MINISTRY OF SOCIAL
DEVELOPMENT

TE MANATU WHAKAHIATO ORA

2% MAY 2000

Dear |

On 8 May 2020, you emailed the Ministry of Social Development (the Ministry)
requesting, under the Official Information Act 1982, the following information:

e A copy of "What have we learned and where to next? A review of evaluations
of employment programmes and interventions, 1992-97” written by Diane
Anderson.

Please find a copy of the document attached.

The principles and purposes of the Official Information Act 1982 under which you
made your request are:

e to create greater openness and transparency about the plans, work and
activities of the Government,

e to increase the ability of the public to participate in the making and
administration of our laws and policies and

¢ to lead to greater accountability in the conduct of public affairs.

This Ministry fully supports those principles and purposes. The Ministry therefore
intends to make the information contained in this letter and any attached documents
available to the wider public. The Ministry will do this by publishing this letter and
attachments on the Ministry of Social Development’s website. Your personal details
will be deleted, and the Ministry will not publish any information that would identify
you as the person who requested the information.

If you wish to discuss this response with us, please feel free to contact
OIA t .govt.nz.

If you are not satisfied with this response, you have the right to seek an
investigation and review by the Ombudsman. Information about how to make a
complaint is available at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or 0800 802 602.

Yours sincerely

CA
e

J

Kate Satterthwaite
General Manager, Ministerial and Executive Services
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The Aurora Centre / 56-66 The Terrace / Wellington 6011
PO Box 1556 / Wellington 6140 / New Zealand
Phone: 04 916 3300 / Fax: 04 918 0099 / www.msd.govt.nz
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

The Labour Market Policy Group (LMPG) of the Department of Labgu,rf l‘}qs , N \ {
summarised evaluations of employment programmes from five agénc‘lcs, T‘hé\ eview s
focused on 35 evaluations conducted since 1991, and examined mployhﬁ‘ent lSSIJeS, ‘b

operational trends, and evaluation quality. Results of the 3 @1 are to inform < \ h e
: S
uppQ ok employlﬁeﬁ‘h W v

N

tended not to evaluate broad employment stfa
1ndlv1dua] evaluatlons Whlle evaluatl Q

\(\;WINZ) will be focused on
way to tailor programmes to

¢regional commissioners will need
r intervention is trying to achieve and

to determine what works and what does not will

aluations identified employment outcomes for participants.
ges gaining employment were Job Plus and Job Skills
ith 66% and 65% respectively. These were both wage subsidy
. The Compass (1995) and the Hikoi ki Pae-rangi programmes had the

A\ V- b
F _\\‘_\ X "~ However, we could not tell, with any certainty, what programmes were most effective
(\ \ ) e at improving the employment prospects of which groups and under what
o) circumstances. This was partly because agencies did not use consistent outcome

measures and the emphasis on particular outcomes differed across the agencies. For
example, some programmes focused less on participants obtaining full-time
employment than others. In addition, these evaluations were generally developed to
meet the immediate information needs of internal and external stakeholders and not
designed to address longer-term information needs. Evaluators were not required to
evaluate suites or combinations of programmes. However, if Regional
Commissioners are to reliably assess which programmes work, in what combinations
and for which target groups the following will need to be developed:

e >
< « \ 2 /
A\ \/ - / 5
\

‘-.._/



* consistent outcome measures, including those for employment, training and
attitudinal change as well as those for ethnic and demographic groups,

e predefined success criteria for programmes, and

e robust measures of the cost or cost-effectiveness of programmes.

Finally, assumptions about the benefits of particular types of programmes for A
particular groups will need to be tested. For example, the assumption that life sk}lfs ar

motivational programmes benefit Maori, Pacific Island peoples, youth and vv\om*qﬁ 1—5
untested. \ g

Several evaluations identified factors that could put the accomphshrnen\ f t\h\e
programme aims and objectives at risk. These factors inclu e followi

mterven%‘nns

r the n&}(‘ﬁ@ﬁ\&“‘“
1 \

¢ job seekers not being appropriately matched to
o the programmes failing to meet the programm

programme,
e inadequate monitoring of the programgrg
¢ inadequate case management or pg3

xluations will need to:

> ok

5 ross the agencies involved steps are being taken to increase the
‘/{v:/\ ss of the evaluations and to assess them in a more strategic manner.
1 \,\/‘\ \-;\‘-\'\ e NZES has taken steps t'o improve the robustness of its evaluations. For
I/f\\\ \, \ example, the Community Task Force (CTF) evaluation is employing the use of
VY randomised control and treatment groups to measure outcomes for participants.
NN g ) While this has raised some ethical issues, it will provide more robust outcome
~— analysis.

» NZES has also recognised the need to develop more robust and consistent
measures of attitudinal change. For example the evaluation of Residential
Motivational Training (currently underway) is attempting to measure attitudinal
change of participants on a before and after intervention basis. In addition the
evaluation is tracking cohorts of participants to measure the robustness of
attitudinal change over time and across different providers.



e CEG has developed an evaluation strategy. The Mahi A Iwi and Pacific Island
Peoples evaluations were part of a longer term strategy that started with
exploratory case studies. CEG’s next large evaluation project is an evaluation
of the women’s strategy. This evaluation will build on the understandings of
CEG’s work in the community gained from the previous evaluations and move
towards measuring the outcomes of our involvement with groups. In another.
project CEG will attempt to get a clearer idea of its impact on communitj,_es,ﬁy,\

s

tracking a sample of groups for three years to assess the short, medium_ }Q\dﬁﬁn'g AN
term outcomes at the individual, group, and community levels. A_-lhirgjs’t_udy__\/,/ o B
will examine community access to CEG’s services. AP NRE S
< "\ Fe W% )
Nevertheless, further steps need to be taken to address issue. A K‘) -
evaluation. The meta-evaluation recommends the devel §
)

strategy which identifies priorities and timelines for
evaluations along with the roles and project manage

updated annually. The strategy would also
capacity. To this end, the meta-evaluat

employment and training progra
measures for labour marketand in
guidelines for conductigg & i e pndeds The guidelines could
build on existing i : PLMPG and NZES. Finally,
the meta-evalyati _ in place for tracking the

uations. The aim is to encourage the
¢ appropriate, and greater interaction

consultation with WINZ and other relevant agencies work
{ i evelop an evaluation strategy, dealing with employment and labour
/\_({\\‘\ arket issues over the next three years.

/( S \\ a) It is recommended that this strategy identify

N
ke .

< \/\ N\ e a list of strategic and operational evaluations;
Y \ \;' N e priorities and timelines;
C'\.\ > o the roles and project management responsibilities across the
NN/ relevant agencies; and

~ -
—

e ways to improve evaluation capacity.

2. The evaluation strategy includes an evaluation of which types or combinations of
programmes and interventions are most effective for which demographic or
beneficiary groups.

3. DOL and SPA in consultation with WINZ and other relevant agencies to work
together on the following capacity building projects:



a)

b)

develop consistent definitions and measures of outcomes for participants
in employment and training programmes prior to finalising Work and
Income New Zealand’s systems. Consideration will need to be given to
how outcomes are measured at the regional level;

investigate and develop appropriate impact measures, including cost-
effectiveness, for labour market and income support programmes;,/_’_) )

< i / N
. . . \ \\ (\/ > o
put in place processes for tracking the recommendations or /f\in‘étng‘s\ \//9 </\<\
arising from their evaluations; and AN ‘-vf(',\_\\\_/' (\ %
W

N ; :
AN ‘ )
develop and distribute criteria and guidelines for conglc‘bi\i}g e\%a}uations. (\\u/q
N % \ o=
OL YA\
o ) Vg < \,_;:\ \)



1. INTRODUCTION

The Labour Market Policy Group of the Department of Labour has summarised
evaluations of employment programmes from five agencies. The review focusew

35 evaluations conducted since 1991, and examined employment issues, opera /
trends, and evaluanon quality. The evaluatlons were completed by the NewZea
C F SO

Welfare, the Educatlon and Training Support Agency and the Minj \.
Affairs. Results of the analysis are to inform development of a new de \ RN o
combines income support and employment services. To d \ V-

and training programmes, and have tended not to ev Wr
strategies or to aggregate the results of individu
individual programmes will continue, there i
trends and differences across the evaluati
one such re-examination.

1.1 CONTEXT AND BACKGROU

h progr: es cost and what operational issues need to be resolved.
% evaluation to determine what works and what does not will

NS ~ 'th(_‘Fthe\ﬁf Qf employment programme evaluations will assist officials to determine
N2 hich programmes are most effective under what circumstances. Until recently, it
\
/> N\ ve been difficult to conduct such a review as there were only a small number
Ny
> \.\\*\ * of. evaluated labour market programmes. However, following the 1993 Employment
/\//\ v\ Task Force there was an increase in the number of labour market programmes, and a
/ ?\"\ N\ ~ requirement that all new employment programmes be evaluated. Consequently, by the
\_\\ \/ end of 1997, a sufficient number of employment programmes had been evaluated to

N/ examine common trends and issues across the evaluations.

A New Zealand Employment Service, Department of Labour

The New Zealand Employment Service (NZES) matches job seekers to vacancies;
helps job seekers with training and job search skills; provides information and help to
Jjob seekers; and offers a variety of programmes to assist disadvantaged into
employment. The aim of all NZES services and programmes is to assist people into
suitable jobs. There is a particular focus on disadvantaged job seekers (i.e. NZES
priority clients).



An evaluation unit within NZES carries out evaluations of NZES programmes or
interventions. Most of the evaluations undertaken by NZES over the past five years
have been in response to Government requirements, especially the Employment
Taskforce. The Government has often determined what programmes will be evaluated
and when they will be evaluated. /\

B Community Employment Group, Department of Labour

The Community Employment Group (CEG) works in partnership with cﬁhq \1 es i
and groups within communities to help them create their own opporfumttes ﬁ)\r N
employment and positive activity leading to self sufficiency. CEG's dei‘i\@ry i5 at a
pace and in a style that responds to a community’s culture gntfﬁe\lvelopm‘em and i is
tailored to respond to the local circumstances of the comgmﬁuy "Ih\e four gro,up\ \

targeted by CEG are: S5 NN / \
. MaOI'I, /(_\\;‘\1" \'_'-' ;./\‘, = \ e \ :
¢ Pacific Island peoples, \\ \ / \
¢ women, and \

N\ N\

The CEG operational envigenn ent méaﬁ ihat eva{uhndﬁ\nagc{&to be able to recognise
the social, economic andlethp entEeneﬁt/s?rfslj&\a}@& otors that relate to

e disadvantaged rural and urban bomh:t :ué ( s,

""'H-..
ity 1nvol@Mf hhpgh commitment and a sense of
sur‘\ ve beyond government input,
mput (advice and funding) to lever a

ge/ Lh '\qromotlon off

ative (and’sometimes higher risk) local solutions to complex
en brings unexpected spin-offs,
Mmmunity to be an active partner in the identification and

/ 2N wing assistance to be directed to groups who are generally more difficult to
/\ D \\ reach through the traditional bureaucratic approach, and
€ /u_\\‘\ e the contribution to social cohesion at the community level.

-"'(-\_\ \‘\“\} ~ C Social Policy Agency, Department of Social Welfare

o The Social Policy Agency (SPA) provides the government with policy advice on a
range of major social and welfare issues, and advises on welfare policy change.

While the primary role of the SPA evaluation team is managing evaluation contracts,
it also undertakes some small scale evaluations. Clients for evaluations include Social
Policy Agency policy groups, Children Young Persons and their Families Service,
New Zealand Income Support Service and Community Funding Agency. Most
evaluations are for the purpose of providing information for policy development rather
than operations.
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D Education and Training Support Agency

The Education and Training Support Agency (ETSA) is an Education Crown entity
with a Board appointed by the Minister of Education. The Agency works with
employers, Industry Training Organisations, and training providers to raise the skill
level of the New Zealand workforce. The Agency is responsible for the following
major training initiatives:

e SKkill New Zealand,
e Training Opportunities Programme', and
e Skill Enhancement.

E Ministry of Youth Affairs

The Ministry of Youth Affairs provides policy advice t
affecting youth; administers grants to sponsor organi
Conservation Corps and Youth Services Corps;
help themselves (i.e. provision of informatiQ a%

o eht opportunitj

F Labour Market Policy Group, Depa naf tabour

The Labour Market Policy Group P{3) provid of strategic policy advice.
This includes: N

. [ ic policy advice an i acro economic and general

o acro economic and general labour

anges in the labour market.
n evaluation strategy for the Department.

(NACEW).

5 on guidelines for the department. LMPG is also represented on the steering
" grotips managing the major evaluations. Steering group members are required to

\ jointly sign off on key milestones (e.g. completion of the scoping, planning,
implementation and review phases).

' TOP is the Government’s largest labour market training intervention, providing around 15, 000 places per
year.

2 Major projects are those that a) have an impact on the KRAs of other services, b) are relevant to major
strategic developments in the Department, or ¢) pertain to the performance contracts between the Chief
Executive and other General Managers.
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2. KEY QUESTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2.1 KEY QUESTIONS

The key questions to be addressed in this study are as follows:

1. What are the strengths and weaknesses of different employment progra.mmc;m/_\.
interventions? S

< \\ N € AN
2. What employment programmes or interventions appear to be more ef?ectwe m \/ 2 ey
terms of participant employment and training outcomes, for whqm’%ld wh‘y'?\ e ( (L A
3. What are strengths and weaknesses of the evaluations? . ik N Q\\:u |
This question looks at the quality of the evaluation a;th[/BSWers whether theﬁrc v
2 R A= )
robust, supportable, accurate and useful. N - S ‘;‘xﬂ:_‘ \ L
A~ \
2.2 METHODOLOGY RN t_\( Y)
training and attitude), operational stretigths.ane u;&:g ofthe
evaluations, and the use made of ¢he ewaluatt i ¢d’on the data
sources listed below. This process\is\refk a_metase tioh. A meta-
evaluation, sometlmes refeire an e ion systhek procedure for
systematically comp. ip)e ops in order to summarise
what is already kn A2 icies or pregrammes. A meta-evaluation

may be used

luations of employment programmes
December 1997 by the following organisations:

rvice 22 evaluations,
3 evaluations,
5 evaluations,
3 evaluations,
2 evaluations.

ation contained in the text of the report and did not replicate the work
en in original evaluation.

+ Other data sources used in the review included follow-up policy documents, and

interviews with key staff in NZES, DSW and CEG. This information was primarily
used to address issues such as the utilisation of the evaluation. A sample of six
evaluations was taken to determine the utilisation of the evaluations (refer to section
22.3).

2.2.1 Effectiveness of the programmes

To determine the effectiveness of the programmes information was collected on a)
range and cost of programmes, b) the percentage of participants achieving
employment and/or training outcomes, and c) the operation of the programmes.
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The categorisation listed below recognises that different types of programmes have
different expected outcomes. Programmes were classified as:

wage subsidy

work experience

job-related training

life skills or motivational training o
job search assistance A g
community development A D \\\/
assistance to people in work e N N e
knowledge building o N\ \3 "\

e & o # @ @ @

Refer to Appendix 1 for a definition of each category. la, ,snme cﬁscs the programh‘\cs ".\ §
that were categorised as assistance to people in work; kn OW\Gdgg Fulldm ﬂ‘ategtt N
initiatives have been categorised as “other”. /\ \ '\,

/\\\C“\ L ¥ ’“/\ N\ \]

\ A .l
The following target groups were identi J d NN\ | %
long-term job seekers, AR (\\ i

e youth, <.\ ARSI AN s
e women, \i\ (}\\\{\\\\\
e Maori, .)\ x\ \\
e Pacific lsfang;i'ﬁcﬁ/pj\\e \ ) \Q h\lx ¥
e sole parpnts.., Q /\ ,‘\\\ \ '
o disable( — M P, \\D
tﬁ\rx \_‘"‘r/h J/ ) ,\ \/ Q

(‘\rm \>\thm each programme type were compared in
tiy n\SS of the programmes®. Employment outcomes were
tticipants achieving the outcome after the intervention,

E/p n}ﬁn‘t and traini
Ofde( t{pdyl’ermme the e

gQas the pereentages o

register),

\ /'\ N\ “alid class:ﬁed s f llows;
& \ Siegm
(C?] i -time e)ip]rfyment (i.e. over 30 hours per week),
NG j‘x r H im¢ employment (i.e. between 15 and 30 hours per week),
NS N\ y employment (i.e. atemporary placement lasts between 11 days and
>\ \ x \4) | 'days and does not lapse the job seeker off the register),
/ > \»_short duration employment (i.e. a short-duration placement by NZES is less
\\ f \\\\_ than or equal to 10 working days and doesn't lapse the job seeker off the
~ g o
\ ,

e self-employment, and

e unspecified employment (i.e. where the content of the employment outcome is
unclear or made up of a combination of the above outcomes).

Within each of the above categories a distinction was also made between subsidised
and unsubsidised employment.

3 Not all of the evaluations were required to examine employment and training outcomes. For example, two of

the CEG evaluations examined the process of programme delivery and long-term economic development rather
than short-term employment outcomes.

strategic initiatives. A " \ ' Y\ N
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Training outcomes were stated as the percentages of participants entering further
training after the programme or intervention. No attempt was made to differentiate
between training types as in most cases it was not clear as to what constituted further
training.

The operational strengths and weaknesses of the programmes were reviewed and
trends identified. Trends were identified by counting the number of times an |§su;e
was mentioned across different evaluations. Key trends were those that were \ ;/"j A

mentioned in the greatest number of evaluations. (\ 2 '/ )

ecaul cthc g’ \_“

An analysis of trends in cost or cost-effectiveness could not be inc
information contained in the evaluations was insufficient. N/eré“qf the e
adequately addressed cost or cost-effectiveness i issues. < ) L - N R

2.2.2 Evaluation quality

Public Service (Canberra ACT, Sept
somewhat to fit the New Zealan

)\
td the dvaluatlon
e Bemg evaluated
the evaluation

t onship between the conclusions and the data
"\ lity of the recommendations
2SN \/ & presentation of the report

\

\
] \/ \ The complete list of criteria used is included in Appendix 1.

