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Abstract 

I develop an agent-based computational economics (ACE) model with which I evaluate 
the aggregate impact of labor market policies. The findings are that government-
financed training measures increase the outflow rate from unemployment to 
employment. Although the  overall effect is positive this effect is achieved by reducing 
the outflow rate for those who do not receive subsidies. Furthermore, the outflow rate 
would have been downward-biased had one supposed a matching function that is 
exogenous to policies. 

Zusammenfassung 

Im Folgenden wird ein agenten-basiertes Modell entwickelt, mit dem die aggregierten 
Wirkungen von Arbeitsmarktpolitiken evaluiert werde können. Ein Resultat ist, dass die 
Subvention von Trainingsmaßnahmen die Übergangsrate von Arbeitslosigkeit in 
Beschäftigung erhöht. Obwohl der Gesamteffekt positiv ist, reduziert sich die 
Übergangsrate für all jene Arbeitslose, deren Ausgaben nicht subventioniert werden. 
Der Verdrängungseffekt ist bei einer plausiblen Parametrisierung des Modells in seiner 
Höhe ökonomisch relevant. Ferner wäre die Messung der Übergangsrate aus 
Arbeitslosigkeit in Beschäftigung nach unten verzerrt gewesen, hätte man in der 
Wirkungsanalyse angenommen, dass die Matching-Funktion exogen zu den 
Arbeitsmarktpolitiken ist. 
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1 Introduction

The objective of labor market policies is at least twofold: to provide benefits

to those people who are unemployed in order to cushion their income loss,

and to improve the allocation of workers to job openings in the labor market.

The former usually goes under the heading of passive labor market policy

whereas measures that follow the second aim are usually referred to as active

labor market policies. As table 1 shows, a considerable amount of money is

spent on labor market policies in OECD countries each year. The interest in

the effectiveness of those policies follows quite naturally.

Nowadays, there is considerable microeconometric evidence on the effects

of training measures for individuals – mainly about whether it improves an

individual’s chance of finding a job, about how it has an impact on wages,

and sometimes also about its stabilizing role on lifetime employment and

income (see, e.g., Heckman et al. (1999)). However, studies based on micro-

data cannot tell us what the aggregate effects of those labor market policies

look like. As has been proposed by Garfinkel et al. (1992), Calmfors (1994),

Schmid et al. (1996), and the OECD (2005), the aggregate impact of labor

market policies might be smaller than what evaluations on the individual level

suggest because deadweight losses and substitution and displacement effects

of labor market policies are not taken into account. This is why studies based

on micro-data should be complemented by aggregate impact studies of labor

market policies in order to arrive at sound public policy recommendations.

In this article I link individual and aggregate impact studies with an

agent-based model of the labor market. In particular, I address three issues:

a) I evaluate the aggregate impact of government training subsidies, which,

as table 1 reveals, make up a considerable share of active policies; b) quantify

how a policy that improves an individual’s chances of finding a job harms
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those who do not receive government transfers; and c) point out that eval-

uating labor market policies within flow models that depend on matching

functions that are exogenous to the labor market policies under investigation

may result in biased results.

Following up on the first issue, I intend to add to an existing literature

that studies the aggregate impact of training policies an alternative method-

ology – as suggested by Freeman (2005) among others for policy evaluation

– that complements the use of flow models and the estimation of aggregate

matching functions (see, e.g., Mortensen and Pissarides (1999) and Bellmann

and Jackman (1996), respectively). The second topic is, in my estimation,

a potentially interesting contribution that agent-based models can make in

linking micro- and macro-level evaluations. Micro-evidence is not informative

when it comes to judging the macroeconomic consequences of labor market

policies. In addition, a mere look at aggregate variables does not allow one to

make inferences about to what extent the success of a program of a treated

group of individuals comes at a cost for the non-treated. By its very construc-

tion, an agent-based labor market model allows the extraction of information

on the individual level and the aggregate level. Thus, job displacement ef-

fects of labor market policies can be studied. The third result questions the

use of matching functions as a key building block in flow models of the la-

bor market. Matching functions relate two stock variables, jobseekers and

vacancies, to outflows from unemployment – a flow variable. The properties

usually attributed to the matching function are outflows being an increasing

and concave function of the inputs to the matching function, and constant

returns to scale. Moreover, those properties are usually seen as exogenous to

policies. Here I raise the concern that if one takes a micro-foundation of the

matching function seriously, namely, that policies target the agents’ choices

2



and that the properties are driven by firms’ and workers’ search decisions,

then one should also expect that properties of the matching function change

under the auspices of different policies. A failure to take into account that

the matching function is endogenous to policies might lead to biased results

in aggregate impact studies of labor market policies.1

Butters (1977) and Hall (1979) were among the first to provide a micro-

foundation of the matching function on the basis of a coordination failure

argument exemplified by the so-called urn-ball model. From that point of

departure many roads have been taken to add more structure to either the

demand side or the supply side of the market, or to introduce models of wage

determination in order to study the properties of the endogenous matching

function.2 Agent-based approaches to matching functions were made by Tes-

fatsion (1998), Richiardi (2004), and Fagiolo et al. (2004). In Neugart (2004)

I have shown within an agent-based computational economics (ACE) frame-

work what properties for an endogenous matching function arise if there is

endogenous vacancy creation, endogenous search intensity, and a wage for-

mation such that heterogenous workers are paid their reservation wages. I

also hinted towards the possibility of policies affecting the properties of the

matching function, an issue that has been pointed out by Lagos (2000) before.

The model with which I address the three issues is an agent-based com-

putational model of a labor market with different sectors.3 Firms in those

sectors have sector-specific skill requirements. Sectors are hit by exogenous

1Examples of evaluations of labor market policies with an exogenous matching func-
tion can be found in Mortensen (1994), Pissarides (1998), and Fredriksson and Holmlund
(2001), who look at the effects of unemployment benefit systems. Job protection legis-
lation, active labor market policies, and a negative income tax system were analyzed by
Pissarides (2001), Mortensen (1996), and Coe and Snower (1997), respectively.

