004
Regional Context Variables

Cluster la - - - - - - - -
Cluster Ib - - - - - - - -
Cluster Ic - - - - - - - -
Cluster Il Reference Reference Reference Reference
Cluster IlI -0.003 0.003 -0.003 0.003 -0.001 0.002 -0.004 008.
Cluster IV 0.006 0.005 -0.001 0.004 -0.003 0.002 -0.004 .00
Cluster V 0.004 0.004 -0.006 0.003 -0.003 0.002 -0.005 0.003
Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
Part-time work 0.005 0.005 0.000 0.005 0.002 0.004 0.014 20.01
Not applicable -0.019 0.004 -0.019 0.005 -0.011 0.004 0.000 0.003
Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work -0.005 0.003 0.002 0.003 -0.002 0.002 -0.002 0.003
Other (e.g. telework) - - - - - - - -
Desired Occupation

Farming Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction — — - — - — - -
Manufacturing 0.007 0.015 -0.008 0.007 -0.001 0.005 0.009 .019
Technical professions -0.002 0.012 -0.007 0.004 -0.002 040.0 - -
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TABLE D.6: (CONTINUED)

u=9 u =10 u=11 u =12
dF/dxz  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.
Service Professions 0.010 0.008 -0.005 0.010 0.001 0.005 0020. 0.011
Other occupations 0.007 0.023 -0.004 0.009 - - 0.009 0.033
Other - - - - - - - -
N 6,004 4,400 3,582 3,008
Log-Likelihood -553.76 -359.51 -236.60 -216.55
R? 0.294 0.235 0.336 0.223
Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigglic letters refer to the 5% level.
— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation dear or missing.
1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.
2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBachhochschulreife
5 Ass. = assimilable
6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
Tab. D.7: ESTIMATION RESULTS OF THE PROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY
SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTERu = 1 TO u = 4 (MEN IN EAST
GERMANY)
u=1 u =2 u=3 u =4
dF/dxz Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.
Age
25to 29 years Reference Reference Reference Reference
30 to 34 years 0.002 0.001 -0.001 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.015 0.007
35to 39 years 0.002 0.001 0.004 0.002 0.008 0.004 0.016 0.007
40 to 44 years 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.009 0.004 0.012 0.007
45 to 49 years 0.004 0.001 0.005 0.002 0.011 0.004 0.017 0.007
50 to 55 years 0.008 0.002 0.008 0.003 0.020 0.005 0.042 0.009
Foreigner -0.003 0.001  -0.007 0.001 -0.016 0.002 -0.021 0.005
Asylum-seeker -0.002 0.001 -0.008 0.001  -0.009 0.004  -0.019 0.006
No. of placement propositions 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000
No. of children 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.003 .00®
Placement restrictions 0.001 0.001 -0.002 0.002 -0.001 30.00 0.005 0.006
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.004 0.002 0.004 0.003 0.008 0.005 0.004 0.007
Health restrictions 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.002 0.007 0.003 -0.003 0.004
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.006 0.002 0.011 0.003
Work experience 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.002 0.002 0.003 -0.0030.005
Programme bef. unenth. 0.014 0.001 0.011 0.001 0.012 0.002 0.012 0.003
Reception of Ul -0.017 0.002  -0.022 0.002  -0.041 0.004  -0.062 0.006
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.009 0.001 0.018 0.002 0.033 0.004 0.066 0.006
between 180 and 365 days 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.014 0.004 0.012 0.005
between 366 and 730 days -0.002 0.001  -0.004 0.001  -0.005 0.002 -0.004 0.004
more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension
No pension Reference Reference Reference Reference
Vocational disability -0.003 0.003 0.017 0.016 -0.001 6.01 0.025 0.033
Permanently unable to work -0.005 0.001 0.002 0.007 -0.015 0.005 -0.008 0.016
Social plan - - - - - - - -
Schooling
No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.005
O-levels -0.002 0.001 -0.001 0.002 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.005
Adv. technical college entrante -0.002 0.001 -0.004 0.003 0.000 0.009 0.012 0.016
A-levels -0.002 0.001 -0.006 0.002 0.003 0.007 0.000 0.009
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training Reference Reference Reference Reference
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 8.00 0.002 0.005 0.004
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.006 0.004 0.005 0.007 0.008 0.012 0.045 0.028
Full-time vocational school 0.002 0.004 -0.003 0.005 -0.008 0.007 0.003 0.020
Technical school 0.006 0.003 0.001 0.004 0.008 0.008 0.011 .0130
Advanced technical college 0.009 0.007 0.012 0.012 0.000 0110. 0.007 0.019
University 0.005 0.004 0.001 0.006 -0.004 0.007 0.003 0.015

Assessment of individual’s qualification
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TABLE D.7: (CONTINUED)

u=1 u=2 u=3 u=4
dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dxz  Std. Err.