\\( ) \) N 2.2.3 Evaluation use

S A sample of six evaluations was selected to determine the utilisation of evaluations.
For the purposes of this evaluation, utilisation refers to documented actions taken
based on the results or recommendations of the evaluation (i.e. documented changes
to the programme). Agency staff were asked a series of questions on the utilisation of
the selected evaluations (refer to Appendix 2).

Two evaluations from each organisation (NZES, CEG, DSW) were selected from the
list provided in Appendix 3 according to the following criteria:
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o the evaluation was completed within the last two years, and
¢ cnough time has elapsed for any recommendations to have been implemented
(i.e. late 1996, early 1997).

NZES, CEG and DSW were selected because they will form part of the new agency.

2.24 Limitations e
; ; ; ¢
There were several constraints on this meta-evaluation: A NS > = A&
¢ [t was difficult to compare the results of the evaluations because th@ /‘,, \ \/ ' on?
methodologies and robustness and rigour of the evaluations i L(ded m\thé ( r
study varied considerably. Comparisons were also limited beca&sé\of the \/h\\ }‘J/’
different nature of some of the programmes. \ \ \}“ !
e There may be some publication bias. While ever '\,&

included some may have been missed.
included because they were not com

(i.e. the evaluation of Job Plus -' 5 4
e The focus of this evaluatiopwa € programmes
do not necessarily reflect th g ploymé' rm s available in
each agency.

e The review reji { 3 as a source of data. Asa
result, the u saesdentifiedare not always clear. Ideally
ith key agency staff about the issues

intervi
id tlﬁ resource constraints meant this was
A \MVF
N N
< ,//:\ \\911 TYPE F ) G
o \\ V' /,\ . *
\/} ) \.\;\, Nine gtamme types were identified amongst the 35 employment
: W ‘Table 1). Approximately two-thirds of evaluated programmes were
Y o ZES. Fifteen of these programmes were life skills or motivational
' /\. \ rogrammes and a further eight programmes were wage subsidy or work
/ S /\ E‘x erience programmes. NZES undertook the greatest range of programmes.
/ﬁ\}\{\ \\,' Table 1: Organisations undertaking evaluations by programme type
(\"\.‘ .‘\-_\ Organisations undertaking evaluations
NN/ Programme Type NZES CEG DSW ETSA MOYA
b N 4 Wage subsidy 3.7.9, 14,20,
21, 31
Work experience 2
Training: life skills, motivation B, 17,25, 27, 10, 11, 34, 1,4,13 16, 22
24, 32 35
Training: job or business-related | 12 33 11 1,.4,13
Job search assistance 8,15,19,30
Community development 23,24

4 Refer to Appendix 2 for a description of each of the programmes included in this meta-evaluation.
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Assistance to people in work 26
Knowledge building 518
Strategic initiatives 28
Key:
1. Access Training, 1992 18. Barriers lo Employment Facing Long-Term Job Seekers,
2. Community Taskforce, 1992 1996 x
3. Taskforce Green, 1993 19. Youth Action Programme, 1996 / }
4, TOP, 1994 20. Job Support Programme, 1996 7
5. The Behaviour and Perceptions of Long Term Job 21, Enterprise Allowance and the Capitalisation Op@\ 1Q9€

Seekers, 1994 22. NZCC Two Year Post-Course Evaluation A‘.{QS ¥ AN '\/_ g
6. Limited Service Volunteer Scheme, 1994 23. CEG Pacific Peoples Evaluation Re 1\99? SN '-\ e
7. Job Plus, 1994 24. Mahi A wi Evaluation Report, 1997, © WY
8. Joint NZES/NZIS Work Focus Interviews, 1994 25. Maori Youth Pilot, 1967 \‘ NN \ N
9. TFG, Tourism Green and Possum Control, 1935 26. OSCAR DAP Pilot, 1997 b g, LB
10, Compass Pilot Programme, 1995 27. Wahine Pakari Prog| oh7 = N\ \
11. Training Incentive Allowance, 1595 28. |EA Pilot, 1997 /\\_‘ \ \
12. Job Plus Training Pilot, 1995 iKi ong; 1997 N R ~ \\
13. Survey of TOP Trainees, 1995 rammes@‘\‘- NG
14, Job Skills, 1995 _ NV
15. Job Action, 1995 ika, 1992.,-3)\/\\‘»\&& 2y
16. NZCC and YSC programmes, 1995 1997 7 < AN\
17. Tane Atawhai, 1995 JEEANC D

i O 5
r\\‘ 1

3.2 TARGET GROUPS

The greatest range of
long-term uncmpl%
i

aporT; Pacific Island people, women, sole
1 to that specifically targeting the long-

ing programmes. In addition, one of the two

eting Pacific Island peoples was a life-skills or motivational
ble 2). There are no wage subsidy or work experience
targeting Maori®, Pacific Island people, women, or sole parents
report. There were 19 evaluated programmes targeting the long term

, including six wage subsidy or work experience programmes, three job or
-related training programmes, and six life skills or motivational programmes.

.

(\\/_, \ \ Table 2; Programme type by target group

(’““\ NN\ \ Programme Type Target Group
\\\ ) ) Long-term  Youth Maori Pacific =~ Women  Sole Disabled  Other
s job Island parents
seekers peoples
Wage subsidy Fu 931 14 20 21
Work experience 2
Training: life skills, 4,13 6,16,22 17,25 32 27,29 10, 34 1,11
motivation 35 27,29

5

An evaluation of the Job Plus Maori Assets programme was not completed in time to include in this

evaluation. The Job Plus Maori Assets programme is a wage subsidy programme targeting Maori.



Training: job or 4,12,13 1,11,33
business-related
Job search assistance '8, 15 19,30
Community 24 23
development
Assistance to people 26 26
in work /’;)
Knowledge building 5, 18 _ %’/*}
Strategic iniiatives Qg
‘.J_\\_ 2N\ N
Key: ZINNE AN
- < ‘\ I\ ‘-\'__J
1. Access Training, 1992 18. Barriers to Employment Facing L‘&:ng\e}rq Job'Gekers,
2. Community Taskforce, 1992 1996 S5 BNy,
3. Taskforce Green, 1993 19. Youth Action Prog ol N
4. TOP, 1994 20. Job Support Programm | .
5. The Behaviour and Perceptions of Long Term Job 21. Enterprise Al ifatisation Dptioh\_wg&ﬁ. N
Seekers, 1994 22. NZCC Two &%ﬁaﬁon, 185;5\\ o
6. Limited Service Volunteer Scheme, 1994 5 n Repor, ‘[91 AN
7. Job Plus, 1994 : N \ J -
8. Joint NZES/NZIS Work Focus Interviews, 1994 N RN T
9. TFG, Tourism Green and Possum Control, 1995
10. Compass Pilot Programme, 1995 <
11. Training Incentive Allowance, 1995 A\ N\
12. Job Plus Training Pilot, 1995 NN \20,
13, Survey of TOP Trainees, 1995 N
14. Job Skills, 1995 N
15. Job Action, 1995 LNy
16. NZCC and YSC progra i ‘\/) j
17. Tane Atawhai, 1995 N\~

16

e valiated programmes. Figures show
evaluation at the time the evaluations were
t levels. These figures were taken from the

s the figures refer to the results of sample surveys. In
ived from an administrative database.

oples and women were under-represented in subsidy
ich enabled participants to start a business or remain in a job (i.e.
wance and Job Support). For example, Maori make up 28% of the

. Maori participation was similar or greater than the proportion of Maori on the NZES

register in wage subsidy or work experience programmes aimed improving chances of
obtaining stable employment (i.e. Job Connection, Taskforce Green). This was not
the case for women or Pacific Island peoples. For example, women make up 37% of
the NZES register but only 18% of Job Connection, and 17.8% of Taskforce Green
participants were women. Similarly, 8% of those on the NZES register are Pacific
Island peoples but they only represent 3.3% of Taskforce Green participants and 6.6.%
of Job Connection participants (Table 3).

b
-



Table 3: Participation rates in the evaluated programmes

17

Programme Type Pakeha  Maori Pacific Other% Women
% % Island % %
Wage subsidy and work experience
Evaluation of Community Taskforce - - = 04
Evaluation of Taskforce Green 59 318 33 80 " 348
Evaluating the Effectiveness Job Plus = - EQWE S
Evaluation of TFG, Tourism Green and Possum Control \\\" / ﬁ\:\\‘"'\jf’;
e TFG 519 45.5 O ON\IR N\ 228
e Tourism Green 613 374 v\ \N{ 52
«  Possum Control Programme 642 M3 — 13 \\05 20
Evaluation of Job Skils 50 RS e R
Evaluation of Job Support Programme* 85.0 _//;'\’9 0\::“5:0 30 \.B\_
Enterprise Allowance and the Capitalisation Option \</“/ ; b ﬁ\" \Y\M"\,
) Entgmljse Aiowmoe éﬁ-ﬂ\ - \ 8.0 D 0
o Capitalisation Option N 10 80 22.0
Evaluation of Job Connection A\ 0 ONNZET 180
Training X {t\\\.ﬁ‘i > N/ \\\ 7
The Effectiveness of Access TrainingD \'\:\\ \\\\\) 57. 40 52,5
TOP Rfvrewu. : : ’ /}e -\C, Y B
Evaluation of Limited Service Vdgnﬁp\&ﬁw\ 1 83 46 -
Evaluation of Compass Pilot Progsan g\{_; 1 LM 140 960
Evaluation of Training lnwﬁiﬂi%}@anﬂe\v /x g 888 47 91.0
An Evaluation of Jogfpius A raining. Pio R I\ A 30 52.0
Assessment of TOPs 0P frainees” P \\) /’ - . - - -
Evaluation &DJ\ b&a\ rog_mmsi \\\:/ FE=S
7\ NEce e \&\\) 6 580 25 %7
A2 NRC SN ) 36.3 42.5 159 - 31.9
o Taik {EValuation Report \\, 10 940 10 40 .
22 XN \{%&Wea Post(ourse E\raluahhb - - - : -
7\ Edaitation of Medri YouthProt 940 60 50.0
)\ 7 Evaluatioprof Wahin Pakar Rrorammes ; - S 000
il Em\b{ﬁ Tane U'Le Pasefika 0.0
AN - (I:u? "Bqé}\ﬁanonal Outcomes Report'D g60 | 210 200 | 110 40.0
¥ /\\\wm Evaluation of Compass After Two Years* - - B -
A/ \: s jobsearch assistance
/_’\// N\ Evallation of Joint NZESINZIS Work Focus Intenviews - - - - -
L~ W "\ Evaluation of Job Action 53.7 328 94 4.1 2.0
/ (\:“\ \_:\ An Operational Review of the Youth Action Programme 59.0 34.0 7.0 44.0
NN 2 Enhanced Job Action Programmes - = = =
s Enhanced Youth Action Programmes - - - 45.7
Community development
CEG Pacific Peoples Evaluation Report* - -
Mahi A Iwi Evaluation Report* - -
Assistance to people in work
Evaluation of OSCAR DAP Pilot" 450 330 18.0 40
Knowledge building
Behaviour and Perceptions of Long Term Job Seskers NA NA NA NA NA
Bariers to Employment Facing Long-Term Job Seekers NA NA NA NA NA
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Strategic initiatives
Evaluation of IEA Pilot - = = S -
Proportion on the NZES Register at April 1998 54.0 28.0 8.0 10.0 37.0

a) Programmes with an * include participants who may not be registered with NZES (i.e. DPB beneficiaries).
b) Programmes with a 0 are job or business-refated training programmes. Some programmes such as TOP, also life skills
training programmes.

c) Adash (-) indicates the relevant data was not included in the evaluation repart. //\

F A
Maori had high rates of participation (e.g. over 28%) in other programmes SQEF%S:/ A
Access, Job Plus Training, Job Action, Conservation Corps and Youth }vmt's\"/
Corps, Youth Action, OSCAR DAP, and Hikoi ki Pae-rangi. Pacifie Qaﬁd\p’;oblﬁ:s
high rates of participation (i.e. over 8%) in Job Action, Youth Services Corps. Vg
OSCAR DAP, and Hikoi Ki Pae-rangi. Women had high Ba‘%g\ipation rates (i.e. aver "

37%) in the following programmes which are not directly ta at sole parents or
x M TN — R STTRANEN
women: A Y e N
b . - T - S NN \
N \\_‘/.’ NN S
o Access sy \/ P '/(—ﬂ\\\\/
e Job Plus Training {\\ \\ ) ) NS /\\\ X /
e Job Skills ) \\\\f CAN XN
e Youth Services Corps O\ \ < ¥ \/\ \“\\ N
; A N\ \ >
e Youth Action SO TN X AN A
\®) N
e Job Support \\— / NN \B‘:\'\

=3 N

A,
\ W
S

PEONAN
(f( P! ) \\\

-

>"are all tYaining or -l}fg-skills and motivational
programmes are open to women who

ONS

ere categorised according to whether they focused on outcomes

st or basic knowledge building. The majority of programmes
ing the impact of a programme and how the programme was
Appendix 4). Refer to Appendix 5 for a fuller discussion of
mative evaluations.

" be

n
S

1
P st and cost-effectiveness
(.; - /\\
/\ ‘\ /\ Only seven of the 35 evaluations included in this study examined the cost of the
N

. \\/ 2 N\ programme in any form (Appendix 4). None of the evaluations adequately examined
- [\\\ \\_'\ ~ the programme cost or cost effectiveness. For example, none the evaluations included
'- ) w administrative costs such as staff time in their attempts to evaluate cost or cost-
K ¢ effectiveness. The lack of focus on cost results primarily from a lack of

comprehensive cost information. Adequate information is currently not collected on
programme costs and administrative costs (i.e. cost of staff time and support costs).
NZES commented that until there is a reliable estimate of staff time then developing a
robust analysis of cost effectiveness is difficult. However, information on programme
costs and administrative costs is essential for determining the cost and/or cost-
effectiveness of a programme or suite of programmes. All financial information
should be collected in a way that allows aggregation by activity and by outputs. The
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importance of evaluating the cost-effectiveness of programmes and interventions will
only increase with introduction of the new agency and greater regional flexibility.

3.3.2 Afocus on individual programmes

All of the evaluations included in this study focused on individual programmes
(Appendix 4). There has not been a requirement for the agencies to evaluate suit}s or
combinations of programmes or interventions, sequences of programmes or ¢~ _~
interventions, or outcomes for demographic or beneficiary groups across prog m\?fi
or interventions. However, as of October 1 1998, WINZ will be focused o ing~~
people to work using regional flexibility as a way to tailor progra 3
the local labour markets. As a result, regional commissioners will heek \ ©
programmes work, in what combinations and for which tar; '_‘rzups‘ oreover, the \,
emphasis on case management and other forms of “indi 'fﬁﬁe -’."gssistance,r.-m_éhﬁs\_ '
that in addition to evaluating discrete programmes t i i‘-q\é%\?m?bc an additie n@ }
focus on evaluating the impact of broader strategie inked SCI:iG ?r “\\ A S
, AN .’

D

T
L
i
",

a) Types of programmes or interventj ; rﬁgﬁlmme or

intervention would examine t e in terms of
job seekers achieving employ fni mes) Lifeskills and
motivational program a tyha o programme that needs to
be evaluated. The maj O i y Maori, Pacific Island
peoples, womeg; a ifess ivational programmes.

Some evalys

motivatio a¥ not been an evaluation which
exa - opmotivational programmes led to
_efpld Xrentand traini es, and how effective this programme type is
& fipare \ bypes (e.g. wage subsidy programmes).

(\. i "‘:.\‘_I/'i_,')
Py, \ b) Sequence ofrogrammesp¥ interventions: An evaluation focusing on a sequence
% 73 ‘-‘\V'_ of prog WT}&# ould look at how particular programmes build on each other to

AN A ultimat eekers into stable employment. Evaluating sequences of
L e e, v particular relevance for NZES as the concept of staircasing job
\\ " R work underpins much of NZES’ work with job seekers. However, no
AN as'been done to evaluate whether or not staircasing is effective in placing
. // /.\‘\_ N ckers into work, which groups are most likely to benefit from staircasing and
</ “ N “shich combinations of programmes are most effective at placing people into work.
AN
J,_,\\\I‘{/ O

r (\\\l\\ c) Demographic or beneficiary groups: An evaluation could be undertaken looking

across programmes available to particular demographic or beneficiary groups to
determine which programmes or interventions are most beneficial and under what
circumstances. For example, an evaluation could determine which of the
programmes available to Maori are most effective at meeting their employment and
training needs, and identify gaps in the provision of programmes or interventions.

d) Regional variation: An evaluation could examine the extent to which the selection
and implementation of programmes or interventions, and participant outcomes vary
across the regions. With the move towards greater regional flexibility, policy
makers will need to know which programmes and interventions are most effective
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for which groups in which regions. Without such information it will be difficult
for policy makers to develop new, or assess existing, broad coverage programmes.

3.4 OUTCOMES FOR PARTICIPANTS

3.4.1 Do programmes place people into employment? 2

Twenty-two evaluations identified employment outcomes for participants (Append/ X
6). However, as Appendix 4 indicates, not all of the evaluations were re un‘cd fh f'\" 2
focus on outcomes for participants. These results must be treated wlth,gd *Q“{’ ing~
to the constraints outlined in section 3.4.4. A ) ‘\ W

A Wage subsidy and work experience programmes 7 ey

Of the eight wage subsidy and work experience progr:
seven examined outcomes for participants®. The hi
employment were Job Plus and Job Skills partje
Connection participants obtained full-time ¢
into account displacement, substitution

Green programmes appc\a(P }t_sil : s .\u

_ and" Wwork experie ammes specified how much of
an impact wod)d-be he 'y to consid me “successful”. A study

looking at wage subsid

schemes arly sug s of net jobs created. Most of schemes
}{uhgx*éj tar measured came out with estimates of between
m%ga}fc!\ (00 (NERA owever, Martin (1998: 12) points out that:
A "\f\ fﬂ(}ﬁc’ subsi o0 give an advantage to the target group compared
< -&" : '\_ with othcz:jo and the resulting redistribution of job opportunities may be
///?\1.‘_ o v/ jus;ﬁeﬁ\rw\qu" ounds
N A \
N7 fartif (}Qi?ﬂ\))goes on to say that wage subsidy programmes may serve to maintain
LS %’\ \\\Mo ker§” *attachment to the labour force. However, he recommends that the subsidies
\/ xb&[ﬁi‘ih{iﬂ duration, targeted and closely monitored.
) \
Q/ A \ B Employment outcomes for other programmes types
7 /—\\

C

AN

%
S

WO

e

—

P

Employment outcomes were measured for training programmes. However, with the
possible exception of job-related training programmes, these programmes are not
designed to led participants directly to employment. Life skills and motivational
programmes, for example, are often aimed at increasing the confidence of and skills of

®  The evaluation of Enterprise Allowance Programme recorded time spent off the register.