2Work in this direction has been done by Cao and Shi (2000), Julien et al. (2000), Bur-
dett et al. (2001), Albrecht et al. (2003), and Smith and Zenou (2003). A comprehensive
survey of the matching function is provided by Petrongolo and Pissarides (2001).

3For an introduction to agent-based modeling, see, for example, Tesfatsion (2005).
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shocks. In such an event firms close down, dismissing their employees. As

sectors are differentiated by skill requirements, unemployed workers have to

make an upfront investment in their human capital in order to qualify for

vacancies opening up in other sectors. The government subsidizes the unem-

ployed workers’ human capital investment, which is financed by a tax on the

employed.

The findings are that subsidizing training increases the outflow rate from

unemployment to employment and reduces the unemployment rate. Further-

more, dividing the group of jobseekers into a treatment and a non-treatment

group shows that a higher outflow rate of the treated jobseekers comes at the

cost of a lower outflow rate of the non-treated. Finally, had I supposed an

exogenous matching function, the aggregate impact of the government policy

on the outflow rate from unemployment would have been underestimated.

In the following section I describe the model. Section 3 presents the

results, and the last section summarizes my findings.

2 The model

There shall be numSectors sectors in the economy, allocated on a circle

(see figure 1). The number of firms in the labor market is numFirms,

with numFirms > numSectors. Firms in a sector i have different skill

requirements from firms in a sector j, with i 6= j. Skill differentiation varies

with the distance between sectors. Assume numSectors = 10, then from the

perspective of the sector i = 0, sectors numbered 1 and 9 would be closest in

terms of the skill requirements of the firms, whereas sectors 2 and 8 would

require skills more distinct from what is needed in sectors 1 and 9, and so

on. Each firm posts one vacancy. If the firm can fill its vacancy, it produces
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output. The returns from production are fully paid out to the workers in

terms of a fixed wage wage.

Initially firms and workers are allocated to sectors randomly. With prob-

ability r sectors are hit by shocks. All firms in the sector hit by a shock close

down. Workers in those firms become unemployed. A number of firms equal

to the number of closing firms is opening up in local labor markets that were

not hit by the current shock.4 Again, those firms are allocated randomly to

the new sectors. Because the number of firms is held constant, aggregate

labor demand is constant, too. Or in other words, the shocks considered are

asymmetric.

Firms that have a vacancy on the market and received applications ran-

domly choose one applicant, to whom they make an offer. The worker always

accepts the first offer that he gets. The order in which firms are allowed to

make offers is random, approximating the simultaneous actions of the firms.

Thus, it may happen that a firm that received multiple applications cannot

fill the vacancy because all applicants were hired by other firms, or that a

vacancy is not filled because no worker applied.

0

1
2

3

4

...

numSectors -1

Figure 1: Allocation of sectors in the labor market

The number of workers in the market equals the number of firms. Thus,

4Sectors hit by a shock, however, may be popularized by firms again in the future.
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in principle there could be full employment. Workers are heterogenous in

terms of their skill endowments. Their initial skills are determined by the

random allocation to a sector. Unemployed workers can make an upfront

human capital investment. If they decide not to invest in their human capital,

they can only apply for vacancies that are posted in the sector in which

they worked. However, if they make an upfront investment in their human

capital of the size of one unit, they would also qualify for vacancies posted

in sectors 1 and 9, assuming that they are currently located in i = 0 and

numSectors = 10. A human capital investment of the size of two units

would, in addition, qualify the worker for jobs in sectors 2 and 8. The human

capital investment is costly. Acquiring skills that qualify the worker for the

adjacent two sectors implies costs humCapInvCost. An investment in the

worker’s human capital which would qualify him for the closest additional

four sectors incurs costs 2 · humCapInvCost, and so on. Workers may want

to make upfront human capital investments up to the point at which they

qualify for all sectors (0 ≤ numHumCapInv ≤ numSectors/2).5 A worker

shall send applications to all firms that have vacancies with skill requirements

that match the worker’s skills. An unemployed worker who makes an upfront

human capital investment, but does not find a job in the current period, will

have to invest in his human capital again in order to qualify for job openings

outside his past field of work.

Workers learn how much they should invest in their human capital when-

ever they become unemployed or do not find a job. I model this as a process

of individual reinforcement learning.6 In the initial stage, a worker chooses

the amount of human capital investment from the strategy set with equal

5I assume that numSectors is an even number.
6Another option to model learning on the individual level is genetic algorithms; see

McFadzean and Tesfatsion (1999) or Dawid (1999). Brenner (2005) extensively discusses
the pros and cons of various learning models.
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probabilities. Then, workers keep track of the payoffs that accrued to them

after the choice of a distinct human capital investment strategy. As time

evolves each worker experiences from market outcomes that some strategies

work better than others. The performance measure is the average of payoffs

of each strategy accruing in periods in which a worker had to look for a new

job (whether successful or not). Let numHumCapInv denote a human cap-

ital investment strategy, then an unemployed worker k will choose a strategy

h = numHumCapInv with probability

p(k, h) =
eλ·payOffAve(k,h)

∑numSectors/2
s=0 eλ·payOffAve(k,s)

, (1)

where λ > 0 is a learning parameter, reflecting the speed of learning, and

payOffAve(k, h) is a worker k’s average payoff for a strategy h. A learning

mechanism like the one proposed in equation (1) has the characteristic that

application strategies that led to relatively high payoffs are more likely to be

chosen.7

The role of the government is to subsidize training. The government re-

funds a share of the human capital investment costs to the unemployed work-

ers. Unemployed workers receive a rebate of rebate = numHumCapInv ·
humCapInvCost ·workerPolicy, having invested in numHumCapInv units

of skills at a cost of humCapInvCost, with workerPolicy being the fraction

of costs refunded. The government shall finance the policy through a tax on

workers’ wages. It tries to run a balanced budget. After every period, the

government adjusts the tax rate that will be in effect in the following period

such that the tax would have balanced the budget in the current period. Fig-

ure 2 presents the pseudocode of the model summarizing the main elements

7Equation 1 is known as the Gibbs-Boltzmann probability measure.
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and the sequence of actions taken by the agents.