Other Reference Reference Reference Reference
Unskilled employee - - - - - - - -
Skilled employee 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.004 0.002 -0.002 0.003
Ass. to technical schodl -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.003 0.006 0.007 -0.006 0.009
Ass. to adv. technical college -0.001 0.002 0.003 0.005 .00 0.010 0.023 0.020
Ass. to university -0.001 0.002 0.005 0.006 0.013 0.012 .00 0.014
Ass. to top-management - - - - - - - -
Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.004 040.0
November 2000 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.004
January 2001 -0.003 0.001  -0.003 0.001 -0.011 0.002 -0.023 0.003
March 2001 -0.002 0.001 0.010 0.002 0.012 0.004 -0.001 0.004
May 2001 -0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.010 0.003 0.020 0.005
Regional Context Variables

Cluster la Reference Reference Reference Reference
Cluster Ib -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.007 0.003
Cluster Ic -0.003 0.001 -0.002 0.001 0.006 0.003 -0.001 0.005
Cluster Il -0.002 0.001 -0.005 0.002 -0.007 0.004 -0.013 0.006
Cluster 11l - - - — - - - -
Cluster IV — - - — - — - —
Cluster V - - - - - - - -
Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
Part-time work 0.004 0.001 0.005 0.002 0.009 0.004 0.003 0.005
Not applicable 0.002 0.001 0.005 0.001 0.005 0.002 0.002 0.003
Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work -0.002 0.004 - - — - — -
Other (e.g. telework) - - - - - - - -
Desired Occupation

Farmind Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction -0.003 0.003 - - -0.005 0.014 10.0 0.020
Manufacturing 0.000 0.001 -0.004 0.002 -0.004 0.003 0.001 0.005
Technical professions -0.001 0.001 -0.007 0.001 -0.010 0.003 -0.019 0.005
Service Professions -0.002 0.001 -0.005 0.001  -0.008 0.003 -0.006 0.005
Other occupations -0.003 0.001  -0.007 0.001 -0.016 0.002  -0.017 0.006
Other - - - - - - - -
N 74,927 39,344 25,234 17,177
Log-Likelihood -3,868.20 -3,000.10 -3,027.12 -2,899.89

R? 0.181 0.163 0.145 0.175

Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigglic letters refer to the 5% level.

— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation dea or missing.
1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.

3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.

4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBachhochschulreifle

5 Ass. = assimilable

6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

Tab. D.8: ESTIMATION RESULTS OF THE PROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY
SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTERu = 5 TO u = 8 (MEN IN EAST

GERMANY)
u=>5 u==06 u="17 u =28

dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.
Age
25to 29 years Reference Reference Reference Reference
30 to 34 years 0.008 0.011 -0.005 0.011 -0.025 0.013 0.027 240.0
35to 39 years 0.003 0.010 0.000 0.011 -0.017 0.013 0.032  30.02
40 to 44 years 0.021 0.011 0.018 0.012 -0.021 0.013 0.047  40.02
45 to 49 years 0.022 0.011 0.010 0.011 -0.008 0.014 0.045 0.024
50 to 55 years 0.063 0.014 0.046 0.015 0.048 0.019 0.096 0.029
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TABLE D.8: (CONTINUED)

u=2>5 u=206 u="7 u=3~8
dF/dz Std.Err. dF/dz Std. Err. dF/dxz Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.

Foreigner
Asylum-seeker

No. of placement propositions
No. of children
Placement restrictions
Vocational rehabilitatioh
Health restrictions
Marriage/ cohabitation
Work experience
Programme bef. unentp.
Reception of Ul

-0.051 0.008  -0.042 0.009  -0.044 0.020  -0.070 0.009
-0.022 0.017 -0.038 0.011  -0.062 0.014  -0.057 0.016
0.003 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.006 0.001
-0.003 0.003 -0.009 0.003 0.000 0.004 -0.009 0.005
-0.028 0.008 -0.007 0.010 -0.034 0.012 -0.008 0.018
0.072 0.020 0.037 0.018 0.097 0.030 0.126 0.036
0.012 0.009 0.007 0.009 0.013 0.013 02D. 0.013
0.023 0.006 0.030 0.006 0.020 0.009 0.036 0.010
0.005 0.009 0.010 0.008 0.007 0.012 0.026 0.012
0.019 0.006 0.019 0.006 0.023 0.009 0.006 0.010
-0.176 0.013  -0.166 0.016  -0.223 0.020  -0.140 0.020

Duration of last employment

up to 180 days
between 180 and 365 days
between 366 and 730 days

0.142 0.011 0.120 0.012 0.138 0.014 0.219 0.019
-0.010 0.007 -0.027 0.007  -0.062 0.008 -0.014 0.013
-0.006 0.007 -0.006 0.008 -0.006 110.0 0.001 0.015

more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension
No pension Reference Reference Reference Reference

Vocational disability
Permanently unable to work
Social plan

-0.003 0.053 0.075 0.091 -0.050 3.04 -0.041 0.051
-0.027 0.026 0.005 0.043 -0.048 038. -0.046 0.034