65% of Job Skills and 66% of Job Plus participants obtained employment outcomes. This is consistent with

employment outcomes achieved by JOS participants, JOS, an earlier version of Job Plus, was used as a

comparison group in the evaluation of ACCESS.

8 Additionality, the number of extra jobs created by a programme, is not the only measure of a programmes
success. For example, in the US the focus is on the degree to which programmes result in increased eamings
for participants.
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job seekers so as to improve their chances of finding work. Such programmes are not
expected to achieve high employment outcomes.

Nevertheless, 13 of the 16 training programmes included in the study were required to
examine outcomes. The highest percentages gaining employment were ACCESS® and
Wahine Pakari'® participants. The lowest percentages of participants were placed jnto
employment following Tama Tane O Le Pasifika. None of evaluations focusinﬁg@
training programmes specified how much of an impact would be necessary to\con

a programme “successful”. International literature suggests that the out
participants in public training programmes are mixed. The most copsiste
results have been recorded for adult women. Some programmes le 0s
results for men but very few training programmes lead to positive results for youth
(Martin 1998). However, as Martin (1998) points out, t@ nations have ver
short time horizons, there is very little evidence on wi ¢ ¥

training programmes work best, and it is unclear w

and work experience programmes
programmes (i.e. Job Connecti

dwork experience
ad better employment
mes. However, some

ng on job sefirch assi appeared to be successful at placing
ent, parti 1y Job Action and Youth Action. International

j a tance is usually the least costly active labour
d onsistently positive outcomes (Martin 1998).

ans it is not possible to comment on the employment outcomes for
g on community development, IEA and OSCAR.

j outcomes

skills and motivational programmes were more successful at placing people into
taining than other types of programmes. However, placing people into further

training is not the objective of other programme types such as wage subsidy and work

. experience programmes. The Compass (1995) and Hikoi Ki Pae-rangi (1997)

programmes had the highest percentage of participants entering further training
(Appendix 7). Both of these programmes target women, whom overseas literature
suggests derive the greatest benefit from training programmes (Martin 1998).

3.4.3 Attitudinal outcomes

Approximately half of the evaluations measured the changes in attitude the course
may or may not have had on participants. In these evaluations the majority of
participants reported positive attitudes, which most frequently meant improved self-

?  41% of participants achieved an employment outcome
10 40% of participants achieved an employment outcome.
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esteem and confidence, and/or improved motivation. In other cases, programmes
were said to have a positive impact on the following:

¢ work habits
presentation at work
group interaction skills

e job search commitment s
¢ broadening horizons in terms of options available / o g
¢ sense of achievement e S
e attitude towards getting a job D NN
e attitude towards agency (i.e. NZES, IS). \\ ) J
AR ‘ \\\ |
The approaches used for examining programme impacts off gardi¢ipant attitudes
not consistent or systematic. In most cases, attitude ¢ e\s\yug\:re;ﬁj?:asured b

generally show whether a) impro
importantly, improved attitude

point is particularly relevaxut give
programmes evalui% MNof #

Is and motivational
otivational courses is

.. c . proved chances of finding a job.
parin c

tate{with any confidence which interventions or
get groups owing to difficulties in comparing
nes across programmes.

improve job se

ment outcomes in terms of full-time, part-time, short duration and
vork while others only looked at those obtained full- and part-time work
e cases the nature of the employment was unspecified. Within each of
N categories some evaluations also distinguished between subsidised and

~ \insubsidised work.

" However, the difficulties associated with measuring outcomes across the evaluations

need to be placed in context. There are several different government agencies
represented in this meta-evaluation. Each of these agencies service different
populations and have different goals. Under these circumstances it is unlikely that
they would use the same outcomes measures. Within agencies, the focus has been
on evaluating individual programmes rather than suites of programmes. Asa
consequence, evaluators have tended to develop outcome measures suited to the
programme and the circumstances at the time. For example, it is only relatively
recently that NZES developed a standard definition of stable employment.
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b) Counterfactuals’': In several cases the evaluations did not specify how the

programme would be judged a success or lacked reliable means for determining
counterfactuals. There appear to be two reasons for this: a) the size of the impact
necessary to consider a programme “successful™ was not specified, and b) there
were problems in designing comparison groups and counterfactuals. In the case of
the latter, some evaluations relied on comparison groups of job seekers matched to
those who participated in the programmes by demographic criteria or by locati |( .

in order to estimate what outcomes would have resulted in the abscnce oi"a\é vc;v'
intervention. The development of counterfactuals was limited by the <~ > ~.__ J =2
implementation approaches used for the programmes under study: Ia somq g ( \ M
situations, for example, a programme was offered to all eligible mhﬁgke:s at the \\ :1 )

same nme 0 no control group could be establlshcd No ca(p‘cnmental designs were >

: f_"‘
There are indications that design of appropria a ?‘iﬁis is cha
evaluation of the expanded Community T Ty und

using randomly assigned control and trea{m rgupsto me
participants. However, such methodﬁw‘tir@t '

Appendix 5 = -7 3
(App ). AN A A 1,“ \\>\\\

c) Administrative data: T/bml\erprétght{n of admml :gﬁvm@ta was inconsistent.

For example, in the ghsé of N?ES reglstcr d@, \t\he%‘ll}wfing measures were used
by different cva<lrfatf9n\§\ \ j .
/

. numberfoipécﬁ)\lé ;;jﬁbon the regig
. HUJKCILQ f people.who ha{e )c’ﬁ sres
. tota{\@n{bg*’ptj days spﬁm 0}1 Ll'fe reg

¢ P
betd. ,5pec1ﬁed period;

dter within a specified period,

d) D’ﬁn}{ on of ﬁ;rtheﬂ{*&tﬁ?g R‘Jacre was no consistent definition as to what

K
\

cé‘nsutmed further tralmigx In some cases “further training” was not defined while

: = m y'ther casés a\detalled description was given of the courses pammpants went on

“after ¢ the programme. Some only looked at participation in TOP
cou{“ses
aﬁ cvh%asurement period: The duration over which outcomes were measured
d from zero months to two years. Time constraints placed on evaluations (e.g.
Caﬁmct reporting requirements) led to inconsistent outcome measurement periods.

" f) Definitions of ethnic or demographic groups: The reporting of outcomes for

particular ethnic or demographic groups varied across the evaluation reports. For
example, outcomes for Pacific Island people were often not reported or were
combined with other ethnic groups (e.g. “other” or “non-Maori”). Differing
definitions of ethnic and demographic groups combined with other difficulties
listed above, meant that it was not possible to compare outcomes for particular
groups across different programmes or interventions.

Counterfactuals are an estimate of what would have happened if the programme did not exist. The
counterfactual could be outcomes for a group of non-participant, outcomes for a group before the intervention
is introduced, or some other construct.
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g) Measuring attitudinal change: Examining the impact of a course on participants'
attitudes does not appear to have been examined in any systematic manner. None
of the evaluations that examined participants' attitudes, attempted to measure the
extent to which attitudinal change was sustained over time. NZES has recognised
the need to develop more robust and consistent measures of attitudinal change. For
example the evaluation of Residential Motivational Training (currently underw;y)
is attempting to measure attitudinal change of participants on a before and aft€y”

intervention basis. In addition the evaluation is tracking cohorts of panlmms go

measure the robustness of attitudinal change over time and across dlffcr\en? v
providers. 4 \- ‘\\:_‘-,\
3.5 OPERATIONAL STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES - O

< ) ) N\
The review identified a number of key operational issues c?qd&}li“]‘rs,ﬂveral S
evaluations that will need to be resolved if the aims a\nﬂ g’égedwcs of prg,gfﬁl‘nq‘rq‘&m\

not to be undermined. The issues were: o |
/_\ W\ /’ o k

* job seekers were not appropriately mét(’:hbql‘to Earg)grammes aaa iqml ver tiens,
e the programmes often failed to ,megt ﬂl&p‘rmme objebfl\’cs or HLC intent of
the programme,

e monitoring of the progmmm\w/\bbéeeker ptbg{&ss\ \igs‘ffe’quently

inadequate, or A N,
® case managemeng h{“posi‘ ﬂacement supfmrt )Vi\s}*‘ffggﬁently inadequate.
It was more d]fﬁcult {Q‘ ld%anhf@tﬁe ke sﬁ‘m%thmrgs-s the evaluations because the
evaluations t ded t\b\f'qcu’snn the opergtion \}f@tknesses However, evaluations also
provide an o pm:umty ldentl,fy pi‘ )strengths. Such information can be
used to Qeq\qe‘rQQUf practice$?, ";/ S

{&j Reqmltment an{‘sé\ia\oT‘famgramme participants

/.\ ~ The rt:v icw revealed that\ﬂax\reérultmem and selection of participants for programmes
@nd mterveptlor\‘s varied. Some evaluations identified positive aspects about the

\ \ 7 ogramm m:sytme and selection process. However, a number of evaluations
« )1 gﬁhca&i\lhﬁt\ asa result of inadequate programme recruitment and selection
Ocesses, |\

/, W\ \ p)a}:es are sometimes taken by job seekers who do not belong on the

/\ Q \/\ & *pfogramme and

< -;’ A\ \ e the most appropriate job seekers (i.e. those with the greatest need or those who
N £ e will get the most out of the programme) are not selected to participate in the

C \\ D programme.
' ) Recruitment was also identified as an issue in a recent review of the Employment
Taskforce programmes'?. For example, problems with recruitment were evident

across all of the seminar based programmes.

A Recruitment and selection procedures

12 Eight ETF programmes were evaluated: Enhanced Job Action and Youth Action; Job Connection; Tama Tane
o le Pasefika; Maori Youth Pilot; Wahine Pakari; Hikoi ki Pae-rangi/New Horizons; and the Maori Women's
Development Fund. All of these programmes, except Job Connection and the Maori Women’s Development
Fund, were seminar based programmes.
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A key factor determining whether or not job seekers receive the appropriate assistance
is the programme recruitment and selection process. The review indicated that the
recruitment and selection process varied across the programmes. For example, seven
evaluations stated that poor recruitment and selection procedures and practices led to
poor matching of job seekers to programmes and interventions. The evaluation of the

Maori Youth Pilot (1995), for example, stated that: A

-

F
In attempts to fill courses, inappropriate recruitment meant that places weré ot

always filled by the most suitable participant. o NASC e
In another example, recruitment to the enhanced Job Action worksh,oﬁg\gkdﬁ""Ys;i‘a\‘_\;.)\ % / (
problematic. Employment Advisors sometimes over-recruited for“wﬁx{tsho']’r‘gj‘e'. RN
they got up to 30 job seekers to say that they will attend a wgrksllop s0 m\a§ 15 turn ‘;» ‘x\

up). The problem with this ‘over recruiting’ is that at timegdn excess of 20 job "\ |
seekers turn up at a workshop (and some have been turfied away), ad at other‘tinres.
D N _ \

P S
f NN

as few as eight participants. . 0D,
'.//,_.‘: \\ /';/.‘
<« \‘ \ -

N &

On the other hand, five evaluations identifiéc
and selection process. For example, ;h €
indicated that the recruitment procesS—u
women—contributed to progra.m"s\ﬂc{:zj}-- ther ex lﬁplc /cATane Atawhai

evaluation noted that the p,reg(@\mn{e\hf'gé on pers@{&\ﬁ?q\- d-face recruitment

—

approaches to good effeet.<” ™\ AN
pp g Y ) \\

anderteria 0\ —_>"

i A e, N S s

ing whé h’{:}-\pr ﬁp j63 seekers receive the appropriate

cepuitment gfiidelines and criteria. Agency staff are less likely to

a programme or intervention if the recruitment

The review indicated that the quality of the

cit’guidelines a ria‘varied across the programmes.

\ N
\.I'

B Recruitment gu

Another key {4
assistanc®a

n evaluationsindicated that inadequate recruitment guidelines and criteria were
//:*. \ > inadequate e, the evaluation of Job Skills (1995) indicated that
< o N Op al tet was not within the Cabinet guidelines and a greater number of
NS T 0 job seekers have entered Job Skills than agreed by Cabinet. In another
O\
A ple,
,—’\‘T\\'.\'{-\ igh proportion of participants (44%) were aireadf!) in work, in.dz'cating that Job
(f 55 upport funds have often been used to help clients to improve their work
L by <" LS performance, rather than directly save jobs. This indicates Workbridge staff were
d (\'\. V0 not rigorously applying the eligibility criteria for applicants already in
N e employment (Evaluation of Job Support, 1996).

Alternatively, there were some instances where the evaluations made positive
statements were made about programme recruitment guidelines and criteria. For
example, in the evaluation of Job Connection, NZES staff stated that found the
programme easy to administer because the eligibility criteria were simple.

3.5.2 Meeting the objectives or the intent of the programme
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The evaluation reports indicated that some programmes did not meet their objectives
or the intent of the programme. Where the programme objectives or intent are not met
job seekers are less likely to get the full benefit of the programme. The following
were identified as key factors influencing whether or not the objectives or intent of the
programme were met:

o

e programme guidelines and criteria, R
e agency staff skills and knowledge of the target group and/or the programme;, >
¢ resources available to agency staff and providers to deliver the prog[arf(;r!:\-é;‘wt\)ﬁ’.___,-—’f} S~
e course presenters or providers. /,/_'f ¢ \\ (
T i /\ AR (S \‘-\\‘w
A rogramme guidelines and criteria X ¥ x{\::x_\:;_
LI WP

There were some instances where the evaluations made nﬁtj@é ¢omments about
adherence programme guidelines or criteria. For exa

criteria in the majority of cases.
One the other hand, eight evaluations indicdfe
to the existing programme guidelines oK cti

operational practice was not within t atex mumber of job
seekers unemployed for less than n agreed by
over 80% of

Cabinet, not all the employe
: Aties. In another

= jobs. This indicates Workbridge staff were
[ity criteria for applicants already in

\
hY

AN\ Ei/gt‘itp(égram did notﬁXe adequate guidelines or criteria in place to ensure that

the programme was met. The evaluation of the Youth
5) revealed that inadequate guidelines and procedures to

which are core to the establishment and delivery of any viable programme. -
Sfeasibility analysis, service development, and service delivery.

B Agency staff skills and knowledge of the target group or the programme

The skills of agency staff and their knowledge of the target group or the programme is
a contributing factor in whether or not the objectives or intent of the programme are
met. The evaluation reports indicated that skills of agency staff and their knowledge
of the target group or the programme varied.

Fifteen evaluations indicated that agency staff had insufficient a) knowledge of the
target group, b) knowledge of the programme, or c) skills to implement the
programme as required. For example, the evaluation of the Youth Action programme
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(1995) indicated that NZES staff were not skilled enough to assess job seekers with a
wide range of social and psychological problems. In another example, the evaluation
of Boost (1997) revealed that staff had little or no awareness of how to provide a
culturally safe service. In the case of the Pacific Island Peoples evaluation, some of
the groups interviewed felt CEG lacked real knowledge of business practices.

Alternatively, positive comments were made in six evaluations about agency s];aff
knowledge of and relationship with the target group. For example, the Mahi A\“Iv‘w
and Pacific Island peoples evaluations both made positive comments were, madé\abfmt
the ability of CEG staff to motivate and form close relationships with’ Qfe larget \ ,,
groups. The evaluations of the Job Skills and Youth Action prograrfm\m both made
comments about benefits of one-to-one contact between age{ncystaff anripb seekers

G X ] \

|ver th&nmgramme ‘\H X

A number of evaluations revealed that constrai ﬂ’vallablq’/ a{,,e cy

or the provider agency was the reason the pr e oro 1\( ei not
being met. Eight evaluations indicated aakt%‘u on resowt | ablcto the
agency were a problem. For examplest t ofJot(zA 10 th Action

(1997): A %)

some Employment Adwsors/srgrea' \a:_m% do not h \t{a\}t r*e&purces to re-do Action
Plans or show the prqwdzm ﬂrSat is requzreﬂr\ \

Many of the Empl Adwm s mterweu)leé‘“sfa Hmr the time provided to

implement (& 0'3 w-nif' madeq/—\\ '\

015{_ }iglﬁn\(‘l 995), Job Connection and Tama
Adviser had insufficient time to undertake
nple, the Tama Tane evaluation revealed:

C Resources available to agency staff and providers t

Tane all\indicat
de’q\'late\c

e 4
' s directly related to the workload of EAs. Unless

?ké’f%rk!oa G f EAs '. ¢ responsible for case managing of Tama Tane o Ie.

Fourj/mrl ua‘tkb(n\e 1nd|catec| that constraints on resources available to the provider was the
on

hi “pr‘ogramme purpose or objectives were not being met. For example, in an
élu“g_t}m of TOP (1994), the majority of providers mentioned increased costs as a
\wng constraint on the way they ran their courses (i.e. costs associated with

\ complying with the National Qualifications Framework, OSH). In the case of the Job

Support programme the lack of disability assessors sometlmes led to delays in the
provision of services to clients.

D Course presenters or providers

The evaluation reports indicated that the quality of the course presenters is a
contributing factor in whether or not the objectives or intent of the programme are
met. The quality of the course presenters or providers varied across the programmes,
according to the evaluation reports.