3 The results

3.1 Aggregate impact of training policies

I simulate a labor market that consists of 20 sectors, each having different

skill requirements; 100 firms, each posting one vacancy; and 100 workers. A

local labor market is hit by a shock with probability r = 0.05. Productivity

and hence wages are normalized to one. Costs for investing in one’s human

capital shall be 15% of the quarterly wage for one unit of human capital.

This implies that in order to acquire the skills most distinct from the current

endowment, the worker would have to invest 10 units, given that there are

20 sectors. In this case, human capital investment costs would amount to

150% of the quarterly wage. The learning parameter is λ = 10.

A single iteration involves the steps summarized in the pseudocode (see

figure 2). An iteration is repeated 1000 times, which makes up a run. After

each run new initial conditions are set and a new run begins. What is re-

ported are the values of the last iteration of each of the 5000 runs that were

conducted.

In figures 3, 4, 5, and 6 the histograms for the number of vacancies posted,

the number of jobseekers, outflows from unemployment to employment, and

the unemployment rate are plotted. The histograms refer to the case without

government training policies. Summing up the observations that are plotted

into the histograms yields the number of runs conducted, namely, 5000.

On average the unemployment rate is 10.7% (see first row in table 3). The

average inflow rate and the quarterly calibration imply an average duration of

jobs of five years, which coincides quite well with the findings in the empirical
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literature on job duration (see Auer and Cazes (2000)). The average outflow

rate implies an unemployment duration of slightly less than a year, which is

higher than what one usually observes.8 Each vacancy receives on average 2.6

applications, which could be considered too small given casual evidence on

employers being inundated with applications. But note that by assumption

workers only send applications to vacancies for which they qualify. The sum

of human capital investment translates into 5% if measured as a share of

total output. Tightness shows that on average there are 0.66 vacancies for

an unemployed worker. Compared with cross-country evidence this ratio

seems to be too high (see OECD (2001)). Overall, however, the properties

of the labor market model appear to be reasonable.

Table 3 summarizes the findings of the labor market policy evaluation.

Increasing the subsidy to the training costs for the unemployed workers from

zero to 50% in steps of 10 percentage points lowers the unemployment rate

from 10.7% to 8.2%. The decline in the unemployment rate is driven by

an increase in the outflow rate from unemployment to employment given a

constant inflow rate from employment to unemployment. As it becomes less

costly for the unemployed to invest in training, more training is undertaken.

The sum of human capital investments increases from 29.5 units to 49.8

units. Additional training qualifies the unemployed for jobs with skills that

are more distinct from those of the jobs they currently hold. Consequently,

they will apply for job openings in sectors that are more distant in terms of

skills from those sectors in which they currently work. This is reflected in

the increase in the average number of applications per unemployed person,

as shown in the last column of table 3. Thus, a government subsidizing

training reduces unemployment. Unemployment is reduced because lower

8For flow data on labor markets see, e.g., Key Indicators of the Labor Market (KILM),
International Labour Organization 1999.
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training costs encourage unemployed workers to invest more in their human

capital. As a consequence they qualify for job openings in sectors for which

they otherwise would not have been qualified. In short, the training policy

reduces frictional unemployment due to skill mismatch.

Whereas we have empirical knowledge on the size of most of our param-

eters listed in table 2, the choice of the learning parameter is debatable. Re-

ducing the learning parameter to half of the size of the baseline model yields

a decrease of the unemployment rate for all government policy parameters.

The lower unemployment rates are driven by higher average outflow rates.

Behind the higher outflow rates are increased human capital investments and,

consequently, a higher average number of applications per person. However,

although a less strong feedback mechanism distorts the levels of the endoge-

nous variables, the effects are small enough to still argue that the magnitudes

of the endogenous variables are reasonable. Doubling the size of the learning

parameter with respect to the baseline model results in an increase of the

unemployment rate for all government policy parameters. The outflow rates

are somewhat lower, as are human capital investments and applications per

vacancy. But again, and more important quite considerably increasing the

size of the learning parameter with respect to the baseline model , leaves the

qualitative results of the baseline simulation unaffected. It is still the case

that as the government takes over a higher share of the training costs, the

unemployment rate decreases. Thus, with respect to the learning parameter,

evaluation results of the training policy appear to be robust.

3.2 Endogenous matching function

A matching function relates the two stock variables, vacancies and jobseekers,

to the flow variable outflows from unemployment. In policy evaluations this
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relationship is assumed to be exogenous to the policies under investigation.

A policy that is targeted to change the behavior of agents is assumed not

to affect the properties of the matching function. For the same inputs the

matching function is supposed to deliver the same number of outflows from

unemployment. However, what happens if the policy changes the properties

of the matching function? Will not taking into account that policies might

change the relationship between jobseekers and vacancies on the one hand

and outflows from unemployment on the other hand lead to biased results

in policy evaluations? If so, one would have a situation like that illustrated

in figures 7 and 8, in which, the policy alters the properties of the matching

function, leading to a situation in which for equal inputs, outflows differ.

The agent-based model developed here does not make use of an exogenous

matching function, so that it becomes possible to shed some light on whether

there is an issue of biased evaluation results. Whether policies change the

properties of the matching process in the labor market can easily be checked

by comparing the outflow rates in the model with a training policy with

the outflow rates in the model without a training policy for (almost) equal

inputs. The simulation generated 5000 observations for the treatment and

each non-treatment case. From those observations I extract triples of job-

seekers, vacancies, and outflow rates, where the two inputs to the matching

function, jobseekers and vacancies, match between the treatment and the

non-treatment case. I say that the inputs match if the absolute deviation

of the inputs between the treatment and the non-treatment case is smaller

than two. Table 4 illustrates this procedure. After the comparable cases had

been extracted, a Wilcoxon-test was applied in order to check for the null

hypothesis of equal distributions of outflow rates.