Schooling

No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE 0.012 0.009 0.010 0.009 -0.003 0.013 0.003 0.014
O-levels 0.011 0.009 0.004 0.009 -0.008 0.013 0.002 0.015

Adv. technical college entrante
A-levels

-0.026 0.018 -0.038 0.015 -0.036 0.028 -0.068 0.011
-0.004 0.017 -0.029 0.013  -0.057 0.015 -0.016 0.028

Professional Training

Without compl. prof. training
Apprenticeship (on-the-job)
Apprenticeship (off-the job)
Full-time vocational school
Technical school

Advanced technical college
University

Reference Reference Reference Reference
0.014 0.007 0.006 0.007 0.025 0.010 0.006 0.012
-0.041 0.019 -0.008 0.031 0.068 0.071 -0.011 0.067

-0.036 0.023 0.074 0.060 -0.055 0.023 0.004 0.058

0.027 0.024 0.019 0.029 -0.040 0.021 0.0310.044

0.042 0.046 0.161 0.127 0.005 058. 0.212 0.132
0.038 0.037 0.044 0.057 0.001 0.051 -0.026 0.038

Assessment of individual’s qualification

Other

Unskilled employee

Skilled employee

Ass. to technical schodl

Ass. to adv. technical college
Ass. to university

Ass. to top-management

Reference Reference Reference Reference
0.010 0.005 0.002 0.006 0.011 0.008 0.001 0100.
0.026 0.023 -0.028 0.012 0.039 0.040 0.018 0.040

0.076 0.041 -0.032 0.016 0.143 0.091 0.033 0.056

0.026 0.031 -0.050 0.007 0.175 0.091 0.090 0.079

Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 -0.020 0.006 0.007 0.008 0.002 0.011 -0.027 0.011
November 2000 -0.038 0.005 -0.016 0.007 -0.010 0.012 -0.034 0.010
January 2001 -0.065 0.004  -0.056 0.004  -0.057 0.009 -0.064 0.008
March 2001 -0.037 0.005 -0.021 0.007 -0.022 0.010 -0.036 0.010
May 2001 -0.023 0.006  -0.021 0.006 -0.004 0.011 -0.035 0.010

Regional Context Variables

Cluster la
Cluster Ib
Cluster Ic
Cluster Il

Cluster 11l
Cluster IV
Cluster V

Reference Reference Reference
0.010 0.006 -0.007 0.007 -0.013 0.010-0.023 0.011
-0.005 0.008 -0.013 0.008 -0.030 0.010 -0.042 0.010
-0.021 0.012 -0.043 0.007 -0.050 0.013 -0.036 0.016

Reference

Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work
Part-time work
Not applicable

Reference Reference Reference Reference
-0.002 0.009 0.010 0.013 0.043 0.020 0.027 0.021
-0.028 0.005 -0.017 0.006  -0.027 0.008 -0.031 0.009

Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work -0.029 0.042 - - - - -0.029 0.063
Other (e.g. telework) - - - - - - - -
Desired Occupation

Farming Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction -0.023 0.031 -0.025 0.049 -0.052 0.028 - -
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TABLE D.8: (CONTINUED)

u=2>5 u=206 u="7 u=3~8

dF/dz Std. Er. dF/dx Std. Em. dF/de Std. Evr. dF/dz  Std. Err.

Manufacturing
Technical professions
Service Professions
Other occupations

-0.010 0.009 -0.005 0.010 -0.028 0.014 -0.018 0.016
-0.045 0.008 -0.004 0.020 -0.048 0.014  -0.046 0.017
-0.026 0.009  -0.020 0.009  -0.048 0.012  -0.046 0.014
-0.029 0.013  -0.047 0.007  -0.076 0.007  -0.073 0.009

Other - - — - - - - —
N 11,349 7,756 6,002 4,461
Log-Likelihood -2,951.48 -1,852.76 -1,712.36 -1,248.73
R2 0.241 0.260 0.266 0.295

Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigglic letters refer to the 5% level.
— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation desr or missing.

1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBachhochschulreife

5 Ass. = assimilable

6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

Tab. D.9: ESTIMATION RESULTS OF THE PROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY
SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTERu = 9 TOu = 12 (MEN IN EAST

GERMANY)
u=9 u =10 u =11 u =12

dF/dxz Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.
Age
25to 29 years Reference Reference Reference Reference
30 to 34 years -0.018 0.034 -0.005 0.037 -0.085 0.036 -0.040 0.042
35to 39 years 0.014 0.034 -0.011 0.036 -0.050 0.040 -0.038 0410.
40 to 44 years 0.033 0.035 -0.003 0.036 -0.080 0.038 -0.018 0.043
45 to 49 years 0.056 0.036 0.006 0.037 -0.003 0.045 0.040 90.04
50 to 55 years 0.110 0.039 0.059 0.042 0.069 0.050 0.053 0.051
Foreigner -0.049 0.046 -0.123 0.029 0.029 0.087 0.043 0.100

