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Outline

* The labor market in PNG

* What can be done to improve employment opportunities for youth in PNG?

* Findings of the impact evaluation of the Urban Youth Employment Project-
largest employment program in Papua New Guinea

* Annex: What do we mean by impact evaluation?




What’s happening in the PNG labour market?

* According to the Socio Demographic and Economic Survey in 2022, the
labour force participation rate was 51.8%

* PNG has a youth bulge and many youth are “NEET”. Anecdotal evidence
of youth struggling to break into jobs (even though unemployment is low)

* How many youth in PNG would like to work but aren’t in work?.... A LOT
(but we don’t know how many!)

* The pandemic impacted employment but there has since been recovery, but
uncertain what are employment trends in urban areas.




What’s happening in the PNG labour market?

Proportion of people that are working for income, by location
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What can policy makers do to improve

employment opportunities for young peopler

Create jobs through labour intensive Improve the supply of labor and job matching through
public works programs Active Labour Market Programs (ALMPs)
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The Urban Youth Employment Program (UYEP) in Port
Moresby 1s a good case study of an ALMP

It involves both a public works component and all elements of an ALMP.

. Achievements:
* by the end of 2018, UYEP had screened more than 24,000 youth;
° engaged 18,500 youth in training and work placement activities,

* established about 18,000 new bank accounts and created approximately

* 815,000 labour days.




UYEP included a public works component and
all three main aspects ot ALMPs

ALMP
component of

UYEP

Job matching

assistance

Wage subsidies




UYEP led to a second phase (UYEP2) with a new project

design informed by the evaluation and expansion to Lae

G o

* Project components:
1.

Community mobilization and targeting of youth
Active City Development Program (ACDP)

Basic Life Skills Training (BLST)

Urban Works and Services (Public works component)
Internships and TVET

Referral desk
















UYEP Impact Evaluation

Evaluation questions include:

. ° 1. Are participants more likely to be employed after the project than
controls (similar non-participant youth)?

* 2. How do employment rates compare for intern graduates compared to
the youth who only did public works?

* 3. Are job search, employment expectations and education plans
impacted by the project?
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UYEP youth increased job search

—
=
RS
=
<
()

—'Treatment

—Control

—_ = DN
U
=X

Jobseeking
&
X

2
X =X




Reduced interest in pursuing further education

(but less so for UYEP youth)
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Employers say that UYEP helps with finding,

training and covering costs of workers

Job

matching

More than half of employers say without UYEP is third most popular way
UYEP ‘training new staff is too costly’ employers hire new staff

Wage
subsidies

Only 15% of employers would offer

same number of jobs with no subsidy




Future work

Implementing and additional impact evaluation of UYEP2

We seek to understand if better design improves overall youth outcomes, and,;

Evaluate program components, e.g. Internships compared to TVET.

T T

Explore how UYEP can be expanded across different urban areas (Will it
work in Lae, just as well as in Port Moresby?)

5. In terms of impact evaluation, development partners should work closely
together to identify other programs where impact evaluations could be
conducted







What 1s Impact Evaluation?

Impact evaluation

Outcomes

Outputs /Impact




What 1s the impact ot this program?
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What 1s the impact ot this program?
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What 1s the impact ot this program?
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What 1s the impact ot this program?
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Youth in Port Moresby

1) Outside the formal
labour market for at least
6 months

2) Applied to UYEP
between April to
November 2015,

3) Eligible for program

4) Performed highly on
an academic test

5) Satisfactorily
completed training

We test the additional effect of the ALMP
components of UYEP beyond the PWP

Intake 12
(April 2015)

Intake 13
(July 2015)

Intake 14
(November 2015)

Completed ALMP

(52% of "Treatment’
group)

Eligible but Did not
Complete ALMP

(‘Placebo control' group)

Completed ALMP

(48% of "Treatment'
group)




The “Treatment’ and ‘Control” groups share
very similar baseline characteristics
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UYEP 1: estimated the countertactual by comparing
participants who did and did not complete pre-
employment training and internship component

Three groups
* A. Non-participants (little data on them)

* B. Participants who did basic life skills training, public works and FIFA volunteer

work (with a stipend) but no pre-employment training or internships with
employers

* C. Youth who did pre-employment training and internships.

C>B>A"7




For a small sample: compared participants with non-
Darticipants (controls)
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* Youth from internships
had the most
employment,

* Public works youth had
more employment than
controls

* (Close to no controls

employed
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