Eight evaluations, for example, indicated that the programme objectives or the intent
of the programme were not being met because course presenters or providers were
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inadequate. For example, the Workbridge was contracted to run the Job Support
programme but the evaluation revealed they did not rigorously apply the eligibility
criteria for applicants already in employment, and nor did they undertake the post-
placement follow-up contacts with programme participants as required in the contract.

Alternatively, six evaluations made positive comments were made about the coursg,
presenters or facilitators. Most of these comments were very general statements: - o
However, evaluation of the Wahine Pakari programme indicated that the cl \

h&c‘t&/ > X

attention patd by contractors to facilitator selection and training was thei .
ensuring seminar quality and consistency. / < (L n
(- '\\ \\\ Wy A\ N \\._.r’l )
N N T T . h
3.5.3 Programme monitoring % ;\ A s =
Ten evaluations indicated that there were problems assamét&i wr!Lh momtormg.\ TheSc \

— - ~a N\

evaluations identified one or more of the following ]{fobfcmsi > R X
4 . Kf:\\:n -\,_-m‘“‘--‘/-

* a failure to carry out monitoring as requiréds— "\ < N { ( ! o
¢ a failure to carry out monitoring beca@‘sg it aﬁ\npt\réq uest,ed or\\ B J)
e an inappropriate approach to mon{form‘g\‘{:\e an'ad hoc 6r- ir\consistant

approach; use of momtormg toﬁ!\sﬁ ﬂmmmt user—f‘rﬁéw}\

-.\\

d unngﬁhd)&fter the im| \\AXV‘ tlﬁn of programme is

Monitoring at various stagg
¢ & lire met. If momtormg

met (i.e. recrui prlate seoviders fallmg to meet course

implementati fai e\required support services such as case

management; ' cated). Another risk is that new problems

will rem i unreqolved For example, three evaluations
ey

y'rdeatc ding

“}ofmng\ ote illustra

cated as result of inadequate monitoring. The

N
> .\‘ N\ he-distribution of theNpansport allowance needs to be monitored to ensure that
< \;' ,f’_'- job Seekﬂ{ employers, are receiving it. At present, 58% of job seekers are
é f:; i \ / recg{:m oportion of the subsidy or no subsidy at all (Job Connection,
" A
.\\\
w AN\ Otgqr e)VI,denLe suggests that insufficient or inadequate monitoring was a problem in
7 \ / 8 ore than just the ten evaluations mentioned above. For example, sixteen
/A o eﬁa uations, indicated inadequate resourcing was a constraint on programme delivery
\ v/ “\ but none of these evaluations adequately quantified the extent to which resources
\\\ \'\ constrained delivery of the programme. In addition, few of the evaluations adequately

defined “resources” and why they were constrained. If there were appropriate
monitoring procedures to measure resource use, the agencies could determine whether
or not resource levels (i.e. staff time) were inadequate. It was not clear from the
evaluations why monitoring was not carried or not carried out effectively.

3.5.4 Case management and post-placement support

The evaluation reports revealed that the quality of case management and post-
placement support differed across the evaluations. Positive comments about case
management and post-placement support were made in five evaluations. For example,
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in the evaluation of the IEA pilot, all participants regarded the opportunity to
undertake regular follow-up for reporting against the work plan as a positive element
of the new IEA process. In another example, the operational review of Youth Action
indicated that Employment Advisors saw case management as a useful means of
assisting participants to achieve goals set out in their Youth Action plans, and
identifying further needs for assistance. X

/’ /"

On the other hand, eight evaluations indicated that the benefits of the prograa\ﬂme\ﬂ[

intervention for job seekers were reduced because of inadequate case maﬂagemm‘t or / o=
post-placement support. The evaluation of the Enhanced Job Actlon 1 pp23) frff\ o Se L ( o
example, revealed that: \\ \(::‘:\ :___k-’j,i

Follow-up is often late and sometimes non-existent ... Wy if?rs does Hot influence \\ D

the initial impact of the workshop, it significantly rgdrw&g ragramme i mgquJ \

effectiveness. This is for the following three reamm ﬁ‘\ S

® many job seekers need guidance in de g qun’ Pfans fuﬁtbér " " W

® some job seekers need assistance in' :&n{}ﬁ’mp)t‘rﬁmmg aﬂd eMpl‘h\ymew

opportunities. i

* some job seekers need to be a&gl‘s? \Prmf}vmg rhroig t\he:r Pians including
staying motivated, espec:a?iy‘{f thcyx cxperrence @W es-inimplementing the
P Ian /_\\\ \‘\ A

Even when the fo d}‘w-u&);s \take place( t{x(r)lrye m@d}rb/le appears to be too little
in many cases tQ recdly be vscful. \

Similar sentl@x‘t&r@exﬁressed in Kke\%lughhn of the Hikoi ki Pae-rangi (pp20)

semmar/ %,

—

s mrervpewe ed that the post seminar follow-up neede
| ‘}mzw d\h’ Na’h he po follow-up needed
“development. The Wi ack of follow-up is a loss of impetus for
' J ment. Th Hack of follow-up is a 1 pe
,\-\_ fdt;'u?fﬂﬁ on future di F or many women to successfully move closer to
el )npfoymen!@x Iraining, pporr and follow-up by NZES centre staff was crucial to
(fchfew T3t smgms,gﬁgl oulcome.

¢ recently evaluated Employment Taskforce programmes. Case
ent was variously described as too late in commencing, inconsistent

/__\\‘ v \ The reason why a significant number of job seekers did not receive any or sufficient
N \\ case management, follow-up or post-placement support was unclear. However, the
) 4 following suggestions were made in the evaluations:

insufficient resources (three of the eight evaluations),

e these activities were not seen as a high priority for staff (two of the eight
evaluations),
inadequate guidelines and criteria (two of the eight evaluations), and

low staff knowledge of, and commitment to the programme (two of the eight
evaluations).
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For example, the evaluation of Youth Action suggested that case management was
inadequate because guidelines and procedures to support case management practices
were inadequate, Employment Advisors lacked the time and an inefficient computer
system compounded the problem (i.e. there were no Youth Action interview
recording functions on the NZES computer system). The evaluation of Tama Tane o
le Pacifica reported the following:

This issue of case management is directly related to the workload of EAs. Lnfe.w )
the workload of EAs who are responsible for case managing of Tama Tahe\q\lg
Pacifica participants is reviewed the problem will continue. Adeqyag‘&}e&“@w’r\‘ng

is therefore required. AN
\\\.\ o
The evaluations of Wahine Pakari and Hikoi ki Pae-rangi Sl{____,—-.__s d that adack of ~
knowledge of, and commitment to the programme contribute e low levels e-f N\
follow-up. For example, evaluation of Hikoi ki Paexrmjgt Tp &) reporte "-:_“---7.“
following: TN \‘\ 9 P){ [;1/1‘1"9\\\/
The lack of knowledge of the knowledge xjf'fhé\se;}f}:ar commyit, ’\ém( \n} )
ownership by IS and NZES con!r:bytq?? ta;mo}a ﬁ)ﬂow-up ctfhgour the
programme to external providers maj(\hd\MCC reased the Gt between IS,
NZES and the programme. Mé Komqn\dztendmg Me a&};wre not NZES
\ O\
2N \\ >
3.6 EVALUATlougbguf\g) '\. H; .
3.6.1 Summgry \K . (\,\ N
Evaluatlﬁ‘h\qyaﬁgu&s asses;ﬁ(f a‘s@eﬁ‘dm\f the criteria listed in Appendix 1. The
qu ‘ﬁe\qtﬁatlons,dl\ffercd‘mthm and between agencies. To improve future

0 s; several ISSUES\SR\{IOtmd\ing the quality of the evaluations will need to be
addrésseds In partlcular\ﬁum\\\evaluatlons will need to:

AN
/'— tﬁtil e Terms of Reference how conclusions will be addressed.

\3.62251% correspondence between the evaluation objectives and the rest of the

\\(\/I'EPO

\/“

\ The quality review identified 29 evaluations that met some of the criteria regarding

links between the conclusions and the rest of the report (Appendix 8). For example,
in most cases the objectives were explicitly addressed, and the evaluation was carried
out a stage that was appropriate to the development of the programme (Table 4).
However, review also identified a key weakness that will need to be addressed.

Twenty-six evaluations did not make clear links between the objectives, methods of
data collection, conclusions and recommendations (Table 4). Examples of this
weakness include:

e using methods that would not provide the information required to answer the
objectives (e.g. the objective requires the evaluation to examine labour market
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outcomes and the evaluation only provides an analysis of days spent by
participants on and off the register),

e having conclusions that do not address the evaluation objectives, or

e not being able to link the objectives to the conclusion because the evaluation did
not have a conclusion.

Table 4. Correspondence between the objectives and the rest of the report

'//{‘/ ‘,, S
Criteria Objectivesnot  Evaluation did v \lﬁ)@/}
included inthe  notmeet <\ ¢ v'/
- (/\\
23
\

report criteria \\:
a) all objectives should be explicitly addressed. For example, if 4 YN \}
the objectives related to efficiency, the information reported N ‘\1 \
against it should be about efficiency nol effectiveness \ ek v /\\
b) clearinks between the objectives, methods of data collection, INVESSTE) RGN
conclusions and recommendations <\ /::} N \ e “\ \x\)
c) objectives are doable or any limitations are adequately /:::"\ W > 28 }3 ( 18
described i <\\ ,(\ \ \,\ \.\/ / ’/\<\\\ \\\J
d) objectives are appropriate to the stage of developmen thé\\\\ \\) -] / < Y\) 30
programme NGRS ‘/\\\
\\ N -\\x__““,

¢ $ \\ % ‘.\ e \ ":1
The evaluations used a range of met od\‘qlbg‘iés (Appendyx 9)\%16%3&3& the
implementation of progrgm‘_"gs\andf@fgu{comes ‘s% .*;\: NmE participants.
However, further wotlaj! to determine @‘ ds are most appropriate

as that used inthe ion of

, ie-condition being dealt with along with one
re ingasurabl€ criteria f cess and should be clearly linked to other key

ect$H0 h} illustrates, the objectives should be developed
1 % evaluation. The key questions, which flow from the

Y objcsgives, showtd then in the selection of the evaluation method(s). The
A “x\fﬁ/ﬁd'ings, clusions gnd recommendations should all be clearly related to the
i \\'_'//_‘f- evaluation phjeetives,If the links between the objectives and rest of the report are
<\</)_-' o weak they ion is that the objectives were poorly developed (i.e. too vague)
L. e ) a,hglf&‘i‘ thy rlying problem or condition has not been addressed.
Ao ASDNK )]
</l /\I\-\'\\ ‘o
A Y OhNN
> > \\\ \
& ANk
NN \
/—m\\ < )
YN

Figure 1: Links between the objectives and the rest of the report
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h 4

Evaluation objectives identified ‘ Scopig sna plinning hhe

evaluation

v

Key questions identified

v

Key findings identified

Conclusions developed - including a
key message

ntis circulated fo relevant
parties occurs

. }\eﬁ }\éséée(: developed.

v

The final report is produced

Decisions are made based on the
evaluation's recommendations

/‘““\\ < " 3.6.3 The existence and quality of the key findings
b

\ O ) Findings'? are the summation of the facts developed to meet the objective(s) of an

o= assignment and form the basis for conclusions and recommendations. If the
evaluation is to have any impact on decisions made about the programme it is critical
that the findings are well supported. Once the evaluation is complete the evaluators
often have little control over decisions made about the evaluated programme and
decision-makers are likely to ignore poorly supported findings.

13 Findings may be negative and point up situations requiring correction or they may be positive and highlight
programmes, policies, and procedures that work well and could be effectively applied to other areas. Findings
are most useful when they point to the need for future improvements rather than placing undue emphasis on
past deficiencies (GAO 1997: pp9.0-1).
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Criterla Key findings Evaluationdid  Evaluation met
notincludedin | not meet criteria
the report criterla
The existence of key findings R
a) have been appropriately identified (i.e. address the 0 21 ( 14
underlying problem) <\ @ &
b) state the criteria employed 0 9 N\ 3 .28'j —_
The quality of the key findings TN (7 o
a) are supported by the evidence (i.e. effectively supported by 0 N \\\\ P T S )
appropriate levels of evidence and source(s)*) s \ " s \ ‘R\? S
b) contain no errors in'logic or reasoning 0 O ) 10 (Yi f
¢) answer the objectives PNV 10 0BV
d) are appropriately qualifid and cannot easily be Q(}p\} 11 /\\“‘\\44\
misinterpreted or misquoted /’:\\ \\’\'_ /Q ( (\\ (B

e) identify the data sources on which the findings are based - * <
f) are described adequately b

g) identify the views of key stakeholders

ﬂ\ b\& dged. The criteria
pcbgramme logic, the

legislative intent CIf ed outcomes, or natlonal or
international

in2l evalua

°pr§\r-g

of fin
H;n ortan‘t’
X prpv\émg key fin ified that did not answer the objectives, and
AN //0\ prévldm ey findings\that were not supported by the data.

y of the key findings, twenty-six of the evaluations met some
xample almost all the evaluations identified the data sources on

eaving readers to determine which are the most

v
evaluations met all the criteria (Appendix 9). Most frequently the findings
supported by the evidence. For example, several evaluations indicated that

> ? rogramme was a success but this was not supported by evidence from the
’ <_\\ > 5 \\\ evaluation.
/ -:\'\_\\ N
( W) W\ 3.6.4 Quality of conclusions
\\1_ ¥ Most of the evaluations (25) included conclusions (Table 6). However, two key

weaknesses were identified. Some evaluations (10) did not include conclusions (i.e.
none of the evaluations undertaken by the SPA contained conclusions), and

frequently, they did not contain a reportable message. This was concerning because
the conclusion is the part of the evaluation that draws together the main findings into a
reportable message to key stakeholders. If the report does not contain a conclusion

14 Evidence must be competent, relevant, and sufficient to support findings, conclusions, and recommendations.
13 If there is reason to doubt the evidence it should be corroborated by other evidence.
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with a key message decision-makers may take no action or may not address the most
important issues in the evaluation (Joint Committee on Standards for Educational

Evaluation, 1994).

Table 6: Existence and quality of the conclusions

Criteria Conclusions Evaluationdid  Evalu
notincluded in  not meet rlmgj/@ 3:’:
the report criteria AN N 7
Existence of the conclusions A I\
a) are clearly stated, not implied 10 b \’:/\\:\\‘ﬁ
b) have a reportable message 10 AR \S 12 ¢
¢) highlight evidence of significance (to get management fo take 10 §— TK\\ & 15\
e o
Relationship between the conclusions and the data A \\ '} 5 /\\EH“‘*-:\Q:' \
a) relevant data or argument should be provided to support \/1/ 9,/ \\\16\
conclusions /\ \/\ (/(_/-\\\ )\>
b) the conclusions should follow from the data and links should'\ \ \ ) ) My ; \‘ \_:\.‘_,)/ 16
be clearly stated (direction and intensity of conclusmn} \ N~/ 5 \ \ \\““—"
should be based on the findings) " “\\ N W\ Y

The conclusions should also be defende nd defen 1b{\l{‘

insufficient mformation - Sstren
Conclus;ons that are iAgd

mmendations

y found that the recommendations were either non-
able 7). Recommendations may not be required in the
1ly the requirement that an evaluation have

th§ evaluations (Australian National Audit Office, 1997). Without the
eférence it was unclear whether or not the recommendations were expected

luations. However, if recommendations are present they should flow

cally from the findings and be practical, actionable and able to solve the problems

uncovered. If recommendations are not made or are of poor quality, decision-makers

issues arising from the evaluation.

Table 7: Existence and quality of the recommendations

Criteria

Existence of the recommendations

a) clearly identifiable as recommendations rather than
embedded in an undifferentiated way in the findings

Quality of the recommendations

a) flow logically from findings

Recommendations
not included in the
‘report

25

Evaluation did
not meef criteria

" may take no action when action was warranted or may not address the most important

Evaluation met
criteria
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b) are practical in implementation 25 4
c) identify responsibilities for implementation and time 25 10
frames
d) identify potential benefits and cost implications 25 10
e) identify the root cause of the problem 25 10
B Tracking the recommendations or findings from the evaluations /—"',!*
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Discussions with officials in NZES, CEG, IS, ETSA and Youth Affairs rcvegle\d lﬁat

none of these organisations have a formal system in place to track the . *\ 2N

recommendations resulting from the evaluations. Tracking the recpiﬁrq;ndﬁtlonlf

allows evaluators to monitor the extent to which the recommendations.were \.°

\.'

implemented. This is a form of quality control as recommeﬂ‘t{athms are less llkely/\

be implemented unless they are actionable and relevant ,_H

/
¥ 4

There were several reasons given as to Wh}’ the ageng\lgsél dnfpt formall

recommendations.
\ \\ |

a) No one is assigned responsibilfty

.—}\

ﬂ'acﬁng ﬂwj/ndrn 75QF rekg‘mmémfanons
g,c\efally develap }- =
commendatiqns are

For example, the NZES evaluation'te

NZES that mendatpﬁ'“s a\;oacted upon. The manager of the

NZES ev ( ndica ht it d&:s} not have the resources to check that
recorfienda re acte
M \"'\ “\._

h) \Tké‘nmﬁer of eval, ken by the agency was very small and the
o @.@M}S do not see t, to implement a formal tracking process. For examp
N \ \ 16

S o

-~

s

and M*mlstry of Youth Affairs had undertaken three and two evaluations

/ICSpCCtl(‘FBJQf \ 9.

r\. \\I\\\\

c) pis i.; gclg (Iﬂy 1ot the responsibility of the evaluation unit to develop and track
&, ( r?ecomm dlations or findings. For example, within the Department of Social
A \ N\ Welfa}e most evaluations are for the purpose of providing information for policy

opment rather than operational purposes. Consequently most SPA

le,

e’valuallons do not include a list of recommendations. Recommendations are more

likely to be included in a SPA evaluation report when the focus is on operations.