Asylum-seeker

No. of placement propositions
No. of children

Placement restrictions
Vocational rehabilitatioh
Health restrictions

Marriage/ cohabitation

Work experience

Programme bef. unentp.
Reception of Ul

-0.095 0.040 -0.101 0.045 -0.165 0.023 -0.071 0.058
0.013 0.001 0.018 0.001 0.019 0.002 0.020 0.002
-0.011 0.009 -0.012 0.010 0.000 0.012 0.000 .01®
-0.024 0.028 -0.050 0.028-0.071 0.035 0.040 0.046
0.086 0.041 0.058 0.046 0.104 0.057 0.054 0.051
0.000 0.024 0.017 0.028 0.069 0.037 013. 0.035
0.047 0.017 0.026 0.019 0.042 0.023 0.010 0.024
0.057 0.022 -0.014 0.031 0.060 0.030 -0.021 0.039
-0.007 0.016 0.014 0.018 0.018 0.023 -0.015 0.022
-0.268 0.026  -0.231 0.031  -0.238 0.036  -0.241 0.040

Duration of last employment

up to 180 days
between 180 and 365 days
between 366 and 730 days

0.332 0.023 0.258 0.025 0.271 0.031 0.271 0.033
-0.017 0.023-0.060 0.024  -0.097 0.026  -0.064 0.028
0.034 0.027 0.032 0.028 -0.004 0.03D.057 0.040

more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension

No pension Reference Reference Reference Reference
Vocational disability -0.038 0.116 -0.024 0.131 -0.170 0.025 0.151 0.285
Permanently unable to work -0.002 0.113 - - -0.110 0.079 0.1180.138
Social plan - - - - - - - -
Schooling

No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE 0.006 0.024 -0.006 0.026 0.019 0.034 0.027 0.034
O-levels -0.006 0.026 -0.012 0.028 0.013 0.036 0.028 0.037

Adv. technical college entrante
A-levels

-0.056 0.070 0.013 0.100 -0.052 0.092 -0.092 0.087
0.061 0.068 0.004 0.059 -0.148 0.035 0.094 0.098

Professional Training

Without compl. prof. training
Apprenticeship (on-the-job)
Apprenticeship (off-the job)
Full-time vocational school
Technical school

Advanced technical college
University

Reference Reference Reference Reference
0.045 0.019 0.037 0.022 -0.027 0.030 0.004 0.028
0.114 0.127 0.246 0.175 -a.10 0.083 -0.013 0.167
-0.063 0.086 -0.085 0.070 -8.10 0.080 -0.004 0.099
-0.063 0.049 0.024 0.077 -0.031 0.074-0.108 0.037
-0.043 0.097 0.005 0.123 -0.0740.121 -0.105 0.070
-0.117 0.036 -0.083 0.054 0.032 0.138 -0.041 0.095

continued on next page

71



TABLE D.9: (CONTINUED)

u=9 u =10 u=11 u =12
dF/dxz  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.

Assessment of individual’s qualification

Other Reference Reference Reference Reference
Unskilled employee - - - - - - - -
Skilled employee -0.023 0.016 -0.024 0.018 0.011 0.023 10.02 0.023
Ass. to technical schodl -0.037 0.058 0.037 0.070 -0.025 0.071 -0.040 0.071
Ass. to adv. technical college -0.028 0.081 0.270 0.159 .25 0.153 0.080 0.153
Ass. to university 0.031 0.088 0.098 0.119 -0.091 0.081-0.138 0.021

Ass. to top-management - - - — - — — -

Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 -0.043 0.020 0.018 0.025 -0.008 0.030 -0.028 0.028
November 2000 -0.055 0.021  -0.063 0.022  -0.063 0.029 -0.027 0.030
January 2001 -0.139 0.014  -0.087 0.021  -0.096 0.029 -0.091 0.028
March 2001 -0.061 0.019  -0.047 0.022 0.014 0.034 -0.006 0.034
May 2001 -0.039 0.020 -0.051 0.021 0.014 0.031 0.029 0.032
Regional Context Variables

Cluster la Reference Reference Reference Reference
Cluster Ib -0.046 0.019 -0.024 0.022 -0.052 0.028 -0.025 0.026
Cluster Ic -0.081 0.019 -0.049 0.024 -0.046 0.033 -0.054 0.029
Cluster Il -0.117 0.023  -0.086 0.030 -0.084 0.039  -0.107 0.031
Cluster Il - - - - - - - -
Cluster IV - - - - - - - -
Cluster V - - — - — - - —
Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
Part-time work 0.063 0.037 0.127 0.056 0.203 0.069 0.123 0.073
Not applicable -0.117 0.016 -0.135 0.019 -0.158 0.023  -0.105 0.023
Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work - - - - -0.033 0.266 - -

Other (e.g. telework) - - - - — - _ _
Desired Occupation

Farming Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction - - - - -0.162 0.031 - -
Manufacturing -0.006 0.028 -0.033 0.029 -0.063 0.035 0.0310.038
Technical professions 0.097 0.076 -0.096 0.031 -0.049 0.061 0.089 0.109
Service Professions -0.046 0.028 -0.061 0.028 -0.144 0.030 -0.038 0.038
Other occupations -0.141 0.024 -0.111 0.029  -0.148 0.029  -0.132 0.025
Other - - - - - - - -
N 3,507 2,594 2,131 1,639
Log-Likelihood -1,229.39 -882.28 -738.35 -557.21

R? 0.360 0.353 0.394 0.357

Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigglic letters refer to the 5% level.

— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation dém or missing.
1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.

3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.

4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmohhochschulreife

5 Ass. = assimilable

6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

Tab. D.10: BTIMATION RESULTS OF THEPROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY
SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTERu = 1 TO u = 4 (WOMEN IN
EAST GERMANY)

u=1 u =2 u=3 u=4

dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.  dF/dxz  Std. Err.
Age
25 to 29 years Reference Reference Reference Reference
30 to 34 years 0.004 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.010 0.004 0.002 0.005
35to 39 years 0.005 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.004 0.007 0.005
40 to 44 years 0.004 0.002 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.004 0.005
45 to 49 years 0.008 0.002 0.007 0.003 0.009 0.004 0.009 0.005
50 to 55 years 0.013 0.003 0.012 0.003 0.015 0.005 0.025 0.007
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TABLE D.10: (CONTINUED)

u=1 u =2 u =3 u=4
dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dxz  Std. Err.

Foreigner -0.005 0.002 -0.003 0.003 -0.006 0.005 -0.014 0.007
Asylum-seeker -0.006 0.001  -0.008 0.001  -0.013 0.002 -0.018 0.004
No. of placement propositions 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.000
No. of children 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.001
Placement restrictions 0.002 0.002 0.000 0.002 -0.003 0.0030.007 0.006
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.004 0.024 0.008 0.004 0.007
Health restrictions 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.007 0.003 0.005 0.004
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.000 .00 -0.007 0.002
Work experience 0.002 0.001 -0.002 0.002 -0.001 0.002 0.0030.003
Programme bef. unentp. 0.014 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.010 0.002 0.009 0.002
Reception of Ul -0.019 0.002 -0.016 0.002 -0.023 0.003  -0.037 0.004
Duration of last employment

up to 180 days 0.012 0.002 0.018 0.002 0.026 0.003 0.045 0.005
between 180 and 365 days 0.006 0.002 0.007 0.002 0.009 0.003 0.007 0.004
between 366 and 730 days -0.004 0.001  -0.004 0.001 -0.001 0.002 -0.004 0.003
more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension

No pension Reference Reference Reference Reference
Vocational disability - - 0.039 0.037 -0.001 0.020 0.038  66.0
Permanently unable to work -0.001 0.005 -0.001 0.007 - - 40.00 0.016
Social plan - - - - - - - -
Schooling

No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE -0.002 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.004 0.004 0.009 0.006
O-levels -0.002 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.005 0.004 0.010 0.005
Adv. technical college entrante 0.003 0.004 0.006 0.007 -0.002 0.007 -0.006 0.009
A-levels -0.003 0.002 0.007 0.005 0.008 0.007 0.007 0.010
Professional Training

Without compl. prof. training Reference Reference Reference Reference
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.005 0.002 0.003 0.003
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.001 0.004 0.004 0.006 0.012 0.012 0.024 0.018
Full-time vocational school 0.001 0.003 0.005 0.005 0.004 008. 0.008 0.010
Technical school 0.008 0.003 0.007 0.004 0.024 0.007 0.010 0.007
Advanced technical college -0.001 0.003 -0.003 0.004 0.0230.018 0.029 0.025
University 0.008 0.005 -0.002 0.003 0.014 0.011 0.030 0.019
Assessment of individual’s qualification

Other Reference Reference Reference Reference
Unskilled employee - - - - - - - -
Skilled employee 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.000 0020.
Ass. to technical schodl 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.004 0.005 0.006 0.007
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.004 0.0160.009 -0.003 0.008
Ass. to university 0.000 0.002 0.005 0.005 0.009 0.008 ®.00 0.007
Ass. to top-management - - - - - - - -
Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 0.001 0.001 -0.003 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.003 0.003
November 2000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.012 0.004
January 2001 -0.002 0.001 -0.003 0.002 -0.005 0.002 -0.008 0.003
March 2001 0.001 0.001 0.011 0.002 0.015 0.004 0.009 0.004
May 2001 -0.002 0.001 0.006 0.002 0.004 0.003 0.017 0.004
Regional Context Variables

Cluster la Reference Reference Reference Reference
Cluster Ib -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.002 0.010 0.003
Cluster Ic -0.005 0.001  -0.003 0.001 -0.002 0.002 0.010 0.005
Cluster Il -0.004 0.002  -0.007 0.002  -0.007 0.003 0.000 0.008
Cluster Il - - - - - - - -
Cluster IV - - - - - - - -
Cluster V - - - - - - - -
Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
Part-time work 0.004 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.000 0.003
Not applicable 0.003 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.009 0.002 0.010 0.002
Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work -0.004 0.001  -0.007 0.001 -0.011 0.002  -0.009 0.004
Other (e.g. telework) - - - - - - - -
Desired Occupation

