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* The presentation is about different ways
of thinking about the effects of ESF
interventions in the employment and
social fields and

* The practical implications for (a)
improving the process of evidence
collection and (b) making good policy
decisions
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EU-supported investment
in the employment/ social
field is significant but not

sufficient to make an

impact at the macro level
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Making difference as...

Doing better than in
Achievement of the doing nothing
targets scenario
(counterfactual appr.)

Following a Creating ground for
reasonable change and
intervention logic experimentation that
(theory-based would not be possible
evaluation) without the SF




Overall achievement
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Will the indicators be

achieved?
Yes, they will
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Indicator trends - -
Pl =~ N
~ Trend in funding / Measure
( Decrease ) Funding stable Increase

~
~~———’

320
o
-
300 .
® Targets increased

@® Targets stable
® Targets decreased
© New targets

280

260

240

220

200

180 .

160

140 .
130,0 .

120 . . ’
e 8 O
" 0 0
‘9 @
" O
40 .

5 9 ® . @
0 . . . . . .

Level of achievement

VP1-1.1- VP1-11- WP WP1-11- 0 WP VP11 VP11 VP13 VP13 W1-1.1- VP1-1.1- VP11 WP WP1-1- WP112- | VP11 WP-11- WP1-12-8A WP1-1.2-
SADM-01-K SADM-03-Y SADM-05-Y SADM-06-K SADM-07T-K SADM-09-Y SADM-11-Y SADM-01-K SADM-02-K SADM-12-\ SADM-08-K SADM-10-% SADM-13-' SADM-14-\ SADM-04- SADM-02-K SADM-04-K DM-01-V (U SADM-02-\
(Traininge.. (CSR)}  (Migrant re.. (HR Public.. {Computer.. (Rural cha.. (Invest Lt+} (Fight disc.. (Social int.. (Enterpren.. {Enfrepren.. (Health wo.. (Social wo.. (Work/ fam.. (First job) |(Social dial.. (Family/ w.. nemployed) (Disabled ..



The key issue is not the achievement
of targets...

e ...but the huge pressure to achieve them

/
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Without proper
consideration of

external
environment

~

their initial rationale
and changes in the

/
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Indicators are used
for accountability
and reassurance

rather than
management and

policy learning
\_ /




The counterfactual approach

e Tried in LT (on a small scale)

Gmpare the effect of\

the intervention on
the target group to
control group (which
ideally is similar to the
target group in all
aspects except for the

-~

\treatment status)/
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Why not: compare the
effect of intervention
to what would have

happened if we
distributed money

equally to everyone

/
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Evidence base is still extremely
limited
* There is a lot of learning to do

Learning how to
integrate evaluation
when designing the

_ Measures )

Formulating the ToR
(internal or external)
asking a limited number
of focused questions

4 )
Mustering the

courage to try out an

experiment

N /
a2 )
Harvesting the huge
potential provided the
admin data

- _/




The intervention logic has changed

e As reflected in changes of funding and targets

2005/2006 2009

The country needs
labour force which is
adaptable, qualified and
productive

There is huge
unemployment which
needs to be cushioned
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At the general level the changes made
sense

* Political, pragmatic, based on intuition
(if not evidence)

/At the operational\ Yet the essential
level — many questions
 What works?

* What s a better
management
model?

\- s it sustainable?/

question is ages old
and simple







Aiming for a systematic change

* Change at the personal vs. change at
the institutional level

Reconciling family and work (mEUR)
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* The talk about the pre-conditions and
Thererare e fewneriscial ingredients

the crucial decisions

Funding follows Acceptance that not
policy and not vice PFaVEla adallal=a WAl RZe]7 <
versa as expected

Long term
sustainability as the
key criterion for

success

Regulatory change is
implemented in

parallel




* Why do not we turn the theory of
change into the practice of decision
making



Thank you!

Egidijus Barcevicius
egidijus@ppmi.lt
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