Policy evaluations will provide conclusions that are just one source of information
used to form the basis of policy recommendations. It is the clients responsibility to

develop, implement and monitor any recommendations resulting from the

evaluations. Any major policy initiatives or strategies arising from any information

16

Given there have only been two reports and they had an exploratory focus that will lead to further research,
CEG has not seen a need to implement a formal system to track the recommendations. However, because of
CEG's small size and field driven policy process there are many informal processes used to make use of
research. The research is disseminated to all staff who then make use of it in their daily business as well as
being used at a regional and national level to assess service gaps. The research recommendations were
incorporated into the evaluation work programme.
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source including evaluations are included in the SPA work plan and are closely
monitored,

d) The findings or recommendations were incorporated into the policy process in an
informal manner (i.e. CEG, SPA, ETSA, Ministry of Youth Affairs, NZES). In
some cases tracking the recommendations was made more difficult because of poor
administrative or organisational structures. For example, it is possible to obta
copies of the NZES handover documents outlining the recommendations $yt\t+
not a straightforward process. The filing system is very fragmented a:
responsibility for the system. The NZES evaluation team comm
was “not good at keeping paper and that more information on
regarding the recommendations was likely to be obtamed mg

€

and policy staff”. It was unclear where the handover re stored - th\y
could be on the evaluation files, policy files or opﬁr‘gtlon here is m\f i*
system for tracking the recommendations wit Opcrai" ions Different, pco le\

involved in different evaluations. A \/ 4 oL v
inv ons % \ \ W \ )
— : oG / ;s
C Utilisation of the evaluations ¢ ‘x._,:_\‘;\ RN <A ‘\\ \‘
\ \ LY P " N

Monitoring the extent to which agtions at¢ takenbased on tiflé‘ﬂ;fs(maﬁon contained
in evaluations is another means o g‘the quallty Nh? valuatnons as well as
their usefulness. While D ZES did n(\gt\haVe ormal systems for

actions an;mg i ﬂ‘.\ejr‘ evaluations, they were, to

varying degrees, ab ¢ 2 v:den"c,e.ng {i’ier/ extent-to which their evaluations

were utilised. \\ & e =N
—— \‘ o ,\ '.I e

CEG prévided cleatly documpfcé ¢nce of the actions taken as a result of the

MahiA iv\\u and- Pacific l&la.qd Pﬁé;é:cvaluations (Appendix 10). The results from

T-h& exdmination of actio the two DSW and two NZES evaluations were
,-\ m\xaql /B agencies wet $Be to prowde the required information on only one of

th )}cvaluatlo@‘
<< NG 4;£MEI.ESION

AN As\of-lf dctober 1998, the Work and Income New Zealand (WINZ) will be focused on
\/ mrnmg people to work using regional flexibility as a way to tailor programmes to
(/( A X \'\ the needs of the local labour markets. As a result, regional commissioners will need

— Y. "\ to know what programmes work, in what combinations and for which target groups.
f’— » \ \ They will need to know how much programmes cost and what operational issues need
(& p

N i i to be resolved. The need for high quality evaluation to determine what works and
\\ 2 ghq

e what does not will be absolutely essential.

Twenty-two of the 35 evaluations identified employment outcomes for participants.
The highest percentages gaining employment were Job Plus and Job Skills
participants, with 66% and 65% respectively. These were both wage subsidy
programmes. The Compass (1995) and the Hikoi ki Pae-rangi programmes had the
highest percentage of participants entering further training. These were both life-skills
or motivational programmes.
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However, we could not tell, with any certainty, what programmes were most effective
at improving the employment prospects of which groups and under what
circumstances. This was partly because agencies did not use consistent outcome
measures and the emphasis on particular outcomes differed across the agencies. For
example, some programmes were less focused on participants obtaining full-time
employment than others. In addition, these evaluations were generally developed ‘EO

meet the immediate information needs of internal and external stakeholders\ /
Evaluators were not required to evaluate suites or combinations of progrﬁmn;es /’”“‘
However, if Regional Commissioners are to reliably assess which pmgfa}nnqcs\wf'k { {__ “\
in what combinations and for which target groups the following witt iced to be PNt
developed: ,/f & \‘,:- Vs

e consistent outcome measures, including those for uamingﬁmLanltudlan g \ .__,\

change as well as employment, < %7 , N AR
e predefined success criteria for programm d\\ W,

¢ robust measures of the cost or cost- ePFc of progra
Finally, assumptions about benefits oj pq\ﬁ‘icﬁ‘kar pes of prg for\parucular
groups will need to be tested. Forex ge%sumptlon t ills or
motivational programmes benefi tigi oriy Pa Ic lslan e0p! h and women is
untested. W L d\ LN
¢ (/—\ \

\\ NS

The review identified 4 u‘n%er}o)f key oper 1@Iqss\¢s cvident in several
evaluations that will v;z(f tQ be rcsolv&’%r—f&!c ﬁrQs and objectives of programmes are

not to be undetmmccl he lssues Wcrg

. l{ e@we!e not apr\}r\épﬂat.e’ly\mﬁtéhed to programmes and interventions,
/ ,6 ’th ,gf&mmcs oftﬁi'rfkéd lsqmect the programme objectives or the intent of
o ihe rpgramme, AN 3
\\! \mm11t0r1n£ of the pl‘.le‘aD’lmes and job seeker progress was frequently

%
/ \\\ v/\\‘I’na,dequai:!e; or v

Rl

N

\(;l\\’/j:

=
),

"
{\/\

-

\

.~ ® case g\hmeﬁtor post placement support was frequently inadequate.

to identify the key strengths across the evaluations because the
ded to focus on the operational weaknesses. However, evaluations also
pportunity to identify programme strengths. Such information can be
evelop ‘best practices’.

D
u‘s

X

s

’_" A\ :\\ The quality of the evaluations differed within and between agencies. To improve

future evaluations, several issues surrounding the quality of the evaluations will need
to be addressed. In particular, future evaluations will need to:

clearly link evaluation objectives to the rest of the report,

appropriately identify and support the key findings,

provide conclusions with a reportable message,

state in the Terms of Reference whether or not recommendations are to be
included in the report and, if so, provide recommendations of sufficient quality.

In looking across the agencies involved steps are being taken to increase the
robustness of the evaluations and to assess them in a more strategic manner (e.g. the
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use of control and treatment groups in the evaluation of the expanded Community
Taskforce). Nevertheless, further steps need to be taken to address issues raised in
this meta-evaluation.

The review recommends the development of an evaluation strategy which identifies
priorities and timelines for selected strategic and operational evaluations along with.
the roles and project management responsibilities across the relevant agencies Jf'_'he’
review of employment evaluations will be only one of several inputs to the <, N\
development of an evaluation strategy. While the strategy would cover @ peywd Qf "\
three years it could be updated annually. Ik o ( %D

(q\ ‘\

~

\ '\
city. T‘chts cnd
nt dcf'inlllons an

The strategy would also include ways to improve evaluation
this review makes recommendations aimed at developing
measures of outcomes for participants in employme
development of appropriate impact measures for l

put in place for tracking the reco
One option is to put in place are

able recommetida

encourage the creatio
¢ aluatlon ur ’ Ve png recommendations

interaction betwec ;

It ended that

rxi ultatlon with WINZ and other relevant agencies work
&d@m\ an evaluation strategy, dealing with employment and labour
uei‘. over the next three years.

is recommended that this strategy identify
e a list of strategic and operational evaluations;
% e priorities and timelines;
e the roles and project management responsibilities across the
relevant agencies; and
ways to improve evaluation capacity.

(N

2. The evaluation strategy include an evaluation of which types or combinations of
programmes and interventions are most effective for which demographic or
beneficiary groups.

3. DOL and SPA in consultation with WINZ and other relevant agencies to work
together on the following capacity building projects:

\
\
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a)  develop consistent definitions and measures of outcomes for participants
in employment and training programmes prior to finalising Work and
Income New Zealand’s systems. Consideration will need to be given to
how outcomes are measured at the regional level;

b) investigate and develop appropriate impact measures, including cost-

effectiveness, for labour market and income support programmcs;/éﬁ s
. . . /: \_\_\ \-\‘ ./. /, -
¢)  putin place processes for tracking the recommendations or findj < P \/ &-\
arising from their evaluations; and /3\“\/ 2z, AN ("\ :
\.\ <\ P I’)

d)  develop and distribute criteria and guidelines for conﬁﬁ&i\ evaluations. (\ &/
\ -

<) - Q
>4 \\ J b -

_ | /“\ i
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APPENDIX 1: CRITERIA
,/f-.\_
Programme type A < ‘(/Z\
L. wage subsidy: programmes where the job seekers wage is either fully or, ;;arﬁahy
subsidised, XN NS \ (_\_
2. work experience. programmes that provide work expcrlcncc buf“cfo »nﬂt afﬂ‘hct a \\\\
subsidy (i.e. Community Taskforce)., \b o3
3. job-related training: training programmes tied to a pa(ﬁcim} jub or Whlch u)@ \ S
vocational training, r I{ 2.

4. life skills/ motivational training: programmes .l\tJQ Qrmp&i‘&job scckf/\h\thé

necessary confidence, skills and knowledg,
5. job search assistance: this refers to interv

lcﬁ are M%{‘B‘L provmg job

seekers chances of finding a job (Q.c \WQTk temg,u@ developimg action
plans; case management). -\ N\ W\ 2

6. community development: progr‘amm% Ealméd at encit\mglt&wcﬁr economic
development. e

7. support programm&g {h s to progrgn‘f fﬁ%aséﬁt low paid workers to
maintain their j Je 5 Qrp deﬂ support hat al‘& job seekers to obtain
employme : which p buh oTEchool care for the children of

low inco
- to gain a better understanding of
of unemploymcm
examining core business procedures (i.e. IEA).

\) '_ A [Q)j-.l }b-course preparation (i.e. provision of information about the course to
> ‘\\ participants; identification of participants needs prior to going on the
/ \\/ \ _\, course)
AN d) Marketing of the course/programme
"ol /‘x\\ \\ - : ’
SR 2. The appropriate people skills and resources were resources were used:
X 3 a) Agency staff skills and resources
\ rd

> i) staff understanding of, and relationships with job seekers
i) staff knowledge of the programme
iii) staff skills
iv)  communications and relationship with providers

V) communication and relationship with other agency staff
vi) HO communications and relationship with field staff
b) Providers had the skills and resources to deliver the programme adequately

i) quality of facilitators, trainers, co-ordinators, providers etc



c) Resources available for delivering the programme
i) resources available to the agency for delivering the programme (i.e.
number of staff, time)
ii) resources available to providers for delivering the programme
d) Timeliness (i.e. elements of the programme occurred on time; the
programme occurred at the right time) A
e) The environment in which the course/ programme was delivered /\ A
A b, I o
3. Financial costs and benefits of the programme /\ / k: \\
4. Structure of the programme/course RN 3
a) Goals and focus of the programme R O
b) Flexibility within the programme to respond tQ ﬂliﬁﬂng\needs of cllgmts N
c) Extent to which cultural issues are addres§\ S S
d) Duration P \ W\
e) Content of semmars!courses;’worksl/, \ \ - l\ ( %
P '\ \ \_//
1)) Number and range of places avalfa i \ ) _J N /
2) Cost to job seekers of partu:{p%?qrg\. NS e T "\‘/_
h) Subsidies or payments {0 emPJ ﬁgmj()b seeke \ . RS
1) The extent to which the\p gfaﬁ? is Ilnkeﬂ th\c}themogrammes and
supporting activities. \ QA \ \
i) Ease,\\ﬂtl{mdh aspects of ﬂfﬁ%g{am ﬁqbftould be used (i.e.
phps).
\ N /’ P W e
) . /—\ \\ < /\ ( S N ™ -\
5. Guidelines, N ) ) v
a) Qy:ilﬂ}_)‘ ; ppropri /{Léné;sm}{xi:j‘_t}mg guidelines/ criteria
\ \Adherence to e}\tin\ ldglmcs«‘ criteria
rt:j y \Be’st\ﬁractlce(gh{di uccess factors
/ \;\6 Mopﬂorlng A \
7 ! “a) h’J agengcnt follow-up, and post-placement support
DN /\ ~ N \\\/ é\xétcnce and quality of guidelines
<{ LY \ \Iﬂ\ ~frequency and type of contact with clients
"\\_ ~7 lf’ _‘ \m\‘h_'\ follow-up
NP <& NN j ' I¥)  resources available for case-management (i.e. staff time)
/ NS W) perceived usefulness of case management and follow-up in assisting
A \:\’? D clients
< \\'V/*- -\,\\'. vi)  post-placement support
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7. Tendering and contracting

8. Relevancy of the programme

a)
b)
¢)
d)
€)
f)

demand for the programme

level of dead-weight, substitution and displacement

participation rates of target groups or sections of the target group
range of industries or providers using the programme

uniqueness of the programme

extent to which the programme is recognised by employers, education
institutions and the community

R :_\_//
\\\>x =
\
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g) extent to the programme or aspects of the programme met the employment
and training needs of the target group
i) training programmes
i) life-skills programmes
1ii) work-focus interviews
iv) work experience or wage subsidy programmes
V) impact on the prospects of clients who are particularly dlfﬁcq.lt/ z

.-/'
assist AN A
\ NN A /_/"a 3
. O \ B '

9. General views of the programme /\)\ \ oy \ ( A
\ » o SNp

\' e - ,".

10.Organisational and management structures and processes, O \/ N
5

A% B |
11.0perational aspects were not addressed in the evalﬁatlon \ S

e \
\\'\-‘(/ \:‘\,\ a/\\\\ ~”

oo - : \ . [ 1y
Criteria for evaluating the quality of the egj\ll@_o\\ll C‘/ y /\(\\- C\ _il

ALY Q\ )

\o

o d 5 S
. N —

Completeness of reports ,‘,\’7.":“‘\ \\ A AR N

1. atable of contents that: % S \\ \‘ "~\

a) identifies the loc&t_ggn of \qlk rtant parts ¢ ﬁ%nc }eglﬁn
b) has page num v of ather cledr 1den.uﬁ.ér3\ RN

c) page n (b&s an‘d OIH)e)r identifiers” ai‘é c}on*e\ct*and complete - they follow
furg of

the stru 1’ ort >
SN < ;p E-“‘-:\\ =
2. ob_]ectlves t_ﬁ‘_ﬁ&t) 7 \ \

a:) \ ly@p 1ﬁable,

s ncutr@‘ly %k}q%ihlc,
\d scnbe and(«e wau)ﬁdlfferences if any, between the original objectives
N \ Nt 'and those used* i‘he evaluation.
S 2 \_;\\
S N\  descri
q//\\\\/ a)<\ %

A \:‘\,\.\ o, pnmarlly needed
//\/ cp ~ who is the primary audience
S5 o s ‘
/“”“‘\\ % “ 4. a dCSCIIPIIOD of the programme b_emg evaluated that
MK a) is located near the beginning of the report
\ ) J ' b) is located in one place
S ¢) includes information on the background and context'’ of the programme

5. a description of the scope of the evaluation that includes information on
a) the key objectives (refer above)
b) constraints on the scope of the evaluation

The context should include information on the following: geographic location of the programme, its timing,

the political and social climate surrounding the it, competing activities in progress, the staff, and the pertinent
economic conditions.



44

c) composition of samples, sample sizes, response rates etc,

d) lists of interviewees, their affiliations, reason for interviewing them
€) the time period covered by the data used in the analysis is stated

f) geographic locations and organisations included in the evaluation are

identified, unless a valid reasons exists not to

6. a description of evaluation methodology that A A
a) provides sufficient information to understand the methods being 1(§ed \//

™
including the type of instrument(s) being used and the method:6{ dat?i* % '/' '
analysis N \‘-. 5 ( (.\
b) discusses any limitations of methods and lmpllcatlons for ID{\(\:I]JI‘CM\NOH o,

.\\

\ % ‘\J #

7. key findings that & / : \ \S E
a) have been appropriately identified (i.e. add(css Ih\: 1m71m1311ng prob}errﬁ\

b) state the criteria employed U\ \ -/
A0
N, 3 ’\ \
8. conclusions that S \'\\ y ) A \\\ -
a) are clearly stated, not mlpl}c{i x\* \\- W A _\\\ W\

b) have a reportable mes ) 4 N N
c) highlight evidence of :%@B {to get ms\n@“g\eﬂ{ém/tﬁ)ake corrective
action) &

/\\ = o~ '\ \. “i\
G /
9. executive summ(py <> O _

a) su ise'the findisigs of f rthc‘scpﬁ_(t =
b) is aﬁd\si‘rﬁtéglc ll
c) ¢ xowd’é kdff' cwnt Ayl

< '.} { iﬁ‘iuﬂes recq
A X~ cludes majo

N arty distinguishes between findings and recommendations

\ ,:\ " appropriate: clex
(/< / \\\V,_./ = has\a EQ\E;’PI'E@NE message

\iggmund information before the findings for

'\

\ ¢ 7 N
/ ( )) \/ /n\ﬁl\sxo \1’;‘ recémmendations
N ay’ \inglnded
x\ <\ b) ]| clearly identifiable as recommendations rather than embedded in an

72 \ -~ undifferentiated way in the findings
P AN \v" oY
) ‘/\\/ s \\ Correspondence between objectives and the rest of the report
/< NS \\ 1. all objectives should be addressed,
A\ :' 2. clear links between the objectives, methods of data collection, conclusions and
._“__H_’__,/

recommendations; and

3. objectives should be explicitly addressed. For example, if the objectives related to
efficiency, the information reported against it should be about efficiency not
effectiveness

4. doable or any limitations are adequately described

5. are appropriate to the stage of development of the programme
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Appropriateness and quality of methods of data collection

L

RSN

all methods used actually contribute to the evaluation and the way they do so is
made clear;

. design of the particular method is appropriate for its intended use (i.e. the sample

size and composition are appropriate);

. appropriate comparisons are used to make judgements; /
. the degree to which one can be confident in the data should be identified o
. a balanced view based on data collection and analysis is provided "\ “\ <2

(/\ N, \.‘\ t.\,. . o

/'_\_\.‘\. h

<

Quality of the key findings AN \'.\ o

1.

are supported by the evidence (i.e. effectively supported,bf\ﬁppropna{é\levels Qf
evidence'® and source(s)'?) AN <V h\\ o,