Farming Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction - - - - - - 0.061 0.081
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TABLE D.10: (CONTINUED)

u=1 u=2 u=3 u=4

dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dxz  Std. Err.
Manufacturing -0.003 0.001 -0.002 0.002 -0.005 0.002 -0.008 0.003
Technical professions -0.002 0.001 -0.003 0.002 -0.003 030.0 -0.006 0.005
Service Professions -0.003 0.001 -0.001 0.002 -0.005 0.003 -0.006 0.004
Other occupations -0.008 0.001  -0.008 0.001 -0.008 0.004 -0.019 0.004
Other - - - - - - - -
N 62,432 38,133 28,551 21,848
Log-Likelihood -4,216.63 -2,963.94 -2,967.65 -3,040.32
R? 0.143 0.144 0.125 0.152

Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigglic letters refer to the 5% level.
— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation desr or missing.

1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.
4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBachhochschulreife

5 Ass. = assimilable

6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

Tab. D.11: ESTIMATION RESULTS OF THE PROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY
SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTERu = 5 TO u = 8 (WOMEN IN

EAST GERMANY)

u=>5 u==6 u=7 u=2~8

dF/dxz Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.
Age
25to 29 years Reference Reference Reference Reference
30to 34 years 0.001 0.008 0.001 0.008 0.001 0.010 -0.009 10.01
35to0 39 years 0.006 0.008 0.004 0.008 -0.003 0.009 -0.006 110.0
40 to 44 years 0.002 0.008 0.002 0.008 0.000 0.010 -0.007 10.01
45 to 49 years 0.004 0.008 0.012 0.009 0.004 0.010 -0.001  20.01
50 to 55 years 0.034 0.010 0.024 0.011 0.025 0.013 0.021 0.015
Foreigner -0.032 0.009 -0.020 0.011 -0.041 0.004 - -
Asylum-seeker -0.032 0.006  -0.032 0.002  -0.043 0.003  -0.042 0.007
No. of placement propositions 0.004 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.005 0.000 0.006 0.001
No. of children -0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002 -0.002 0.002 -0.003 0.003
Placement restrictions 0.011 0.010 -0.008 0.007-0.016 0.007 0.007 0.014
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.042 0.016 0.056 0.021 0.033 0.021  0.060 0.028
Health restrictions 0.009 0.007 0.011 0.007 0.031 0.010 0.012 0.011
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.001 0.004 0.006 0.004 0.000 0.0050.002 0.006
Work experience 0.005 0.005 0.002 0.005 -0.003 0.007 0.003 .0080
Programme bef. unentp. 0.029 0.004 0.028 0.004 0.029 0.005 0.035 0.006
Reception of Ul -0.107 0.008  -0.127 0.011 -0.134 0.012 -0.109 0.013
Duration of last employment
up to 180 days 0.111 0.009 0.094 0.010 0.115 0.011 0.138 0.013
between 180 and 365 days -0.018 0.004 -0.024 0.004  -0.035 0.005 -0.039 0.006
between 366 and 730 days -0.012 0.005 0.003 0.006 0.001 0.007 0.001 0.009
more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension
No pension Reference Reference Reference Reference
Vocational disability 0.007 0.060 -0.014 0.050 - - - -
Permanently unable to work -0.027 0.019 -0.012 0.019 0.027 0620. -0.002 0.042
Social plan - - - - - - - -
Schooling
No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE 0.016 0.010 0.002 0.008 0.023 0.013 -0.025 0.009
O-levels 0.021 0.008 0.007 0.007 0.034 0.010 -0.011 0.012
Adv. technical college entrante 0.020 0.022 0.008 0.022 0.068 0.047 -0.041 0.008
A-levels 0.051 0.022 0.021 0.018 0.070 0.035 -0.023 0.012
Professional Training
Without compl. prof. training Reference Reference Reference Reference
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.004 0.005 0.002 0.005 0.013 0.006 0.019 0.007
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.008 0.022 0.051 0.036 0.089 0.050 -0.005 0.034
Full-time vocational school 0.029 0.018 0.018 0.019 -0.005 .01D 0.040 0.032
Technical school 0.029 0.012 0.015 0.012 0.033 0.018 0.063 0.024
Advanced technical college 0.000 0.021 0.014 0.030 0.012 0350. 0.218 0.112
University 0.007 0.018 0.002 0.018 0.002 0.023 0.078 0.058
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TABLE D.11: (CONTINUED)

u=>5 u =06 u=7 u =28
dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dxz  Std. Err.