In all five treatments, the average outflow rate is higher than in the non-
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treatment case where there is no government policy (see table 5). Thus,

the policy improves the matching process in the labor market. The shift in

the distribution of outflow rates is, moreover, statistically significant. Again,

I checked for the robustness of the results when the learning parameter is

doubled and reduced to half of the size of the baseline case.9 A matching

function endogenous to labor market policies still seems to be an issue.

3.3 Job displacement effects

The model also can be used to shed light on the relationship between treat-

ment effects on the individual level and the macroeconomic outcome. Al-

though a training policy might increase the chances of those jobseekers that

receive subsidies, it might do so by reducing the job-finding rates of those

who are not covered by the program. Job displacement effects in the sense

that the treated jobseekers crowd out other jobseekers who are not benefit-

ing from a labor market policy program might reduce the overall success of

a policy. I attempt to quantify the effect within the agent-based model by

dividing the workers into equally sized groups – a group of treated and a

group of non-treated workers. If a worker from the treated group becomes

unemployed, he will receive government subsidies for his human capital in-

vestment. The workers from the non-treated group do not receive transfers.

The following experiment was then conducted (see also figure 9): the number

of iterations is increased to 2000, whereas all other parameters are identical

to the baseline simulation. In the first 1000 iterations, no subsidies are given

for jobseekers’ human capital investments, neither for the treatment nor for

the non-treatment group. The outflow rates at iteration 1000 are noted for

both groups. From iteration 1001 to 2000, jobseekers who belong to the

9Those results are not given in this article.
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treatment group receive a transfer from the government of 50% of their hu-

man capital investment costs. Finally, the outflow rates at iteration 2000 for

both groups are stored again. The experiment was repeated 5000 times.

Table 6 summarizes the mean values for the outflow rates for the treated

and the non-treated group before and after the government policy was im-

plemented. First of all, it can be seen that jobseekers of the treatment and,

the non-treatment group have equal outflow rates before the policy was in-

troduced. We cannot reject the null hypothesis of equal outflow rates, as

shown in the last row of the first column. A comparison of the mean outflow

rates for the treatment group before and after the government policy was

introduced reveals that on average the policy increases the job-finding rate

from 0.257 to 0.374. Testing against the null hypothesis of equal outflow

rates, the difference turns out to be strongly statistically significant. But

also in economic terms the effect is strong: the outflow rate of the treated

group of jobseekers increases by 45%. If there was no substitution effect,

the mean values of the outflow rates of the non-treatment group should be

equal before and after the policy was introduced. This is, however, not the

case. Again, one can clearly reject the null hypothesis of equal outflow rates.

The substitution effect is also economically relevant. The outflow rate of the

jobseekers who do not receive government subsidies is reduced by 12%.10 A

sensitivity analysis with respect to the choice of the learning parameter does

not change the qualitative nature of the results.11

What is the interpretation of the job displacement effect? In this model,

it is driven by a reduction of the treated jobseekers’ human capital investment

costs. As the costs are reduced, workers in the treatment group invest more.

10In more technical terms, one would claim that the stable unit treatment value as-
sumption (SUTVA) is violated; see Rubin (1974) for an early discussion of causal effects
in experiments.

11Again, those tables are not included in this article.
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This allows them to apply for jobs that are more distant in terms of skills from

their current human capital resources. In those sectors where the treated

workers would not have applied without government transfers they compete

for jobs with workers who did not receive transfers. Those workers might

not get a job offer because a treated worker was given that offer. Thus, the

job-finding rate of the non-treated group declines.

4 Conclusions

For the purpose of an aggregate impact study of government-sponsored train-

ing policies which rank prominently among active labor market policies in

OECD countries, I developed an agent-based labor market model with sector-

specific skill requirements. In the model, firms are hit by asymmetric shocks,

and workers becoming unemployed have to invest in their human capital in

order to qualify for job openings. The government steps in and subsidizes the

workers’ training costs. First, I show that the subsidizing of training increases

the outflow rate from unemployment and reduces the unemployment rate on

the aggregate level. Second, there is evidence that the matching technology

is not exogenous to policies. This has consequences for aggregate impact

studies of labor market policies. In my case, not taking into account that

policies change the matching properties of the labor market would have led

to an underestimation of the impact of the training policy on the outflow rate

from unemployment. Third, I show how an agent-based labor market model

can be used to elaborate potential job displacement effects of labor market

policy programs – an evaluation exercise that closed-form analytical mod-

els are less apt to achieve. An agent-based approach is especially promising

here, because information about the program effects on the individual level
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and the aggregate level is available. Exploiting this property of an agent-

based approach, I find that the training policy reduces the job-finding rate

of those who do not benefit from the program to an economically significant

extent. In other words, although those individuals receiving transfers have

a higher probability of leaving unemployment, and although the overall im-

pact of the program on outflow rates is positive, there is a crowding-out of

non-participants of the program.

In many respects this study employed strong modeling assumptions. How-

ever, the approach of evaluating labor market policies with agent-based mod-

els allows for a range of extensions that could alleviate some of the assump-

tions made in this work. For example, one could analyze the role of market

power on the side of the firms or workers (c.f.Tesfatsion (2001)) and its im-

pact on labor market performance. Different wage-setting institutions should

be analyzed, and, although the current study focuses on training policies, it

might also be of interest to compare those policies to alternative measures.