2. contain no errors in logic or reasoning
3. answer the objectives
4. are appropriately qualified and cannot easﬂ{_\\hlh\bééted o;@m(;%t% ] Y
5. identify the data sources on which the ﬁn-a'l g\ hase
6. are described adequately o \\ ®
7. identify the views of key stakglﬂloldqu Y (B\ b
Relationshi St AN -
p of conclusio ta \_/ g \\ SN % \
1. relevant data or 1d be pmv(d dto su upport conclusions
2. the conclusions from, HI s should be clearly stated

. § (ﬁm‘\b 10 g cally from
Z\ar -

(direction gpddnt con: /).\g ‘( S sh u)ld based on the findings)

: atlol'ng :"‘i\ !

ege

dl =Y \\
actical in 1mp%‘tmn,
fy r&%s implementation and time frames;

// NN X 3.
X \/ \f -identif} ¥ paten benefits and cost implications;
/\/ T, 5 1dcgqu \IW se of the problem.
\\ ~ \ P H"‘\
\“\ _~ Présenta n\;l‘ report
/ }\.\sﬁnsar friendly, well organised, accessible, good use of headings, sub headings etc
/ N \\/ ?\hon-value adding repetition kept to a minimum
L& N\ 3. avoids excessive use of technical terms; includes glossary where appropriate
._/F‘\\‘__ Q V" 4, complementary use of narrative, graph, tables etc
\(\\_ \"I O 5. is clear, concise and readable
e

Evidence must be competent, relevant, and sufficient to support findings, conclusions, and recommendations.
If there is reason to doubt the evidence it should be corroborated by other evidence.
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APPENDIX 2: EVALUATION UTILISATION QUESTIONS

Questions to be asked of each service regarding the utilisation of the seIeC{e@‘ .

evaluations N A
/‘/\ g ._\\\L‘/’
. . r," o N N ‘\ 9 \
e What documented actions arose from the evaluations? AN NS (’"‘;\\ ‘
NN v Ve i
e D A Ve
e What were these actions based on: PR, _H . T '
e recommendations in the evaluation? o > ‘*\ :}t\
e recommendations developed by pollc; aftet thp eva]u?ﬁtlon was' eted?
\ N>
¢ other, specify? < AN 4% J ¥
P fy AN \\ XN~ ’/'.X { \\\‘\ A
S -\\ . AN 1 j ‘/ < O V.
. P S Vs {‘I"_/\ LS,
e Is this the usual process? AN :““x. '\.._\ . \ \\
N pY \ \‘-." —

e [s there documented evidence 6( thc éﬁhons takcp'? (D@{Qﬁ?rzm)

\_/

¢ Ifno actions were Iakanxlgase)djon the eva}tf?:mrz vbaé this the case?

e Were therctindo (\umemg}beneﬁts ﬂEét aqns&ﬁ:om the evaluation?
|. (_,f’_? \ l\ g //\ |

(e "oy ./‘\C_i
Agpr’ipiés%gl Q \
" \
New\Ze’aFénd Employmeﬁ’t%q%'c

\\ >
s Muatlo ele
/ \ __ % An ‘\ﬂ-\R Entcrpnse Allowance and the Capitalisation Option

\\ g /ij/@@c\ﬁ\tl eview of the Youth Action Programme
N\ \_

y AQ (,\q}nm;hity Employment Group

AN \/ E\/‘dluatlons selected:

/ v
< \\  Mahi A Iwi Evaluation, 1997

/ \}\ " e Pacific Island People’s Evaluation, 1997
AN

“\\\__;-_ ;_/J Department of Social Welfare

Evaluations selected:
e Compass, 1995
e Training Incentive Allowance, 1995



Table 8: Programme information

Evaluation

1. The Effectiveness of Access
Training

2. Evaluation of Community
Taskforce (CTF)

3. Evaluation of Taskforce Green
(TFG)

4. Training Opportunities
Programme (TOP) Review

5. The Behaviour and
Perceptions of Long Term
Job Seekers

6. Evaluation of Limited Service
Volunteer Scheme

B
AN
& < h
APPENDIX 3: PRO E INFORMATION
¢ \,
PR DR N 2 Tapet égq‘:“ﬁ\‘; 4 Evaliation Agency
AR NS Gompleted
ACCESS training aims to improve the job prospects of unem ‘egpetially ~ %@mle especially those who are 1992 ETSA
those who are disadvantaged in the labour market and for & ining advantaged in the labour market and for whom
methods were unsuitable or unavailable. A broad spectru i Q\ S provt %naj training methods were unsuitable or
incuding life skills courses, vocational training ;mﬁbsk ing \\ \\ /\ unavailable
CTF is a pilot programme that provides wo i'ien%'zjcb seekass’ L v Job seekers registered 26+ weeks unemployed, 1992 NZES
projects of benefit to the community to . dob seekersp aged 15 - 60 years.
for 3 days per week. Community pfojee’s: ' thres. andsi 5in duration.
The Govemments objectives.were toiacreasethe job r s-pavednal self-esteem
and motivation of pem/cquntéwmﬁlwngjh@b\ { employment.
TFG is a work expeﬁelée’ﬂﬁgfamme adming NZ'ES«\hldl provides full-time  Those registered with NZES for 26+ weeks 1993 NZES
temporary jobs-which mw@ajﬁ%m unemploy b@ekers skills and work habits to
improve % finding unsubsidised work; enable projects of environmental
bmfeﬂ‘tq“b{pﬂde and e(ab&ap?q&q}s’ﬁcommumty benefit to be undertaken.
q‘@sbm&/ isting 3 as Serionsty disadvantaged individuals in the labour. Young people and long-term registered 1994 ETSA
Thep PUIPOS G ?;%a FograMmme is to provide second chance training for the unemployed with low qualifications.
uner g( W ations and limited skills in order to assist them to
achieve ing jig is the Government’s largest labour market fraining
mtervgfjﬁén\pfq#ﬂmgdmnd 15,000 places per vear.
ﬁ‘;s kndwiedge building survey. . 1994 NZES
lm'nted Service Volunteers is a six week programme of residential military training 18 -25 years olds who are unemployed 1904 NZES

designed to build self- confidence and motivate unemployed job seekers:
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7. Evaluating the Effectiveness
Job Plus

8. Evaluation of Joint
NZES/NZIS Work Focus
Interviews

9, Evaluation of TFG, Tourism
Green and Possum Control

10. Evaluation of Compass Pilot
Programme

11. Evalualion of Training
Incentive Allowance

12. An Evaluation of Job Plus
Training Pilot

13. Assessment of TOP; Survey
of TOP Trainees

14, Evaluation of Job Skills

/}
Job Plus is a wage subsidy programme which assists employers who hire people Those registerés Mh’ﬂ-fE&fcr 26+ weej‘,s
disadvantaged in the labour market for full-time permanent positions, via a wage / P \-.
subsidy. The duration of the subsidy is generally six months and the maximum is 12 /J,/_ \\ ( : S \ 'K\ M b
months. Job Plus aims to facilitate entry or re-entry to the full-time permanent n N T Tty e 4
workforce. ; \‘\ N A \\ 7 ~
T oS s wers caniciad by S o ot NEES A NESS RN s oY
purpose of the tial was to investigate howinterviews conducted jointy by stalf o~ > NR )
whsemmmmmmmmmmmmmmwgé!ﬁ%\ AW x))

5 '\,\ \'\ /_\ 2 / \. \:::_/

(TFG: see # 3). The Possum Control Project is a programme
unemployed to carry out labour intensive possum control

> ‘rnosé mglstéred with NZES for 26+ weeks

Sole parents in receipt of the DPB or the Widows

workforce participation by pro\ F@m ith indivi Benefit, particularly those who have been on the

access child care, -agy?,tlm, ';@ﬁi empl ! benefit for 1+ years and whose oldest child is 5+
L2 AR 3 years old

The Trainin; ih tive )\{Mgﬁoe pm)o\des fi nan\txal\mwnce in meefing study cosls. Those receiving the emergency maintenance

allowance, the domestic purposes benefit, the

widows benefit, and the invalids benefit.

Those registered with NZES for 26+ weeks or

those otherwise disadvantaged in the labour

market.

(see #4)

1 Yout . ative, ¢ b . Unemployed youth aged 16 - 24 years old
ge subsidy programme which allows the CHCH city council's Youth Employment
24 to provide fully subsidised workers to the private sector of 4 days per week.

1994

1994

1995

1995

1995

1995

1995

1995
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NZES

NZES

NZES

DSW

DSW

NZES

ETSA



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

21.

Evaluation of Job Action

Evaluation of NZ Conservation
Corps (NZCC) and Youth
Services Corps (YSC)
programmes

Tane Atawhai Evaluation
Report

Bariers to Employment
Facing Long-Term Job

Seekers

An Operational Review of the
Youth Action Programme

. Evaluation of Job Support

Programme

Enterprise Allowance and the
Capitalisation Option

Job Action is an employment assistance strategy for long-term unemployed job seekers ~ The very long Ierryﬁ&nployed {i.e. 104+ \geeks
consisting of an interview, a workshop and follow-up case management. unemployed). - s PR
The NZCC aims to provide young people with opportunities for work skill acquisitionand  Young | e
persanal development through participaticn in conservation orientated projects which une
are (with one exception) 20 weeks in durafion. The YSC applies the NZCCmodelfo Dy \
social services, such as restoration of war memorials, Ali projects include e!emenix-of\/? % } Nz \
‘\ ’E~i: x

community work, education, work experience and recreation, along with Te Ao M
nemploy %\“E lled with NZES
A «k W\

Tane Atawhai involves participants attending a seminar designed fo assist M:
to recognise the barriers that they may have in obtaining work, and the f
barriers info perspective. oGS

. 7 A
P k / (&

NA. This was knowledge building survey. U R

' A \'x\\\ 0 g Foe \\:\1

RN ~>
NN S
N 7 )

Youth Action Programme is aimed at improving , training and All 16-20 year old job seekers who had been

outcomes of eligible young people. Par ‘{ o ¢ an action | pﬁr{" i ! registered unemployed for 13 or more weeks.
they will do to overcome their banep-ia)

and access employment programrﬁe(s.arm(au ne oppo:tum
The Job Support makes funding “ﬂ@\ﬁie)jdpumhas\eﬁh;gcﬂ%e ‘andlorwage | Those who meet the following criteria as defined by
subsidies needed by ﬂﬂbabﬂﬁyw mployment. and receive = Workbridge

me-appfopﬁate rate Work }f\ by NZES to run the have an identified disability
T \ w ’ o betaking up orin a job which is available to
v \

anyone in the community
e be in self-employment where they are the main
4 > decision-maker and they receive the profits of
ﬁ"“’ C\\_) the business.
ﬁwﬁépmgra‘nme that assists people into self-employment by Those who meet the following criteria
dpproj ‘business skills. Eligible job seekers have access toagrantof s work-tested beneficiaries;

andicontinle to receive income support while they are training. NZES e registered unemployed for at least 15 weeks;
aeker lo develop a business plan, ensures the plan is velted s interested in self-employment; and

apitly, and monitors the state of the business if the plan is approved and put * have arealistic chance of self-employment.

recelves an initial grant and a smaller cash flow during the subsidy period. As there are
greater risks associated with this there are additional requirements that the job seeker

1995

1985

1995

1996

1996

49

NZES

MOYA

NZES

NZES

NZES

NZES



22,

23.

24,

25,

27.

28.
. Evaluation of Hikoi Ki Pae-

NZCC Two Year Post-Course.
Evaluation
CEG Pacific Peoples

Evaluation Report
Mahi A Iwi Evaluation Report

Evaluation of Maori Youth
Pilot

. Evaluation of OSCAR DAP

Pilot

Evaluation of Wahine Pakari
Programme

Evaluation of |EA Pilot

rangi/New Horizons

. The Enhanced Job Action and

Youth Action Programmes: An

Evaluation < /

invests $1000 in the business and that the capitalisation is a last-resort funding, and

N
S o

these require additional checks at the beginning of the process. »x /\ ,\/:} ’ . ‘f\
, \/ ," P P
(NZCC: see # 16) (see # Lﬁ,zf \ /\,\ {» ) D
\/ \ ey \'\ ! '_'I :l
The Pacific Island Employment Strategy aims to assist unemployed and disadvantaged facaﬁc | hcl paGple within i
Pacific Island people towards positive activity and opportunities for employment Ieadnqg(o:i}mmu nities that hau@h |gh | mployment
to self-sufficiency. \ advmtagq \;\ \

»
Mahi A Iwi: CEG uses a staircasing process fo assist Maori towards mu'e§eil A /_\iﬂ'ao:i mvanﬂMunmas that have

force participation and self-sufficiency. CEG uses a holistic approach, < < N /" high

Maori Youth Pilot aimed at increasing self-esteem, instilling work,hdita\a(ld\wﬁpmg

mient and disadvantage.
ij “keﬁreglslered with NZES and aged

career goals through a one day seminar facilitated by NZES; “~J 5-

delivered by Maori providers; and referral of the parhc:paﬁ(s{ohﬁga( a@able tralr@g\or \ \,

work related activifies —~ N~/ ( ™\ \ \ \)

OSCAR programmes provide supervised out.qf mnd ' s \ +* "Children aged 5-14 years, from low-income
group and individual‘activities, and some1avide Porty ies for ¢ ) families.

homework. OSCAR is funded th = *' 3 N

Wahine Pakari is a training grggra gneﬁ to gwgfl?a%pk\q\\ueﬁ skills to enter Maori women

self-employment, busin ion and ttz@t@’ “and employment
IEAis a client foc seﬂo’edelivg‘:;\ “x\\\
The Hikoi Ki Pag-rang wa}‘ﬁas deveioped‘%dﬂegf arange of pilot schemes
i - effactiveness of faalatahvéx&]xoach in assisting sole parent
0 ’ﬁﬁlﬁyrﬂen sucati ining. The seminar was designed to
3 e seminar addresses particular barriers

The Enta '_!J&Mnandsnhmcedemmmmmseekmmt
jistered Lin job seekers to move into employment, training and education
h'a process of in-depth interviews and intensive case management between each
)Zaﬂ_ job seeker and a NZES Employment Advisor.

All women sole parents receiving an Income
Support benefit for 12 months or longer.

Job Action: - all job seekers who reach 104 weeks
registration of unemployment with the NZES and
5000 job seekers who reach 52 weeks.

Youth Action: - all job seekers aged 16 to 20 who
have been registered as unemployed for af least 13
weeks.

1897

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997
1997

1997
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MOYA

CEG

CEG

NZES

DsW

NZES

NZES
NZES



3.

35.

Evaluation of Job Connection

. Evaluation of Tama Tane O

Le Pasifka

. 1995-1396 Be Your Own

Boss: National Qutcomes
Report

. A Quantitative Evaluation of
Compass After Two Years

BOOST

Job Connection aims to assist very long-term job seekers by giving them an opportunity ~ Very long-term job ers (registered with S

to work full-time for six months and gain skills and experience which will improve their
chances of obtaining stable employment. Each persen participating in Job Connection
is placed on a fully funded work project for six months, receiving intensive supervision

and assistance.

Tama Tane O Le Pasifikais a programme of five day seminars: followed by case
management. The aim is to help Pacific Island men into employment, edunaﬂon
training, by breaking down the bariers they face in seeking employment.

The Be Your Own Boss programme is an integrated package of business’

skills training for unemployed and non-business wise people. The p

‘Compass (see #10)

provided by community based organisations on behalf of CE\}\

Boost is a pilot programme which has run in sixn
Support Customer Service Officer work c@‘l
Independent Youth Benefits to help/tfgg i

)\/’
Q\_.

73 £
~ 5, \‘/ e
g 5 g o W
COND T A \B

ierm\hemploy%
\,/3 : N
@iﬁ?’ Une @;ﬁsineﬁs wise people

as unempl ks or more).
"‘\ N
N f\\ K,F \
\_/\\\ \\x f‘ﬂ"‘: - J )

\\'s)im?i?rm/aged %

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997
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NZES

NZES

CEG

Dsw

Dsw
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APPENDIX 4: THE FOCUS OF THE EVALUATIONS

Table 9: The focus of the evaluations

Evaluation .
\_\\'-.\‘
\.
1. The Effectiveness of Access Training )
2. Evaluation of Community Taskforce -
3. Evaluation of Taskforce Green o / \
4. TOP Review ISR 0 2
5. The Behaviour and Perceptions of Long Term Job Seekers <(/€/"::\\%Tw <“\\Q\/\
6. Evaluation of Limited Service Volunteer Scheme e \ <_l;l/) I:I(\ ( ( HS\ \\::) '
7. Evaluating the Effectiveness Job Plus A \\N A § ZANNN N )
8. Evaluaton f oint NZESINZIS Work Focus nferviews .\ "\ .7/ 0 [ ¢ 4 % NS
9. Evaluation of TFG, Tourism Green and Possum C@t@\ \ \\ i N "\‘_ \ 2
10. Evaluation of Compass Pilot Programme \\\ =t \ \>\q\)
11, Evaluation of Training Incentive Allowance LS o 4 e
12. An Evaluaton of Job Plus Trainjng Rik, J | \\\\Q‘ \]sk D
13, Assessment of TOP: Sur /\9{61 TOPrain < ) \\\\}\/ o
14, Evaluation of Job SKillS, «(//) o2 el IO
15. Evaluation of JNQC’ i ,/,‘z ( (\ \\\ b o
16. Evaluatign\ rarnmeg(/y ) 0
17. Tane Eyalation QXN s o
gﬁwsl nt Facl L‘?ﬁl\ .gézhers o
\Qn/préf'_ Al Review of m:gxﬁ amme 0 o
ofJob Support mogm‘m\) o
‘ \ \21 \&pnse AIIowaﬁQe d the Capitaliation Option o 8] u]
\ \gﬁ;{cc m 6 Bvaluation O o
\. \ \/ 23 CEGPacific P atlon Report O
SOw m\g e o
- 2, Yaf Mori Youth Pilot 0 0
)e\' h of OSCAR DAP Pilot 0
,/\\ﬁ'»" valualm of Wahine Pakari Programme O o
\/ -Evalualm of |EA Pilot O
4 29 Evaluation of Hikoi Ki Pae-rangi/New Horizons a i
NS 30. The Enhanced Job Action and Youth Action Programmes: An a 1]
) Evaluation
31. Evaluation of Job Connection o o o
32. Evaluation of Tama Tane O Le Pasefika a o
33. Be Your Own Boss: National Outcomes Report o
34. A Quantitative Evaluation of Compass After Two Years: ] a}
35. BOOST a O o
TOTAL 24 27 7 2
a) Summative evaluations are focused on measuring the impact of a programme, o make a judgement about whether or not

the programme is meeting its objectives. Summative evaluations rely on quantitative methods such as surveys and
analysis of administrative databases, in order to measure participants’ outcomes relative to some counterfactual. The
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counterfactual could be outcomes for a group of non-participant, outcomes for a group before the intervention is introduced,
or some other construct,

b} Process evaluations are usually focused on how a programme is being implemented. This type of evaluation can be used
to test whether a programme is being implemented as intended, to improve its delivery, to understand better what elements
or aspects of a programme are contributing to particular outcomes, or to determine how a programme works as a basis for
future evaluations. Process evaluations may use a range of qualitative and quantitative methods, such as interviews, focus
groups or surveys of administrators, programme participants and other stakeholders; analysis of administrative data or
other records; direct observation; or in-depth case studies.

c) This refers to two surveys focusing on the long-ferm unemployed.
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APPENDIX 5: PAPER ON EVALUATION METHODS

Evaluating Employment Interventions: Choosing the Appropriate Method \ /

Julian Silver

Draft 3 June 1998

Policy Context

fat:llltatwe assistance to a wider group o
accountability for determining strategi
have implications for evaluation.

e opportunity for piloting or trialing new
delivery approaches. For these pilots to be useful, they
ed;

™
\\‘ phasis on holding the delivery department more accountable for results (as
< \npposed to activities) requires a more rigorous understanding and evaluation of the

’ \
\v N\ assumed chain of causality between specific activities, short-term and intermediate

outputs and outcomes, and ultimate outcomes.