Assessment of individual’s qualification

Other Reference Reference Reference Reference
Unskilled employee - - - - - - - -
Skilled employee 0.008 0.004 0.001 0.004 -0.002 0.005 0.009 0.006
Ass. to technical schodl 0.022 0.014 0.017 0.015 0.002 0.014 0.010 0.020
Ass. to adv. technical college 0.025 0.019 0.002 0.016 0.0350.029  -0.029 0.012
Ass. to university 0.004 0.016 -0.005 0.014 -0.016 0.014 2®.0 0.032
Ass. to top-management - - - - 0.395 0.405 - -
Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 -0.012 0.004 0.003 0.005 -0.008 0.006 -0.005 0.007
November 2000 -0.003 0.005 -0.009 0.005 -0.004 0.006-0.016 0.007
January 2001 -0.020 0.005 -0.013 0.005 -0.021 0.005 -0.033 0.006
March 2001 0.013 0.006 0.012 0.006 0.000 0.007 0.006 0.008
May 2001 -0.002 0.005 -0.003 0.005 -0.001 0.006 -0.021 0.006
Regional Context Variables

Cluster la Reference Reference Reference Reference
Cluster Ib 0.006 0.004 -0.011 0.005 -0.023 0.006 -0.014 0.007
Cluster Ic -0.007 0.005 -0.017 0.004 -0.028 0.004  -0.023 0.006
Cluster Il -0.011 0.010 -0.015 0.008 -0.031 0.006  -0.040 0.007
Cluster Il - - - - - - - -
Cluster IV - - - - - - - -
Cluster V - - - - - - - -
Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
Part-time work 0.001 0.005 0.007 0.006 0.019 0.008 0.007 0.009
Not applicable -0.009 0.004 0.002 0.004 -0.005 0.005 -0.007 0.006
Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work -0.023 0.006  -0.025 0.004  -0.028 0.006  -0.028 0.008
Other (e.g. telework) - - - - - - - -
Desired Occupation

Farming Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction - - 0.019 0.064 - - - -
Manufacturing -0.008 0.006 -0.017 0.005 -0.019 0.006  -0.026 0.008
Technical professions -0.006 0.009 -0.022 0.005 -0.006 0.011 -0.019 0.011
Service Professions -0.001 0.006 -0.021 0.007 -0.021 0.008 -0.025 0.010
Other occupations -0.043 0.004  -0.030 0.004  -0.039 0.005 -0.041 0.008
Other - - - - - - - -

N 15,833 11,219 9,435 7,498
Log-Likelihood -3,323.24 -2,000.17 -1,956.27 -1,660.66

R? 0.252 0.271 0.288 0.285

Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigglic letters refer to the 5% level.

— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation dém or missing.
1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.

3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.

4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBmohhochschulreife

5 Ass. = assimilable

6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.

Tab. D.12: BTIMATION RESULTS OF THEPROBIT-MODELS FOR THE PROPENSITY
SCORES FORTREATMENT STARTING IN QUARTERu = 9 TO u = 12 (WOMEN IN
EAST GERMANY)

u=9 u =10 u=11 u =12

dF/dxz  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.  dF/dxz  Std. Err.
Age
25 to 29 years Reference Reference Reference Reference
30 to 34 years -0.010 0.022 -0.010 0.025 -0.028 0.025 -0.009 .0310
35to 39 years -0.019 0.021 -0.001 0.025 -0.012 0.026 0.001 0320.
40 to 44 years -0.014 0.021 -0.026 0.022 -0.022 0.025 -0.018 .0290
45 to 49 years -0.003 0.022 0.015 0.026 0.008 0.028 0.014 40.03
50 to 55 years 0.039 0.026 0.047 0.030 0.025 0.030 0.041 0.037
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TABLE D.12: (CONTINUED)

u=9 u =10 u=11 u =12
dF/dxz  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.

Foreigner -0.024 0.048 -0.022 0.043 0.046 0.110 -0.013 40.07
Asylum-seeker -0.079 0.016 -0.040 0.030 -0.079 0.031 -0.053 0.032
No. of placement propositions 0.015 0.001 0.016 0.001 0.024 0.001 0.023 0.002
No. of children 0.007 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.003 0.006 0.010 0®.0
Placement restrictions -0.030 0.018 -0.023 0.023 0.004 10.03-0.025 0.024
Vocational rehabilitatioh 0.098 0.043 0.065 0.045 0.127 0.060 0.022 0.041
Health restrictions 0.046 0.020 0.027 0.022 0.006 0.023 0.020 0.022
Marriage/ cohabitation 0.017 0.010 -0.022 0.012 -0.014 1®.0 -0.009 0.014
Work experience 0.006 0.014 0.001 0.017 0.024 0.017 0.004 0180.
Programme bef. unentp. 0.088 0.011 0.065 0.013 0.051 0.014 0.037 0.014
Reception of Ul -0.182 0.017  -0.180 0.019 -0.152 0.020 -0.125 0.021
Duration of last employment

up to 180 days 0.233 0.017 0.192 0.019 0.151 0.020 0.192 0.023
between 180 and 365 days -0.081 0.009 -0.071 0.011  -0.102 0.010 -0.085 0.011
between 366 and 730 days -0.030 0.013 0.004 0.018 -0.015 0.018 0.025 0.022
more than 730 days Reference Reference Reference Reference
Pension