Various unemployment benefit schemes or the effectiveness of job protection

legislation are only two examples of social policies that deserve further at-

tention. Another unexplored link is the effect of labor market policies on the

distribution of firms and employment across sectors, with its repercussions

for employment dynamics.
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The model is programmed in RePast. The code is available from the author

(neugart@wz-berlin.de).
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Table 1: Labor market policy expenditures in OECD countries in 2002

Country Total Active LMP Traininga Training
in % of GDP in % of GDP in % of GDP in % of active LMP

Austria 1.78 0.53 0.19 35.8
Belgium 3.65 1.25 0.19 15.2

Czech Republic 0.45 0.17 0.02 11.8
Finland 3.07 1.01 0.27 26.7
France 3.06 1.25 0.21 16.8

Germany 3.31 1.18 0.32 27.1
Hungary 0.90 0.52 0.06 11.5

Italy 1.20 0.57 - -
Japan 0.76 0.29 - -
Korea 0.41 0.27 0.04 14.8

Netherlands 3.56 1.85 0.52 28.1
New Zealand 1.52 0.52 0.14 26.9

Norway 1.41 0.87 0.05 5.7
Slovak Republic 0.94 0.46 0.04 8.7

Spain 2.42 0.87 0.12 13.8
Sweden 2.45 1.4 0.28 20.0

Switzerland 1.30 0.53 0.12 22.6
United Kingdom 0.75 0.37 0.01 2.7
United States 0.71 0.14 0.03 21.4

a: Training includes course costs and subsistence allowances for unemployed adults
and those at risk. Special training programs for youths and disabled persons are
excluded.
Source: OECD labor market statistics.

Table 2: Parameters

Parameter Value
Number of Sectors numSectors = 20
Number of Workers numWorkers = 100
Number of Firms numFirms = 100

Probability for Random Shock to Sector r = 0.05
Wage wage = 1

Cost for One Unit of Human Capital humCapInvCost = 0.15
Learning λ = 10
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Create sectors 

Create firms and allocate them randomly to sectors 

Create workers and allocate them randomly to sectors 

for n periods 

 Job destruction 
 for each sector 
  with probability r local labor market is hit by shock 
  workers lose jobs 

firms hit by shock are relocated 
 end each sector 

Applying 
for each unemployed worker 

makes upfront human capital investment 
  sends applications to all vacancies for which he qualifies 
 end each unemployed worker 

 Hiring 
 for each vacancy 
  randomly draw vacancy to be filled 
  if workers applied 

firm selects worker randomly 
  else  

vacancy is not filled 
 end each vacancy 

 Workers learn 
 if worker unemployed or has found job 
  for each such worker 

for each human capital investment strategy 
    calculate average payoffs 

choose new human capital investment strategy 
   end each human capital investment strategy 
  end each such worker 
 else 

 no individual learning 

Tax adjustment 
Government adjusts tax following balanced budget rule 

end n periods 

Figure 2: Pseudocode
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Table 3: Average labor market effects of government-sponsored training

Baseline model: λ = 10
workerPolicy unRate inflowRate outflowRate humCapInvSum appliPerVac tightness appliAve

0 0.107 0.054 0.260 29.5 2.61 0.66 1.63
10 0.101 0.054 0.275 32.5 2.95 0.64 1.78
20 0.094 0.055 0.288 35.9 3.38 0.61 1.93
30 0.091 0.053 0.287 39.8 3.83 0.57 2.01
40 0.087 0.053 0.305 44.4 4.45 0.54 2.22
50 0.082 0.053 0.316 49.8 5.20 0.51 2.45

Sensitivity analysis: λ = 5
workerPolicy unRate inflowRate outflowRate humCapInvSum appliPerVac tightness appliAve

0 0.095 0.054 0.289 35.6 3.33 0.61 1.88
10 0.092 0.054 0.300 38.6 3.70 0.59 2.01
20 0.089 0.055 0.304 41.8 4.10 0.57 2.14
30 0.085 0.053 0.312 44.6 4.47 0.55 2.21
40 0.085 0.055 0.323 49.9 5.17 0.52 2.45
50 0.081 0.055 0.326 53.2 5.68 0.50 2.57

Sensitivity analysis: λ = 20
workerPolicy unRate inflowRate outflowRate humCapInvSum appliPerVac tightness appliAve

0 0.116 0.053 0.229 25.8 2.30 0.66 1.47
10 0.109 0.051 0.240 28.9 2.59 0.64 1.58
20 0.101 0.055 0.260 33.2 3.14 0.61 1.85
30 0.097 0.054 0.273 37.8 3.70 0.57 2.01
40 0.089 0.054 0.289 42.7 4.29 0.53 2.23
50 0.086 0.056 0.303 50.9 5.44 0.50 2.60

Table 4: Outflow rates comparing treatment and non-treatment cases with
workerPolicy = 50

No. workerPolicy = 0 workerPolicy = 50
of observation jobSearchers vacSum outflow rate jobSearchers vacSum outflow rate

1 ... ... ... ... ... ...
... ... ... ... ... ... ...
13 5 3 0 6 4 0.17
14 15 7 0.27 14 7 0.50
15 5 5 0.20 4 4 0
16 5 2 0.20 5 1 0.20
17 14 11 0.36 13 11 0.54
18 16 16 0.50 16 16 0.94
... ... ... ... ... ... ...
N ... ... ... ... ... ...

Note: Parameters were set as in baseline model.
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Table 5: Endogenous matching function, Wilcoxon-test on equal distribu-
tions

workerPolicy
10 20 30 40 50

∆ average outflow rates 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.16 0.17
(p-value) 0.015 0.025 0.003 0.000 0.000

N 177 163 149 161 145

Note: N is the number of observations; p-value refers to two-sided test; parameters were
set as in baseline model.

Treatment 
group

Non-
treatment 

group

0

0

1000

1000

2000

2000

Iterations

Iterations

Policy for treatment group 

Figure 9: Experiment with respect to job displacement effects

Table 6: Job displacement effect

Means of outflow rates
Before After t-testa on equal means

Treatment group 0.257 0.374 0.000
Non-treatment group 0.260 0.229 0.000
t-testa on equal means 0.308 0.000

a: Reported are p-values; number of observations N = 4493.