This paper briefly summarises the debate on appropriate evaluation methodologies,
particularly on the appropriateness of experimental methods, and concludes with some
observations on how different methods can complement each other given the policy
context outlines above. This section is not a technical guide, and further work will be
needed to develop appropriate criteria and methodologies for evaluation in the new
environment.
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Types of Evaluation

Broadly speaking, evaluations can be grouped into two types:

(a)

(b)

RN

r~,
.

process - these evaluations are usually focused on how a programme is being
implemented. This type of evaluation can be used to test whether a

programme is being implemented as intended, to improve its delivery, to
understand better what elements or aspects of a programme are contributing to
particular outcomes, or to determine how a programme works as a basis" { 94
future evaluations. Process evaluations may use a range of quali@lﬂv:@.%{h_'-\_.{_"__.,_.-- "o T 4
quantitative methods, such as interviews, focus groups or ?/E\‘a ANNY (ki
administrators, programme participants and other stakeholdef3; afy;fs of \»_/ /
administrative data or other records; direct observaiigrr;&y in-depth case i \'\. > S i
studies: < /:) _Lk 8 g

summative - these evaluations are focused o
programme, to make a judgement about
meeting its objectives. Summative
such as surveys and analysis of
participants’ outcomes relati
could be outcomes for a
the intervention is introduc ks . Adeally, a summative
evaluation compri ) \The OECD notes that
most summatj L. guestion; those answering
address the third:*°

\O> K
i, .
eyprogramme large enough to yield net benefits?

X | are the i pB
\\_ -;V’)“' Costs an ts ¢an be measured in different ways, which need to
s ar

de cl He evaluation objectives. For example, measuring the
impact for government of an intervention can be distinguished
asuring the economic impact for society. Collecting sufficient
\\ ation to measure economy-wide costs and benefits (eg:

\ N\ \Vdisplacement effects, improved health or crime indicators) is usually

P I R
AN ) problematic;
22N N
AN N\ (i) s this the best outcome that could have been achieved for the money
2N o

N

spent? This implies a judgement about how significant the impact of
the programme is, relative to alternative approaches or expectations.

There are two important methodological questions facing evaluators and their
stakeholders:

(a)
(b)

what is the best method to measure impact?

what is the appropriate balance between summative and process evaluation?

0 R. Fay, Enhancing the Effectiveness of Active Labour Market Policies: Evidence from Programme
Evaluations in OECD Countries, OECD, May 1996.
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Evaluation Stakeholders

The appropriate evaluation method will depend to a large part on the type of questions
being asked, which will in turn depend on the audience and stakeholders. For

Ministers, there will be occasions on which a decision is required on whether or not to
continue a programme. This will usually be in the context of a pilot or when a

specific appropriation expires. Often, Ministers and policy/ purchase advisors will )
want to use evaluations to make marginal decisions about the appropriate sca,]&of a AL
programme, the best mix of interventions, or to inform policy changes. \\“ -\ < - “

< \\

A
Evaluations can also be used by Ministers and policy/ purchase ad tz)\ ie*st tﬁe # N3 J
linkages between the results for which the department is being held ac taHe, and \\\/\
government’s broader outcomes; and by policy/ purchase ad/ 15 to test'the Imkazgc\? \ Vs
between the different levels of results for which the d@pébtnx Js“bemg held )
accountable. < ‘\. 25 N\

>, g \\ ," s ;'v" / \"._ 3 H_\\~>
Under the new environment, Regional Comm\rsﬁlonc‘rs\fhd front I i willajso be
making decisions about the most appropﬂatbmmoffi} erventi ogramme

ralMnformation
should also be
q’ntlon is or is not

design (within broad parameters). E ﬁqtmn‘g ngl provide N%
about “what works and what doesy’ b@ielwery agency a@l }es(

using evaluation findings to under ya parg}cu{a{ et

working, and to improv%dohvélty '\.,f'v;:j_‘ﬁ AN\ A
/ \ \\\ ..I‘ :‘) /\/ Q\_/,} . \\\-\:‘.:'?‘ e

Impact Measuren‘iqnt / //\ >

The evaluaudlrhtcra{h(\c fﬁcuses ort ,tu{ \oaches to measuring impact for

al'tfcj)aﬂts PR

: mental - w1dﬂhl\\ypc}af cvaluatlon, the only factor differentiating

’pr amme particip and a control group (of non-participants) is random

ﬁ)lbcatlon between\th\ 0 groups;

._;‘_/;‘-"_‘,f_-) (b’f > quagi-ex exgmenfal “with this type of evaluation, random allocation does not

AN\

AN oc a\ﬁ;en'rpts are made to control for the differences between the
Cpart nd the control (or, more accurately, comparison) group using

i¢al methods.

' \ Q as"r;\penmcntal designs can take a number of different forms, ranging from simple

“hefore and after” studies, or comparative outcomes for participant and comparison

g \/ A B ‘\ groups post the introduction of an intervention; to analysis of time series data or

comparative “before and after” outcomes for participant and comparison groups; to
econometric modelling (such as using regression analysis to estimate the differences
between outcomes observed for participants, and those predicted on the basis of a
model).?!

There has been vigorous debate about the pros and cons of experimental methods.
Reacting, in part, to studies which showed that the reliability of results from quasi-
experimental evaluations are highly dependent on how the comparison group is
chosen and on the types of statistical methods used, the US Government from 1986

2 For a summary of different approaches, see L. Mohr, Impact Analysis for Program Evaluation, Sage, 1995,
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has only funded experimental evaluations.?? At the same time, however, questions
have also been raised about whether the preponderance of the “experimental
orthodoxy” in the US has been at the expense of other potentially useful methods that
can provide insights into programme effectiveness.?®

Manpower Demonstration Research Company’s evaluations of welfare-to-wor

The “experimental orthodoxy™ in the US (typified by such large-scale studies as th
programmes) has not taken the same hold in other OECD countries, althou &
a growing number of examples. The current evaluation of the expanded i
Taskforce programme is the first use of random assignment in the evdluat

labour market programme in New Zealand, and will be a valuable te§ €

advantages and disadvantages of this approach.

common to both approaches.

Experimental Methods

The major advantage of the experi
biases and other matching prot ) it is p@ssiblenwusihg quasi-experimental
methods, to match parti - i that ¢
characteristics (su >, educati ergployment, local labour
conditions) arg mini ' ible or match for all the relevant
and outcomes, or to control for all
otivated job seeker is more likely to

czood outcomes, it is not possible, a priori, to
though various proxies, such as prior voluntary
f information gathered during assessment processes,

mental approach is likely to produce more robust estimates of programme
ts than a quasi-experimental approach.

e X * On the other hand, a number of potential drawbacks with an experimental approach
C\ \ have been identified.

2 For example, T. Fraker and R. Maynard, The Adequacy of Comparison Group Designs for Evaluations of
Employment-Related Programmes, The Journal of Human Resources, XXII, no. 2, 1987.

2 For example, see L. Mead, Optimising JOBS: Evaluation versus Administration, Public Administration
Review, vol 57, no. 2, 1997.

M This discussion draws on Fay (1996); Mead (1997); G. Burtless and L. Orr, 4re Classical Experiments Needed
Jor Manpower Policy?, The Journal of Human Resources, XXI, no. 4, 1986; T. Eardley and M, Thompson,
Does Case Management Help Unemployed Job Seekers? A Review of the International Evidence, Social
Policy Research Centre Reports and Proceedings, no. 132, 1997; and P. Rossi and H. Freeman, Evaluation: A
Systematic Approach, Sage, 1985.

t\y; |

|

\

o
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Firstly, experiments are very costly and can be difficult to implement. High
implementation costs arise from the need to set up mechanisms to allocate and
monitor participants and controls, to communicate to and train staff, and to establish
specific data collection instruments for both participants and controls (rather than, for
example, drawing the comparison group from existing databases). Implementation
problems will arise if staff are not fully trained in the processes to be used, are not
supportive, or are facing conflicting incentives (i.e. being required to meet higb/\ \ j
participation targets, at the same time as maintaining a control group who are Qt N AN
permitted to participate). PN K N\ /) \ \ /- ’ 7

Implementation and design will be problematic if the programme hcmg c{fa\ls}éted has ( \\
several components or screening points. In these cases it is particularly important to ‘/“_ e
be clear about what constitutes “the programme” (i.c. aty] gt Point random allocation {
occurs), who comprise the experimental and control 2roups outcomQ \
are being measured for, and what hypotheses are

For example, Gueron and Pauly describe e . nt: thods fdt;{’u*a gérgm types
of labour market programme, with di i ions for h%'pmm\at ich

poRents (i.e. jOb

“Broad coverage” programmes u
- h are mandatory for

search followed by case
an identifiable group.
5 that average outcomes are
I whom will have participated

ry” programmes involve individual programmes
erred or self-select. For these programmes

ople have been referred or self-selected, and

for this group. Some practical difficulties can be

/,_ ‘enyaSaged ith attex approach, particularly if a sub-group of people who are

/’_f -3 0 \s(ssessed a Jor volunteer to go on, a programme are then told that they are
G LN inthe onr .”On the whole, random assignment is easier to manage and
"-\\<_'““ : Jusm’y to d\ s and other stakeholders where the intervention being tested is
< \n\a datbfry
</
/ : \\’:, wnd]y, it is often claimed that ethical considerations preclude random assignment,
= L \, \ pamcularly if potentially beneficial services are being withheld from the control
o~ "\\\'\ group. However, in those (frequent) circumstances where eligible applicants exceed

programme places, or where there are waiting lists, or where a new programme is
being trialed, random assignment could be seen as a legitimate approach to
rationing.?® Furthermore, it cannot be assumed that every new programme being
trialed (or even existing programmes, if they have not been evaluated before) will

], Gueron and E. Pauly, From Welfare to Work, Russell Sage Foundation, NY, 1991

2 Burtless and Orr also discuss the more stringent ethical requirement that each subject, including each control,
should consent to participate in the experiment. Such a requirement is likely to be most problematic where
experimental methods are used to evaluate an existing programme where some people may be made worse off
through losing access to services or an entitlement. In this case, Burtless and Orr propose a system of
compensatory payments to people in the control group. It is unclear from evaluation reports whether this
approach is used, and the reports themselves usually have little to say about ethical issues.
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have a positive effect on participants. The possibility that a new programme may not
be of benefit to participants is all the more reason for evaluating it in a rigorous way.
In medical research, where the up-side and down-side risks are generally much higher
than for labour market programmes, experiments are the standard research method,
governed by strict protocols.

Thirdly, the tight controls and “artificial” conditions involved with running -~ o A e
experiments may limit the extent to which any findings can be replicated in ¢t E{\Siies \/ \ 1
or nation-wide, and may introduce other sorts of selection biases. The experpneqt. o

may disrupt or change the patterns of demand for, or methods of deli
services in a site. The nature of the experiment may deter job seekefsasponsqts, .t ~/
providers or particular site administrators from becoming inyoived. Thegutcomes ‘b S
that are found for participants in an experiment (relative {¢ ontrol group) ay-{@‘m % '
be replicated when a programme is expanded to every6né j ehigible pogui’at__iq\d ¥
there may simply be more eligible participants :
outcome opportunities, which reduces average

o

A

mited p(:f O\ ~’
articipant! \ ) ) W

Quasi-Experimental Methods

costly and administrativelydes setimentalapproach. Depending on

experimental ap
contracting a

i
et \é logical problems with quasi-experimental
a major problem is one of selection biases.
e’1f potential participants do not have the
o select in or of the programme, for example where the programme is
ry for all of theeligible population in a site, or where measuring take-up
monggt a i ulation is an objective of the evaluation.

e em is that the results of quasi-experimental evaluations are highly
ndent of the way that comparison groups are selected and impacts estimated.
many reasons why a comparison group may prove less than satisfactory.
xample, “before and after” studies may be affected by external changes (such as

_ changes in policy or in economic conditions). Comparison sites may be affected by

unforeseen changes in labour market conditions or difficulties in matching on relevant
variables. Information on important matching characteristics may not be available, or
may not be known to be important at the time the comparison group is selected. The
participant and comparison groups may be “contaminated” by people moving between
them.

Many of these problems could be controlled for statistically, or through good design
(eg: choosing a number of comparison sites in case external shocks affect one site),
although it requires good information, high levels of expertise, and a recognition that
estimates will be sensitive to the design. Few evaluations of labour market
programmes have been done in New Zealand using of these more sophisticated quasi-
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experimental evaluations, and those that have (such as Compass and Job Action) have
been complex and at times difficult to interpret.

At the other extreme, there may be cases where a suitable comparison group cannot be
found, due to likely high biases, administrative complexity, cost, or other factors. For
example, finding a register-based comparison group for the Job Plus evaluation wa
deemed not feasible, as virtually all the long-term unemployed who were placed-into
work were done so through a Job Plus wage subsidy. While the absence of
comparison group severely limits the summative conclusions that can b
are a range of other standards against which the findings from these A
descriptive evaluations can be compared, eg: findings from similaryr (e ¥« "{“:\ \"_f\_,' -
were the employment outcomes from Job Plus within the ra und fi wage WA ‘“\ -
subsidy programmes in other OECD countries?), or expec @s hat are set whgrf{hq \(
programme is introduced, or outcomes derived from 11oN : S oA

uasi-€xperi

Limits to Summative Evaluation

In addition to the issues discussed above;
in varying degrees, to both experimental

e
¢ summative evaluations typically ¥ely
or administrative databases: Res

& summative eva
results an

s\th€ impact of a programme on participants’ outcomes, but does not
¢xplain why it produces these results, or how particular changes to the
mme would affect outcomes. Summative evaluations are also unlikely to

atte

A \\\/ ‘\\‘E\S imate the net impact of different stages or components of complex labour market

‘programmes, or of policy and programme alternatives, unless a series of control or
comparison groups are able to be constructed (which adds to expense and
administrative complexity);

e summative evaluations (particularly experiments) usually measure impact for

individuals. More sophisticated methods are required to estimate economy-wide
effects, or to estimate the marginal effects of changes to the scale or mix of
particular programmes. Summative evaluations, on their own, will provide little
guidance about what sorts of policy changes might be appropriate.
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The Role of Process Evaluation

A number of the problems listed above can be mitigated through the use of process
evaluation as part of the overall evaluation design. Process evaluations are
particularly useful for getting inside the “black box™, to assess whether it is being
implemented as planned, and to determine why a particular intervention is producing
particular outcomes, for particular groups of participants. For example, are poor -
outcomes predominantly due to implementation failures (such as inadequate ér&rﬁgg{
or systems, or lack of knowledge amongst the target group), or to flaws in p S
design? Are particular elements of the programme affecting outcomes?" I‘{ Ss\ \ 3
evaluations will also be useful for fine-tuning new programmes, ogfm genarétmg P
hypotheses for future evaluations. W \

The point is made in a number of studies that while su
for national programmes delivered within well-specifi¢d
variability or discretion in policy and delivery, #ie gre
evaluations to aid the interpretation of results.” ,
towards greater decentralisation, flexibil dored assistance, there
is a strong case for a process evaluation, /

a‘uQ Vanatlon;s wquweli

hds the greaterthe, -

Conclusion

e evaluation is occurring, and
ive evaluations are intended to
k?”, process evaluations are required to

vy, and with programmes themselves becoming more
ding of how processes affect results for particular

: _clieits, in ns or communities, is essential
" Fo uations, the international experience is that experimental methods
v ccurate results than quasi-experimental methods. However, there are

sociated with experiments. The trade-off between accuracy and cost also
consmler those factors which may reduce the accuracy, and hence the relative
effectiveness, of an experiment, such as response biases from surveys or poor

<A \ generalisability.

Experiments have seldom been tried outside the US, but there seem few reasons why
they should not be utilised, under appropriate circumstances, in New Zealand.
Experiments require clear protocols (including informing people that they are
participating in an experiment), close monitoring, and buy-in by Ministers, front-line
staff and other stakeholders.

¥ See I. Stern et al, OECD Wage Subsidy Evaluations: Lessons for Workstart, NERA, 1995. This meta-
evaluation quotes a Dutch evaluation which finds variations in implementation methods for the scheme across
offices as leading to variations in placement rates of +/- 30%. Stern et al also note that very few wage subsidy
evaluations attempt to cover these process issues.
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Experiments seem best suited to pilots, and to relatively simple programmes, and are
less suited to programmes that are already running or to those that consist of a number
of stages or elements. On the other hand, pilots provide the necessary opportunity for
fine-tuning the programme, which would undermine any summative evaluation. One
solution to this dilemma is to break a pilot up into phases - a process evaluation
(resulting in any necessary modifications) followed by an experimental evaluatic'}

While quasi-experiments are usually less costly and administratively demand’mg }‘I'l’/n’ A
experiments, their usefulness as a potential evaluation method will depend on: ctors” o
such as judgements about the likely degree of selection bias, the 1nfotﬁ1al\an avad;ibfe ( ( 8
for constructing comparison groups and other modelling purposes, fmd\aqccss tothe S \u' -
skills needed to do the evaluation. ~ ! \C}“ s

Whatever approaches are used, there are a number o
need to underpin good evaluation in the new poli

o careful thought needs to be given to app
opportunities for more rigorous use ofl
methods, complemented by proce
different methods should be u

high quality data are es

e-Uata need to be accessible to the
aKing decisions about resource

est particular, what is the counterfactual?
/ P ¢ should be some criteria or benchmarks for setting hypotheses and assessing
("; & € sigrlliﬁcancc of results. Ideally, t!'lGSG crit_cria sh.ould be cs?ablishcd as part of
/_\\\» & o the policy development process. This may simply involve a literature review or a
_‘“‘\\ W\ meta-evaluation to determine what sort of results could be expected for different
\\< ’ ) ’ types of programmes in different contexts?®
b

¢ evaluation requirements need to be built into policy development and, most
importantly, into the way that programmes are implemented. The selection of trial
sites or roll-out strategies, the design of information systems, and the development

28 Mead (1997) argues that where an existing body of evidence is unambiguous on the impact of particular types
of interventions (as he states it is for a “mandatory, work focused programme™), further experimental
evaluations are unnecessary, and the focus should instead be on better use of administrative data to evaluate
outcomes for different types of participants and different sub-programme components, using quasi-
experimental techniques.
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of guidelines and performance measures all provide valuable and unique windows
of opportunity for evaluation.

Further Work

As noted, this paper is a discussion of issues, rather than a technical guide. Further
work is needed to develop a more rigorous evaluation framework. Areas for fw
work include:

g P
e developing criteria for selecting appropriate methodologies; A3 \N""v"’ *’\\\\'
. developmg a tool kit of analytical methods (including access torrelqsxant E\)\cpe&]se) R
o defining “costs” and “benefits” for the purposes of 1mp;.936{essmeﬁ§{ \,_\ Y:;)
¢ specifying data requirements for monitoring and eval/u\ 1 L - <\ \ (

e defining outcomes and other key variables; and

o =2 X ~SA N\
¢ more clearly specifying what a programme or i fgl\ew l‘hfymg to E\Q\ >
enhance employability, increase access to {Om?\im péople &ﬁb 9@1

work). \\ bR

- ,-'.-.\ “ K)
SO\
( r"H,_H“'\\\)///A A O .| I v\
A~ Y “)> / ,\\ /
i € NNV
//."‘ \\b,:\\ (‘\\\*\ %
{\’/\ '\ <‘\\ \\\'*--‘_:.\ b,
B Y ,(;/,/\\ X ~\\.\\ |
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ENT OUTCOMES

Table 10: Employment outcomes

OTFG, 1993 3 Mths

. TFG unsubsidised A 04 A 42 A -

. TFG subsidised B. — B — B. 1.2

. TFG self- placed C. — C — C. 58

. Comparison group: No work uj D. 04 D. 33 D —

. No work: subsidised E — E — E 14

. No work: self- placed F. — F. F. 3.0
G 03 G 43 G. 1.1
H — H — H 74
1. l.

2 [ =evaluations that relied on administrative data to determine outcomes.
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OTFG, Tourism Green and the Possum Control, /({) 5 A 6 Mths
1995 AN
A TFG 473 (TFG) U ’\;}‘ r/'_‘_‘;:/ x A 334
B. Tourism Green ZENCN < A ¥ B —
C. Possum Control N \ s ) C. -
Eidob Skils, 1895 3% TS IS (A 66.0% 6 Mihs
Job Support Programme, 1996 _ 406 - - (/-A\S\} - &’\“‘\-3;\ (P 82,031
OEA and the Capitalisation Option, 1996 Not Reported SRS \//\ ERAN \“g&
OJob Connection, 1997 476 S &< ) N AN 3 Mths
A Job Connection A 4702 NN 7k \\Sm/
8. Comparison B 70 {\‘\\\\7'\\) \\ -\.“‘}‘
Job-related training programmes i\\\b\b <\,_"\\/’-A> '
Access Training programme, 1992 1000 P o < A < Q\\_ o ) 6 Mths
A. Access : \ RN et A 410
B. JSR unsubsidised B. 350
C. JOS unsubsidised / subsided C. 650
TOP, 19943
DOJob Plus Training Pilat, 1995
Be Your Own Boss, 1997 17.0 4-8 Mths
Life-skills/motivational training programmes N . J;/
[ILSV.Scheme, 1994 2% \\/ S 25 Mihs
A LSV A 180
B. Control £, \/ B 70
C. NZcC. @ C. 404
Compass Pilot Programme, 1995
30 6% remained with their Job
31 Ofthis number 44% were alfe :
2 Ofthe 47% who were employe iime 3monthes after the completion of their Job Connection placement, 25% were employed without any subsidy from NZES. The remaining 22% were

employed with the help of an NZES subsidy.
3 This evaluation did not report on employment and further training outcomes for TOP participants. However, such outcomes are monitored continuously, reported to the Minister, and
published annually in ETSA’s annual accounts and other Agency publications.
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NZCC and YSC programmes, 1995

A. NZCCimmediate A 161 A 252 immediate
-B. NZCC 1 month B. 159 B. 289 1 Mth
C. YSCimmediate C. 13 C. 283 immediate
D. YSC 1 month D.

Wahine Pakari Programme, 1997
A, After Wahine Pakari
B. Befare Wahine Pakari

LS no ;.:TE.;[
Tama Tane O Le Pasefika, 1997
A. Tama Tane
B. Comparison

3 40% employment includes both full and part-time work.
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A, Joint interview

CEG Pacific Peoples, 1997
IEA Pilot, 199?

™A

This was a process evaluation

N
( \'
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APPENDIX 7: TRAINING OUTCOMES

Table 11: Training outcomes N
Training Outcomes <
Programme: N= % entering further E‘uﬁi Pt
training /,\ e’
meastred

Wage Subsidy and Work Experience Programmes

Community Taskforce, 1992 ths
A CTF —~ N\
B. comparison \
TFG, 1983 \?gm—
A TFG '

B. Nowork experience
C. Some work experience

Job Plus, 1994 N 6 Mths
TFG, Tourism Green and the Possum Control, 1@\ : 6 Mths
Job Skills, 1995 b 6 Mths

Job Support Programme, 1996

oy
EA and the Capitalisation Dpﬂ@iﬁ\
/"" f/

Not Reporied

20 3 Mths
0-7 Mths
A 110
B. 9.0
C. 30
Not Reported
Not Reported 100.0
6516 7.0 4- Mths
140 2.5 Mths
A B0
B \ B. 34
\ 8. C. 18.1
Ch(ﬁpass Pilot Programme, 1995 Not Reported
Compass volunteers A 649
B. Target, Never on Compass B. 39.2
C. Non Target C. 3838
Training Incentive Allowance, 1995 1203 376
NZCC and YSC programmes, 1995
A NZCC immediate A, 161 A 202 immediate
B. NZCCA month B. 159 B. 22.0 1 Mth
C. YSCimmediate C. 113 C. 363 immediate
D. YSC 1 month D. 113 D. 36.3 1mth
Tane Atawhai, 1995 737 7.0 6 Mths
NZCC, 1996 45 | 18.0 2Yrs
Maori Youth Pilot, 1997 - 190 210

Wahine Pakari Programme, 1997 202 26.0 0-12 Mths
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Hikoi Ki Pae-rangi/New Horizons, 1997

1 Tane O Le Pacefiks

_ @ other trai i q
pass Programme

Job Action and Youth Action, 1997

A. JA pre-enhancement

B. JAenhancement

C. YA pre-enhancement

D. YA enhancement
‘Community Development
Mahi A twi, 1997
CEG Paciic Peoples 1667
Other
IEAPilt, 1997

OSCAR DAP Pilot, 100 0-12mths
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APPENDIX 8: EVALUATION QUALITY

Table 12: Number of evaluations meeting or not meeting quality criteria

Aspects of the report being Notincludedinthe ~No. evaluationsnot  No. evaluations >
evaluated report meeting any oriteria  meeting some of4he
criteria

1. Completeness of the report 6
1.1 A table of contents
1.2 Evaluation objectives are 4
stated

1.3 A description of the
background to the evaluation

—_

1.4 A description of the 2 GOSN | & |
programme W \ 5 :
1.5 A description of the scope GQ\\ S D ’\\R% 11
of the evaluation j . \\}
1.6. A description of the /@ A2 \} 9 13
evaluation methodology \\ ) ? L\ \
1.7 Key findings < N AN\ Ee~ " 19 10
: > p Q ._ s .
0 25 3
' 0 2 8
0 28 3
0 18 16
0 27 8
6 6 12
1 9 0




Table 13: Methods used in evaluations

APPENDIX 9: MET. I@S‘ USEI%@ EVALUATIONS

Evaluations Method Evaluations AN ANN W\ Method

1. Access Training programme, 1992 15 19. Youth Action Prograiime, 1996\ Lo 1,5,8, 11, 18
2. Community Taskforce, 1992 15,18 20. Job Suppor}.Pfegtamme, 1996 PN 1,5,8,12
3. Taskforce Green, 1993 7,13,15, 18 21. Enterpriss Alfowéree.and the Capitalisafian Optidn, 1956 12,18

4, TOP, 1994 7 22. NZGCIweY2ahPost:Course-Evaluation, 1996 [}
5._Behaviour and Perceptions of Long Term Job Seskers, 1994 8 23 MahiAJg, 1897 TN\ 4

6. Limited Service Volunteer Scheme, 1994 9,15 |74, ‘CEQ, Pabifie Peoples’ N J) 4

7. Job Plus, 1994 8 ~ 25 Waor Youth Pilat 4997 "\, 1,5,9,18,19
8. Joint NZESINZIS Wark Focus Interviews, 1994 15,18 O\ 125, OSCAR DAPPilot, 199%™ 7,8,12,18
9. TFG, Tourism Green and Possum Control, 1935 15,18 <\ N\ K27, WahingRakaq\Brogramifie, 1997 2,589
10, Compass Pilot Programme, 1995 56,1018 \\_) /| 28. IEARIMN{89% 7,11, 18,19
11, Training Incentive Allowance, 1995 9 e 29-HikeMkkpastahgi/New Horizons, 1997 3,5,8,9

12. Job Plus Training Pilot, 1995 ,1,)3.\1‘?\1@ ) <30_dob Asfigivand Youth Action, 1997 1,718

13. Survey of TOP trainees, 1995 Ng~ N 31 Job-Ennection, 1997 15,8,15, 18
14, Job Skills, 1995 (N8~ A~ LT 8% Pama Tane O Le Pasifka, 1997 17

15, Job Action, 1995 A — 15,8, 15,46 -’33, Be Your Own Boss, 1997 3,18

16. NZCC and YSC programmes, 1995 \“\‘5 11218 \\\ ¢ 34. Compass After Two Years, 1997 16, 18

17. Tane Atawhai, 1995 (’/ A X 1ACh T8\ N\ 35. BOOST, 1997 58,15, 18
18. Barriers to Employment Facing Long-Term Job Seekersy < 5V BN T

Method e 0. of a\ralu ~~.” Method No. of evaluations

1. focus groups N\ 4 SO, 11. interviews with key groups or peaple 4

2. affinity interviews (} - 2 AN Y 12. analysis of existing documenis 5

3. hui > P \:‘\J 15 13. expert review 1

4. case studies XK <', = 2 14. control and treatment groups 0

5. in-depth interviews : 8 A B 9 15. comparison groups 9

6. semi-structured interviews o /< > 2 16. modelling 2

7. structured interviews (7NN 5 17. construction of databases 1

8. sample survey Y } ) ¥ 14 18. analysis of existing data 19

9. before and after questionnaire  ~ "/ 5 19. development of case profiles 2

10. longitudinal survey 1
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APPENDIX 10: UTILISATION OF SELECTED
EVALUATIONS

a//.' .\/\
Documented actions arising from the evaluations P AR T
AN
: /\\\ q\ :
New Zealand Employment Service (NZES) S
ED O :

The two evaluations selected were: //( \,\ e

e An Evaluation of the Enterprise Allowance and the api alisation Opj;l.c;)ﬂ ‘

¢ An Operational Review of the Youth Actw&P ;e

N \ \ j \\’\,
A handover document provided mformapoh 0 E‘op&s}:d actlox)sr ar(d atflo‘ﬁs alréady
taken as a result of the Operational aglnw\o} uth Actio Thesc\a{:uhns appear to
have been based on the findings. /'{hergli?&ann fecom}g{enlg\n& lnchlded in the
evaluation report. ¢ N o ~

_/-"_“‘\ \,__,
Interviews with staff rey aled t X{&L\;ﬂ&f ts arising from the
Operational Revie uth Aoti ented benefit was that, along
with other ET ’srﬁ;zuted to the development of IEA and
SOLO. NZ any of thc problems 1dent1f' ed in the

de

| ightened. Enterprise Allowance was restricted to priority status

§ g 26+ weeks unemployed)
\ 'SI Tﬁe rational guidelines were updated.

\3 A senior contracts adviser was hired

The actions taken as a result of the evaluation of the Enterprise Allowance and the
Capitalisation Option appear to have been based on the findings of the evaluation.
There were no recommendations in the evaluation.

Community Employment Group (CEG)

The two evaluations selected were:

e Mahi A Iwi Evaluation, 1997,
o Pacific Island People’s Evaluation, 1997.
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CEG had clearly documented evidence of the actions taken as a result of the Mahi A
Iwi and Pacific Island peoples evaluations (Table 14). Actions arising from both
evaluations were based on the recommendations in the evaluations. The Mahi A Iwi
recommendations were more research focused. The Pacific Island Peoples evaluation
recommendations were more policy focused. In both cases this is the usual process
within CEG. Undocumented benefits arising from the evaluations were also identified
(e.g. Staff involved in doing the two CEG evaluations were up-skilled in eval /
and monitoring. Staff are now being encouraged to undertake evaluation angd. \' ‘
monitoring of their own projects). LR ‘\,

Table 14: Documented actions arising from CEG evaluations

Evaluation Documented actions arising from the evaluations

Pacific Island 1. The recommendations were incorporated into CEG's Nation
People's 2. CEG has taken, or is {o 1ake, a number of measures {0 i
Evaluation peoples:

s an additional three Pacific Island field advise

o One of the aims of a national fonotaga (¢fieg
opportunity for information exchang

e One of the aims of the region
Pacific Island communitie
key workers.

» workshops will be un en

yay, is to raise CEG's profile.
eld'staff on Pl protocols and cultures:
4 for CEG staff which will be fine tuned for delivery to all

G is und kill Pl groups in management and administration:
One i iondl fonotaga (meetings) held for all key workers, was to provide training in
manag
Ona of th e regional fonotaga (meetings) for key workers and representatives of the
acific Islan mmuniﬂes, currently underway, is to provide fraining in management and
mipistzation.
Staff wetfe informed of the results of the evaluation:
h of the five field staff involved in the evaluation discussed the results of the evaluation with their
regional teams;

« each regional office received a full copy of the evaluation report

* summaries of the evaluation report were sent to all staff

. Feedback hui were held for Macri in South Auckland and the Hawkes Bay to validate the findings and to

get their response to the report. Feedback indicated that Maori viewed the report as tacnga (a treasure)
because of the honest approach CEG had taken to examine the delivery of their services to Maori.

CEG staff were encouraged to compare their own practices to the trends outlined in the report and to

discuss the findings in regional meetings.

The evaluation has provided a basis for further research and evaluation. For example, the following has

been incorporated into the 1997/98 research plan:

» research info how groups access CEG's services and implications of this for CEG,

e 3 project io monitor community employment outcomes for three years to assess the shori, medium
and long term outcomes of CEG's work - the project will include Maori and Pacific peoples
communities,

+ aproject to develop and then refine new database measures for project outcomes (to capture a
wider range of community employment outcomes than is currently the case),

«  scoping of a follow up to the Mahi A Iwi evaluation, and

« the women's sirategy evaluation focusing on outcomes (the next stage of CEG's evaluation strategy
building on the work of the two exploratory evaluations).




74

Department of Social Welfare (DSW)

The two evaluations selected were: /\
e Compass, 1995 < > /“{}
e Training Incentive Allowance, 1995 NS i \.\‘\_

DSW had some documented evidence of action taken as a result of’ ﬂ}é-‘-l\995\‘t\:9r\ﬁ'1iass N
Evaluation. The findings of the Compass evaluation were reported to fh\é'-Caijinet )
Committee on Employment, Education and Training (ET
Committee on Expenditure Control and Revenue (EC

27/5D|1 rcfms] The Compass evaluation did not fo

The recommendations to Cabinet about the
combination of the successful outcomesfoy

recommendations fed ing
rather than being sp
line with Govemlﬁe\nt, 5/

The same. appmash ,haé* b/ een taken o
aWa\s p((

progrmﬁﬁ"n‘tormat:on idedon the evaluation of the Training Incentive
Alosiante, "~ NN
R W AR
o N N
Y b} A W
AN L
o & 75 TR o NN
b \} \..' ,__“-- 5\ .
:”::-.'\‘\\“ .'\ ’/j‘- /\\ \ \\\ '-'-\\\\\ -
)Y J Nir 2 \\ . \ VAD
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