No pension Reference Reference Reference Reference
Vocational disability - - -0.016 0.133 — - - —
Permanently unable to work - - - - -0.016 0.096 0.013 0.123
Social plan - - - - - - - -
Schooling

No school Reference Reference Reference Reference
CSE 0.044 0.024 -0.003 0.022 -0.023 0.023 -0.009 0.022
O-levels 0.036 0.021 0.015 0.023 -0.022 0.025 -0.006 0.023
Adv. technical college entrante 0.132 0.082 -0.045 0.042 0.083 0.090 0.012 0.072
A-levels 0.111 0.055 -0.012 0.035 -0.060 0.028 -0.001 0.047
Professional Training

Without compl. prof. training Reference Reference Reference Reference
Apprenticeship (on-the-job) 0.038 0.012 0.014 0.015 0.043 0.015 0.013 0.016
Apprenticeship (off-the job) 0.279 0.137 0.294 0.124 - - 0.104 0.133
Full-time vocational school 0.068 0.052 -0.037 0.031 -0.066 0.026 -0.059 0.023
Technical school 0.081 0.035 0.016 0.032 -0.015 0.030 -0.033 0.026
Advanced technical college 0.101 0.110 -0.027 0.067-0.082 0.024  -0.083 0.016
University -0.021 0.044 -0.045 0.036 -0.037 0.048 -0.056 030.
Assessment of individual’s qualification

Other Reference Reference Reference Reference
Unskilled employee - - - - - - - -
Skilled employee 0.001 0.010 0.008 0.011 -0.026 0.013 -0.021 0.013
Ass. to technical schodl -0.006 0.029 0.035 0.045 0.039 0.050 0.092 0.068
Ass. to adv. technical college -0.028 0.034 0.109 0.100 0.234 0.116 0.128 0.112
Ass. to university -0.002 0.051 0.089 0.073 0.135 0.089 ®.12 0.103
Ass. to top-management - - - - - - - -
Month of treatment start

July 2000 Reference Reference Reference Reference
September 2000 -0.037 0.011 -0.007 0.015 0.051 0.020 0.012 0.018
November 2000 -0.045 0.011 -0.021 0.015 0.066 0.025 0.020 0.021
January 2001 -0.083 0.009 -0.075 0.011 -0.026 0.020 -0.020 0.021
March 2001 -0.042 0.011 -0.014 0.015 0.043 0.022 0.026 0.022
May 2001 -0.040 0.011  -0.048 0.012 0.013 0.019 0.036 0.021
Regional Context Variables

Cluster la Reference Reference Reference Reference
Cluster Ib -0.060 0.012  -0.060 0.014  -0.048 0.015 -0.065 0.016
Cluster Ic -0.070 0.009 -0.062 0.011  -0.083 0.011  -0.060 0.012
Cluster Il -0.039 0.021 -0.072 0.018 -0.058 0.022  -0.079 0.014
Cluster Il - - - - - - - -
Cluster IV - - - - - - - -
Cluster V - - - - - - - -
Work time (last occupation)

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
Part-time work 0.035 0.016 0.062 0.023 0.078 0.027 0.083 0.029
Not applicable -0.094 0.011  -0.098 0.014 -0.111 0.015 -0.057 0.015
Desired work time

Full-time work Reference Reference Reference Reference
part-time work -0.072 0.012  -0.058 0.017  -0.073 0.015 -0.055 0.017
Other (e.g. telework) - - - - - - - -
Desired Occupation

Farming Reference Reference Reference Reference
Mining, mineral extraction 0.024 0.241 - - - - - -
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TABLE D.12: (CONTINUED)

u=9 u =10 u =11 u =12
dF/dxz  Std. Err. dF/dx Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err. dF/dx  Std. Err.
Manufacturing -0.025 0.015 -0.046 0.016  -0.056 0.017 -0.029 0.019
Technical professions -0.027 0.022 -0.023 0.029 -0.033 28.0 -0.025 0.030
Service Professions -0.044 0.017  -0.048 0.020 -0.061 0.021  -0.058 0.023
Other occupations -0.090 0.012 -0.065 0.035 -0.083 0.023  -0.080 0.021

Other - - — -
N 6,247 4,533 3,917 3,294
Log-Likelihood -1,748.25 -1,310.90 -1,139.47 -913.97
R? 0.411 0.372 0.391 0.381

Bold letters indicate significance at 1% levigglic letters refer to the 5% level.
— Variables not included in estimation due to collinearitptber variables, perfect prediction of participation desr or missing.

1 Attendant for vocational rehabilitation.

2 Similar programme before unemployment, e.g. job creation octstral adjustment scheme.
3 Schooling: CSE = Certificate of Secondary Education.

4 Advanced technical college entrance qualificatiBachhochschulreife

5 Ass. = assimilable
6 Farming comprises plant cultivation, breeding and fishery.
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