25



 

 
 
Books published by members of 
the research unit Labor Market 
Policy and Employment 
 
(only available from commercial retail-
ers) 
 
 
Dietmar Dathe, Günther Schmid  
Urbane Beschäftigungsdynamik. Berlin 
im Standortvergleich mit Ballungsregi-
onen 
2001 
Berlin, edition sigma 
175 pp. 
 
Mathias Eberling, Volker Hielscher, Eckart 
Hildebrandt, Kerstin Jürgens 
Prekäre Balancen. Flexible Arbeitszei-
ten zwischen betrieblicher Regulierung 
und individuellen Ansprüchen 
2004 
Berlin, edition sigma  
279 pp. 
 
Werner Eichhorst, Stefan Profit, Eric 
Thode  
in collaboration with the “Benchmarking“ 
team at the „Bündnis für Arbeit, Ausbil-
dung und Wettbewerbsfähigkeit“ Alliance: 
Gerhard Fels, Rolf G. Heinze, Heide Pfarr, 
Günther Schmid, Wolfgang Streeck 
Benchmarking Deutschland: Arbeits-
markt und Beschäftigung. Bericht der 
Arbeits-gruppe Benchmarking und der 
Bertelsmann-Stiftung 
2001 
Berlin/Heidelberg/New York, Springer 
440 pp. 
 
Jürgen Gabriel, Michael Neugart (eds.) 
Ökonomie als Grundlage politischer 
Entscheidungen 
2001 
Opladen, Leske + Budrich 
343 pp. 
 

Silke Gülker, Christoph Hilbert,  
Klaus Schömann 
Lernen von den Nachbarn. Qualifikati-
ons-bedarf in Ländern der OECD 
2000 
Bielefeld, W. Bertelsmann Verlag  
126 pp. 
 
Markus Gangl 
Unemployment Dynamics in the United 
States and West Germany. Economic 
Restructuring, Institutions and Labor 
Market Processes 
2003 
Heidelberg, New York: Physica/Springer  
300 pp. 
 
Miriam Hartlapp 
Die Kontrolle der nationalen Rechts-
durchsetzung durch die Europäische 
Union 
2005 
Köln, Campus Verlag 
254 S. 
 
Werner Jann, Günther Schmid (eds.) 
Eins zu eins? Eine Zwischenbilanz der 
Hartz-Reformen am Arbeitsmarkt 
2004 
Berlin: edition sigma 
112 pp. 
 
Max Kaase, Günther Schmid (eds.) 
Eine lernende Demokratie - 50 Jahre  
Bundesrepublik Deutschland 
WZB-Jahrbuch 1999 
1999 
Berlin, edition sigma 
586 pp. 
 
Hartmut Kaelble, Günther Schmid (eds.)  
Das europäische Sozialmodell.  
Auf dem Weg zum transnationalen  
Sozialstaat  
WZB-Jahrbuch 2004  
2004 
Berlin, edition sigma 
455 pp. 
 
Jaap de Koning and Hugh Mosley (eds.) 
Labour Market Policy and Unemploy-
ment: Impact and Process Evaluations 
in Selected European Countries 
2001 
Cheltenham, UK, Edward Elgar 
317 pp. 
 



 

Hugh Mosley, Jacqueline O’Reilly,  
Klaus Schömann (eds.) 
Labour Markets, Gender and Institu-
tional Change. Essays in Honour of 
Günther Schmid 
2002 
Cheltenham, UK, Edward Elgar  
382 pp. 
 
Hugh Mosley, Holger Schütz, Günther 
Schmid with the collaboration of Kai-Uwe 
Müller 
Effizienz der Arbeitsämter: Leistungs-
ver- 
gleich und Reformpraxis, Reihe „Mo-
dernisierung des öffentlichen Sektors“ 
2003 
Berlin, edition sigma 
179 pp. 
 
Ralf Mytzek, Klaus Schömann (eds.) 
Transparenz von Bildungsabschlüssen 
in Europa. Sektorale Studien zur Mobili-
tät von Arbeitskräften 
2004 
Berlin, edition sigma 
198 pp. 
 
Michael Neugart, Klaus Schömann (eds.) 
Forecasting Labour Markets in OECD 
Countries. Measuring and Tackling 
Mismatches 
2002 
Cheltenham, UK, Edward Elgar 
322 pp. 
 
Jacqueline O’Reilly, Colette Fagan (eds.) 
Part-Time Prospects. An International 
Com-parison 
1998 
London/New York, Routledge 
304 pp. 
 
Jacqueline O’Reilly, Inmaculada Cebrián 
and Michel Lallemant (eds.) 
Working-Time Changes: Social Integra-
tion Through Transitional Labour 
Markets 
2000 
Cheltenham, UK, Edward Elgar 
369 pp. 
 

Jacqueline O’Reilly (ed.) 
Regulating Working-Time Transitions in  
Europe 
2003 
Cheltenham, UK, Edward Elgar 
325 pp. 

 
Birgitta Rabe 
Implementation von Arbeitsmarktpolitik 
durch Verhandlungen. Eine spieltheore-
tische Analyse 
2000 
Berlin, edition sigma 
254 pp. 
 
Stefan Ramge, Günther Schmid (eds.) 
Management of Change in der Politik?  
Reformstrategien am Beispiel der Ar-
beitsmarkt- und Beschäftigungspolitik 
Ein Werkstattbericht, Gesellschaft für Pro- 
grammforschung, GfP (ed.), Bd. 55 der 
Reihe „Schnittpunkte von Forschung und 
Politik“,  
2003 
New York, München, Berlin: Waxmann 
165 pp. 
 
Günther Schmid, Jacqueline O'Reilly,  
Klaus Schömann (eds.) 
International Handbook of Labour Mar-
ket Policy and Evaluation 
1996 
Cheltenham, UK, Edward Elgar 
954 pp. 
 
Günther Schmid, Bernard Gazier (eds.) 
The Dynamics of Full Employment.  
Social Integration Through Transitional 
Labour Markets 
2002 
Cheltenham, UK, Edward Elgar 
443 pp. 
 
Günther Schmid 
Wege in eine neue Vollbeschäftigung. 
Übergangsarbeitsmärkte und aktivie-
rende Arbeitsmarktpolitik 
2002 
Frankfurt/Main, Campus 
477 pp. 
 



 

Holger Schütz, Hugh Mosley (Hg.) 
Arbeitsagenturen auf dem Prüfstand. 
Leitungsvergleich und Reformpraxis 
der Arbeitsvermittlung 
2005 
Berlin, edition sigma 
351 S. 

 
Sylvia Zühlke 
Beschäftigungschancen durch berufli-
che Mobilität? Arbeitslosigkeit, 
Weiterbildung und Berufswechsel in 
Ostdeutschland 
2000  
Berlin, edition sigma,  
206 pp. 
 



 

The Research Area “Employment, Social Structure, and Welfare State” has existed 
since 1 January 2003. It encompasses the research units “Labor Market Policy and 
Employment” and “Inequality and Social Integration” and the research group “Public 
Health”. 
 
 
 
Research Unit 
Labor Market Policy 
and Employment 
 
 
Discussion Papers 2003 
 
 
 
Carroll Haak 
Weiterbildung in kleinen und mittleren 
Betrieben: Ein deutsch-dänischer Ver-
gleich 
Order number: SP I 2003-101 
 
Günther Schmid 
Gleichheit und Effizienz auf dem Ar-
beitsmarkt: Überlegungen zum Wandel 
und zur Gestaltung des „Geschlechter-
vertrages“ 
Order number: SP I 2003-102 
 
Holger Schütz 
Controlling von Arbeitsverwaltungen 
im internationalen Vergleich 
Order number: SP I 2003-103 
 
Stefan Schröter 
Berufliche Weiterbildung in Großbri-
tannien für gering qualifizierte 
Arbeitskräfte 
Order number: SP I 2003-104 
 
Magnus Lindskog 
Forecasting and responding to qualifi-
cation need in Sweden 
Order number: SP I 2003-105 
 
Heidi Oschmiansky und Frank Oschmian-
sky 
Erwerbsformen im Wandel: Integration 
oder Ausgrenzung durch atypische 
Beschäftigung? Berlin und die Bundes- 
republik Deutschland im Vergleich 
Order number: SP I 2003-106 
 
 
 
 
 

Katrin Vitols 
Entwicklungen des Qualifikations-
bedarfs in der Bankenbranche 
Order number: SP I 2003-107 
 
Achim Kemmerling 
Die Rolle des Wohlfahrtsstaates in der 
Entwicklung unterschiedlicher Dienst- 
leistungssektoren – Wohlfahrtsstaats- 
regime und Dienstleistungs- 
beschäftigung 
Order number: SP I 2003-108 
 
Thomas A. DiPrete, Dominique Goux,  
Eric Maurin, Amélie Quesnel-Vallée 
Work and Pay in Flexible and Regulated 
Labor Markets: A Generalized Perspec-
tive on Institutional Evolution and 
Inequality Trends in Europe and the 
U.S. 
Order number: SP I 2003-109 
 
 
 
Discussion Papers 2004 
 
 
 
Thomas A. DiPrete, Markus Gangl 
Assessing Bias in the Estimation of 
Causal Effects: Rosenbaum Bounds on 
Matching Estimators and Instrumental 
Variables Estimation with Imperfect 
Instruments 
Order number: SP 1 2004-101 
 
Andrea Ziefle 
Die individuellen Kosten des Erzie-
hungsurlaubs: Eine empirische 
Analyse der kurz- und längerfristigen 
Folgen für den Karriereverlauf von 
Frauen 
Order number: SP 1 2004-102 
 
Günther Schmid, Silke Kull 
Die Europäische Beschäftigungsstrate-
gie. Anmerkungen zur "Methode der 
offenen Koordinierung" 
Order number: SP 1 2004-103 
 
Hildegard Theobald 
Entwicklung des Qualifikationsbedarfs 
im Gesundheitssektor: Professionali-



 

 

sierungsprozesse in der Physiotherapie 
und Dentalhygiene im europäischen 
Vergleich 
Order number: SP 1 2004-104 
 
Magnus Lindskog 
Labour market forecasts and their use 
– Practices in the Scandinavian coun-
tries 
Order number: SP 1 2004-105 
 
Hildegard Theobald 
Unternehmensberatung: Veränderter 
Qualifikationsbedarf und neue Ansätze 
in Ausbildung und Regulierung des 
Berufszugangs 
Order number: SP 1 2004-106 
 
Günther Schmid 
Gewährleistungsstaat und Arbeitsmarkt 
Neue Formen von Governance in der 
Arbeitsmarktpolitik 
Order number: SP I 2004-107 
 
Karin Schulze Buschoff 
Neue Selbstständigkeit und wachsen-
der Grenzbereich zwischen 
selbstständiger und abhängiger Er-
werbsarbeit – europäische Trends vor 
dem Hintergrund sozialpolitischer und 
arbeitsrechtlicher Entwicklungen 
Order number: SP 1 2004-108 
 
Christoph Hilbert 
Performanzmessung und Anreize in der 
regionalen Arbeitsvermittlung: Der 
Schweizer Ansatz und eine Modell-
rechnung für Deutschland 
Order number: SP 1 2004-109 
 
Günther Schmid  
Soziales Risikomanagement durch  
Übergangsarbeitsmärkte  
Order number: SP I 2004-110  
 
Lennart Delander, Jonas Månsson, Erik 
Nyberg  
Using the Unemployed as Temporary 
Employment Counsellors: Evaluation of 
an Initiative to Combat Long-Term Un-
employment  
Order number: SP I 2004-111  
 
 
 
 

 
Discussion Papers 2005 
 
 
 
Achim Kemmerling, Oliver Bruttel 
New Politics  
in German Labour Market Policy? 
The Implications of the Recent Hartz 
Reforms for the German Welfare State 
Order number: SP I 2005-101 
 
Kamil Zawadzki 
Transitional Labour Markets in a Tran-
sitional Economy. Could They Work? 
The Example of Poland  
Order number: SP I 2005-102 
 
Magnus Lindskog 
The Swedish Social Insurance System 
for the Self-Employed 
Order number: SP I 2005-103 
 
Rebecca Boden 
The UK social security system for self-
employed people 
Order number SP I 2005-104 
 
Philip Wotschack 
Household Governance and Time Allo-
cation – Structures and Processes of 
Social Control in Dutch Households 
Order number SP I 2005-105 
 
Holger Schütz, Peter Ochs 
Das Neue im Alten und das Alte im 
Neuen - Das Kundenzentrum der  
Bundesagentur für Arbeit: Die öffent-
liche Arbeitsvermittlung zwischen in-
krementellen und strukturellen Refor-
men 
Order number: SP I 2005-106 
 
Carroll Haak 
Künstler zwischen selbständiger und 
abhängiger Erwerbsarbeit 
Order number: SP I 2005-107 

 



  

Ralf Mytzek-Zühlke 
Einflussfaktoren betrieblicher Weiter-
bildungsaktivität in Dänemark, 
Schweden, Deutschland und dem Ver-
einigten Königreich. 
Analysen der Mikrodaten der zweiten Eu-
ropäischen Weiterbildungserhebung 
(CVTS2)  
Order number: SP I 2005-108 
 
Oliver Bruttel 
Contracting-out and Governance  
Mechanisms in the Public Employment 
Service 
Order number: SP I 2005-109 
 
Colette Fagan, Jacqueline O’Reilly and 
Brendan Halpin 
Job opportunities for whom? Labour 
market dynamics and service sector 
employment growth in Germany and 
Britain 
Order number SP I 2005-110 
 
Monique Aerts 
The Dutch Social Insurance System for 
Self-Employed  
Order number SP I 2005-111 
 
 
 
Discussion Papers 2006 
 
 
 
Günther Schmid 
Sharing Risks. On Social Risk Man-
agement and the Governance of Labour 
Market Transitions  
Order number SP I 2006-101 
 
Rosie Page, Jim Hillage 
Vocational Education and Training in 
the UK. Strategies to overcome skill 
gaps in the workforce 
Order number SP I 2006-102 
 
Anton Hemerijck 
Recalibrating Europe’s Semi-Sovereign 
Welfare States 
Order number SP I 2006-103 
 
 
Paul Ryan, Howard Gospel, Paul Lewis 
Large Employers and Apprenticeship 
Training in Britain 
Order number SP I 2006-104 
 

Lorenz Lassnigg 
Approaches for the anticipation of skill 
needs in the perspective of “Transi-
tional Labour Markets” – the Austrian 
experience 
Order number: SP I 2006-105 
 
Paula Protsch 
Lebens- und Arbeitsqualität von Selbst-
ständigen.  
Objektive Lebens- und Arbeits-
bedingungen und subjektives  
Wohlbefinden einer heterogenen  
Erwerbsgruppe 
Order number: SP I 2006-106 
 
Karin Schulze Buschoff 
Die soziale Sicherung von selbst 
ständig Erwerbstätigen in Deutschland 
Order number SPI 2006-107 
 
Janine Leschke, Günther Schmid, Dorit 
Griga 
On the Marriage of Flexibility and 
Security: Lessons from the Hartz-
reforms in Germany 
Order number SP I 2006-108 
 
Anders Stenberg  
Skill Needs and Continuing Vocational 
Training in Sweden 
Order Number SP I 2006-109 
 
Philip Wotschack, Rafael Wittek 
Negotiating Work and Household De-
mands.  
Effects of Conflict Management Strategies 
in Dutch Households on the Labor Supply 
of Male and Female Employees 
Order number: SP I 2006-110 
 
Christian Brzinsky-Fay 
Lost in Transition - Labour Market En-
try Sequences of School Leavers in 
Europe 
Order number SP I 2006-111 
 
Jaap de Koning, Hassel Kroes, Alex van 
der Steen 
Patterns of Work and Use of Benefits 
over the Life Course: Estimates and 
simulations based on Dutch microdata 
Order number SP I 2006-112 
 
Michael Neugart 
Labor Market Policy Evaluation with an 
Agent-based Model 
Order number SP I 2006-113 





Bei Ihren Bestellungen von WZB-Papers schicken Sie, 
bitte, unbedingt einen an Sie adressierten Aufkleber mit, 
sowie je Paper eine Briefmarke im Wert von € 0,55 oder 
einen "Coupon Réponse International" (für Besteller 
aus dem Ausland). 

 Please send a self-addressed label and postage 
stamps in the amount of € 0,55 or a "Coupon-Réponse 
International" (if you are ordering from outside Germany) 
for each WZB-Paper requested. 

Bestellschein  Order Form 

 Paßt im Fensterumschlag!  Designed for window envelope! 

An das 
Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin 
für Sozialforschung gGmbH 
PRESSE- UND INFORMATIONSREFERAT 
Reichpietschufer 50 

D-10785 Berlin 

 
Absender  Return Address: 

  

  

  

  

  
  

Hiermit bestelle ich folgende(s)Discussion Paper(s)  Please send me the following Discussion Paper(s) 

Autor(en) / Kurztitel  Author(s) / Title(s) in brief Bestellnummer  Order no. 
  

 

 
 


	Bestellformular.pdf
	Bestellformular.pdf
	Autor\(en\) / Kurztitel \( Author\(s\) /�



