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현행 실업자 직업훈련의 성과지표들 . Ⅱ

☐

( )

- , 

, 

- , ․
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- , , 

실업자 직업훈련 성과지표 현황과 문제점 1. 

☐

, (LaMAS:

)

가 법과 지침상의 규정. 

(2009 3 5 ) 1「 」☐
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(Labor Market Analysis System; LaMAS) 

나 노동시장정보통합분석시스템 상의 통계운영 현황과 실태. 

LaMAS☐

(< 1> ) 

○ 

- ‘ ’ ‘

’ ‘ ’

- . 

, 

- ( ) , 年

, 

- ‘ ’․

, 

. 

- 

, 1 2~4 8~9 , 3~10

- LaMAS ‘ ’ ‘ ’ 
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1)

표 상의 실업자 직업훈련 관련 용어< 1> LaMAS
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- LaMAS ’07 89.0%, ’08 87.3% 90% , 

- , 

, 

(‘08

, (85.6%), (77.6%) vs 

(102.9%), (1958.4%)) 
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(creaming effect)

- < 1> LaMAS , ① ②

, ③

, , , 

표 노동시장정보통합분석시스템 상의 취업률 년 단위   < 2> (2008 )                                    ( : %)

(A) (B)
(C)

(D)
①

(C+D)/

(C+B)

②

D/B

③

(C+D)/A

117,051 89,680 13,996 (12.0) 60,792 72.1 67.8 63.9 

73,253 56,573 8,657 (11.8) 39,449 73.7 69.7 65.7 

15,783 12,458 1,546 (9.8) 8,215 69.7 65.9 61.8 

21,299 15,209 3,507 (16.5) 11,068 77.9 72.8 68.4 

2,184 1,834 143 (6.5) 1,167 66.3 63.6 60.0 

2,213 1,745 56 (2.5) 175 12.8 10.0 10.4 

1,402 1,171 55 (3.9) 451 41.3 38.5 36.1 

: 1. 2008

    2. (  ) /

: LaMAS

다 직업능력개발사업 현황 관련 통계. 

( , 「 」☐
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훈련 후 취업성과의 질적인 변화에 대한 진단2. 
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. ․

- HRD-Net _2006 (2007 )

(HRD-Net) DB

- 

, , , , , 

2)

 

○ 

- [ 1] , 

(34.3% → 24.2%), (19.1% → 28.1%), 

, , (4.7% 7.9%) → 

- 10.1%p , 

9.0%p , 

- , , 

, , , , ․

, 

그림 훈련을 전후로 한 재취업 업종비중 변화                                       단위 명[ 1] ( : , %)

2) ․

HRD-Net _2006 (2007) , 
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0.4

34.3

0.3

6.0

16.9

4.6
3.1

19.1

7.8

4.7

2.9

0.4

24.2

0.3

6.6

15.1

3.5

1.3

28.1

10.0

7.9

2.7

0.0

5.0

10.0

15.0

20.0

25.0

30.0

35.0

40.0

농림어업광엄 제조업 전기가스

수도사업

건설업 도소매,

숙박음식점

운수,

통신업

금융보험엄 부동산임대,

사업서비스

교육,보건및

사회복지

오락문화및

공공,수리,

개인서비스

기타산업

훈련전 훈련후

: 31,195

: HRD-Net _2006 (2007 )

- (< 3> ), 

33.8% . , 

66.2%

- 47.2%․

, (43.4%), (38.1%) . , 

, , , , , 

20%
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, . 

, 

- , 

표 훈련 후 재취업자의 업종 이동                                              단위 명 < 3> ( : , %)
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, ,
,

,
,

27 26 0 13 16 7 1 20 5 11 3 129 

(20.9) (20.2) (0.0) (10.1) (12.4) (5.4) (0.8) (15.5) (3.9) (8.5) (2.3) (100.0)

28 4,072 19 548 1,452 302 52 2,455 713 868 185 10,694 

(0.3) (38.1) (0.2) (5.1) (13.6) (2.8) (0.5) (23.0) (6.7) (8.1) (1.7) (100.0)

1 14 4 7 12 2 1 23 2 7 5 78 

(1.3) (17.9) (5.1) (9.0) (15.4) (2.6) (1.3) (29.5) (2.6) (9.0) (6.4) (100.0)

17 349 27 494 231 51 8 454 81 122 30 1,864 

(0.9) (18.7) (1.4) (26.5) (12.4) (2.7) (0.4) (24.4) (4.3) (6.5) (1.6) (100.0)

, 15 1,028 9 288 1,303 159 39 1,493 402 430 114 5,280 

(0.3) (19.5) (0.2) (5.5) (24.7) (3.0) (0.7) (28.3) (7.6) (8.1) (2.2) (100.0)

, 4 273 4 91 185 251 11 412 87 107 24 1,449 

(0.3) (18.8) (0.3) (6.3) (12.8) (17.3) (0.8) (28.4) (6.0) (7.4) (1.7) (100.0)

4 125 2 46 117 30 185 255 88 67 35 954 

(0.4) (13.1) (0.2) (4.8) (12.3) (3.1) (19.4) (26.7) (9.2) (7.0) (3.7) (100.0)

, 
20 1,041 9 362 827 161 72 2,591 352 408 129 5,972 

(0.3) (17.4) (0.2) (6.1) (13.8) (2.7) (1.2) (43.4) (5.9) (6.8) (2.2) (100.0)

, 3 263 1 78 244 39 13 414 1,143 153 73 2,424 

(0.1) (10.8) (0.0) (3.2) (10.1) (1.6) (0.5) (17.1) (47.2) (6.3) (3.0) (100.0)

,
,

9 236 6 89 216 57 9 422 126 246 41 1,457 

(0.6) (16.2) (0.4) (6.1) (14.8) (3.9) (0.6) (29.0) (8.6) (16.9) (2.8) (100.0)

9 107 2 40 111 26 7 215 111 51 215 894 

(1.0) (12.0) (0.2) (4.5) (12.4) (2.9) (0.8) (24.0) (12.4) (5.7) (24.0) (100.0)

137 7,534 83 2,056 4,714 1,085 398 8,754 3,110 2,470 854 31,195 

(0.4) (24.2) (0.3) (6.6) (15.1) (3.5) (1.3) (28.1) (10.0) (7.9) (2.7) (100.0)

27 4,072 4 494 1,303 251 185 2,591 1,143 246 215 10,531 

(20.9) (38.1) (5.1) (26.5) (24.7) (17.3) (19.4) (43.4) (47.2) (16.9) (24.0) (33.8)

102 6,622 74 1,370 3,977 1,198 769 3,381 1,281 1,211 679 20,664 

(79.1) (61.9) (94.9) (73.5) (75.3) (82.7) (80.6) (56.6) (52.8) (83.1) (76.0) (66.2)



- 19 -

: HRD-Net _2006 (2007 )

○ 

- [ 2] , 72.7% 50

, 10 46.4%

- 300

(19.8% 10.5%)→ 

그림 훈련을 전후로 한 재취업 사업장 규모 비중 변화                                단위[ 2] ( : %)

31.1

25.0

10.1

14.0

10.0 9.8

26.3

7.9
8.9

5.6 4.9

46.4

0.0

5.0

10.0

15.0

20.0

25.0

30.0

35.0

40.0

45.0

50.0

10인미만 10~50인 50~100인 100~300인 300~1000인 1000인이상

훈련전 훈련후

: 31,195

: HRD-Net _2006 (2007 )
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- < 4> . 

30.0% , 45.8%

- 24.2%

. 

- 

, 

표 훈련 후 재취업자의 규모 이동                                                단위 명< 4> ( : , %)
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10 10~50 50~100 100~300 300~1000 1,000

10 5,294 2,431 593 653 402 324 9,697 

(54.6) (25.1) (6.1) (6.7) (4.1) (3.3) (100.0)

10~50 3,481 2,439 567 652 363 287 7,789 

(44.7) (31.3) (7.3) (8.4) (4.7) (3.7) (100.0)

50~100 1,339 850 378 286 168 135 3,156 

(42.4) (26.9) (12.0) (9.1) (5.3) (4.3) (100.0)

100~300 1,785 1,097 436 564 286 196 4,364 

(40.9) (25.1) (10.0) (12.9) (6.6) (4.5) (100.0)

300~1000 1,283 752 259 320 305 210 3,129 

(41.0) (24.0) (8.3) (10.2) (9.7) (6.7) (100.0)

1,000 1,298 641 218 301 221 381 3,060 

(42.4) (20.9) (7.1) (9.8) (7.2) (12.5) (100.0)

14,480 8,210 2,451 2,776 1,745 1,533 31,195 

(46.4) (26.3) (7.9) (8.9) (5.6) (4.9) (100.0)

0 3,481 2,189 3,318 2,614 2,679 14,281 

(0.0) (44.7) (69.4) (76.0) (83.5) (87.5) (45.8)

5,294 2,439 378 564 305 381 9,361 

(54.6) (31.3) (12.0) (12.9) (9.7) (12.5) (30.0)

4,403 1,869 589 482 210 0 7,553 

(45.4) (24.0) (18.7) (11.0) (6.7) (0.0) (24.2)

9,697 7,789 3,156 4,364 3,129 3,060 31,195 

(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)

: HRD-Net _2006 (2007 )
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○ 

- 

, 

- < 5>

, 31.5%

- , 60.5%

, (45.5%), (42.0%), 

(36.2%), (32.8%), (32.4%), (32.3%), 

(31.5%) 

- ․ ․ ․ ․

, , 

- 

- , (KECO) 

. , 

, 
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표 구직등록당시 희망직업 대비 훈련 후 직장에서의 직업                                                                    단위 명  < 5> ( : , %)

19.3 28.7 1.6 0.8 1.6 2.0 5.7 4.9 8.2 0.4 1.6 4.1 5.3 0.0 0.0 3.3 2.0 0.4 9.0 244 (0.8)

14.4 45.5 1.5 2.9 1.6 1.7 1.2 4.7 1.7 1.3 1.9 1.4 2.6 0.8 0.4 2.2 4.0 0.4 7.8 9,720 (31.2)

10.2 19.8 27.9 3.0 12.0 3.0 1.5 3.3 2.1 0.9 2.4 0.3 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.6 5.4 0.3 3.9 333 (1.1)

5.5 14.5 0.8 60.5 2.4 0.1 0.2 1.9 1.5 0.6 3.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.8 0.7 5.4 875 (2.8)

10.2 21.6 3.9 7.2 42.0 1.0 0.3 2.6 1.6 0.0 1.6 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0 5.2 305 (1.0)

16.3 29.9 1.5 1.3 0.7 9.5 1.0 3.9 0.9 0.7 0.9 2.8 5.6 1.2 0.7 2.9 8.4 0.1 10.6 3,931 (12.6)

7.4 9.2 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.1 28.0 2.9 7.4 0.7 0.8 4.5 7.8 3.3 0.1 3.8 1.6 0.1 19.0 851 (2.7)

13.4 29.9 1.7 1.4 1.1 0.6 2.9 13.7 5.0 1.7 2.9 1.0 5.8 0.6 0.7 2.4 4.6 0.2 8.9 805 (2.6)

9.5 13.2 0.8 1.8 0.6 1.2 2.3 4.5 31.5 1.2 3.9 1.9 6.2 1.0 0.2 5.4 2.3 0.2 10.3 514 (1.7)

6.6 21.4 2.2 6.1 1.4 0.7 0.8 8.5 2.2 32.8 2.9 0.8 1.1 0.3 0.2 2.2 0.7 0.5 8.1 1,067 (3.4)

7.9 16.2 2.4 4.6 5.7 0.4 1.7 6.2 3.0 1.7 32.4 0.5 1.0 0.7 0.3 2.1 1.1 1.0 9.9 1,143 (3.7)

18.9 17.0 0.8 0.9 0.5 4.1 6.1 3.9 4.1 0.4 1.3 14.1 5.3 2.3 0.2 2.9 2.0 0.5 13.1 1,273 (4.1)

9.2 9.3 0.9 0.4 0.3 0.5 4.7 4.0 4.7 0.6 1.0 2.2 32.3 3.3 0.2 6.0 2.5 0.4 16.7 2,513 (8.1)

6.1 3.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2 3.4 3.2 3.8 0.0 0.5 2.9 14.0 25.5 0.0 3.8 0.5 0.0 31.8 444 (1.4)

9.0 19.7 3.5 3.8 2.3 0.9 2.3 8.1 2.9 2.0 4.3 0.0 1.4 0.3 18.8 1.7 0.3 0.6 18.2 346 (1.1)

11.3 13.0 0.4 0.6 0.2 0.7 2.5 4.3 4.5 0.2 1.2 3.4 9.0 1.7 0.5 24.3 9.1 0.2 12.1 1,542 (5.0)

16.4 20.9 1.1 0.6 0.6 1.2 1.4 3.6 1.2 0.4 1.1 1.2 3.7 0.6 0.1 3.5 36.2 0.1 5.1 2,654 (8.5)

9.1 23.4 1.8 4.1 2.7 0.0 1.4 10.6 1.8 2.0 19.3 1.3 0.9 0.7 0.2 1.8 0.5 8.4 8.6 559 (1.8)

8.7 13.5 1.0 2.3 1.2 0.7 2.3 5.0 5.9 1.7 4.0 2.8 6.9 3.5 1.5 6.0 1.3 0.6 28.6 1,365 (4.4)

12.7 27.3 1.6 3.8 1.8 2.3 2.7 4.8 3.2 2.1 3.2 2.4 6.4 1.6 0.6 4.1 6.6 0.5 10.9 31,119 (100.0) 

: 1. 1% , , , . 2. ( ) %

: HRD-Net _2006 (2007 )
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○ 

- <

6> ( HRD-Net _2006 (2007 )

) ․

- 

6 10 7 . 1

5.7%

- , 10

- 

 

표 훈련 후 일자리 지속기간                                                   단위 < 6> ( : %) 



- 25 -

3 3~6 6~12 1

45.0 26.6 22.7 5.7 

46.3 26.5 21.5 5.7 

43.8 26.8 23.8 5.7 

10 66.7 19.0 10.8 3.5 

20 42.3 27.6 23.6 6.6 

30 44.7 27.1 23.4 4.9 

40 49.0 25.5 21.5 4.0 

50 49.0 23.6 20.9 6.4 

60 45.2 21.6 27.9 5.3 

60.7 20.5 15.2 3.6 

46.4 26.7 21.6 5.3 

41.9 27.8 24.1 6.2 

40.6 26.8 25.8 6.8 

42.6 27.9 25.4 4.1 

: 1. 31,195 2007

      10 25,123

    2. 8

: 2006 DB  ․

그 외 훈련의 성과지표와 관련한 제반 사항 검토3. 

( ) ○ 

- 

- 

2006
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- , 

- 

○ 

- 

. 

- , 

- , , 

, , ( )

- 

. 

○ 

- 13 , 

, , 

- ‘ ’ ‘ ’

‘ ’ ( /

) 

- 
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○ 

- 

. 

, , 

- ( ), (

), ( + ), (

+ ) < 7>

표 훈련과정별 훈련대상 분류  < 7> 

+ +

+ +

( )
, , , 

: 

      

- 
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- 

- 

- , (

, ) 
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실업자훈련 성과지표의 체계화와 분석방법의 과학화 미국의 사례를 III. : 

중심으로

/☐

, ☐

( ) , 

☐

( ) , 

(integrated) /

, /☐

‘ ’ 

, ☐

, , 

☐
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미국의 직업훈련 성과지표들1. 

 

가 인력투자법 에서의 개 성과지표. 1998 (WIA) 17

(Adult), ☐

(Dislocated Workers), (Older Youth; 19-21 ), (Younger Youth; 14-18

) 4

(state) (Burnow & King, 

2005; Dunham, Mack, Salzman & Wiegand, 2006) 

(Adult)○ 

- (Entered Employment Rate): 

(

)

- (Employment Retention Rate): 

- (Earnings Change): 

2-3

2-3 (

) 

- (Employment and Credential Rate): 

(Dislocated Workers)○ 

- (Entered Employment Rate): 
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- (Employment Retention Rate): 

- (Earnings Change): 

2-3

2-3

- (Employment and Credential Rate): 

(Older Youth; 19-21 )○ 

- (Entered Employment Rate): 

(

(postsecondary education) 

(advanced training) 

)

- (Employment Retention Rate): 

(

(postsecondary education) 

(advanced training) )

- (Earnings Change): 

2-3

2-3 (

(postsecondary education) 

(advanced training) )

- (Credential Rate): 



- 32 -

(Younger Youth; 14-18 )○ 

- (Diploma Attainment Rate): 

1

- (Employment Retention Rate): 

, 

(qualified apprenticeship) , , 

- (Goal Attainment Rate): 

1 . 

(basic skills), (work readiness skills), (occupational skills) 

○ 

- (Participant Customer Satisfaction):

(American Customer Satisfaction Index) , 

- (Employer Customer Satisfaction):

(American Customer Satisfaction Index) , 

나 관리예산국 에서 개발된 직. 2001 (Office of Management and Budget)

업훈련 성과에 대한 공통지표들(Common Measures) 

- 

, 

- 
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- (Common Measures) , 

(WIA) (17 ) 

- ( ) 3

(Adult)○ 

- (Entered Employment Rate): 

(

). 

- (Employment Retention Rate): 

- 6 (Six Month Earnings Change): 

2-3

2-3 (

). 

: (earnings replacement rate) . ⋅

, 2-3

2-3

○ 

- (Placement in Employment or Education): 

(postsecondary education)

(advanced training) (occupational training) 
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. (out-of-school youth)

- (Attainment of a Degree or Certificate): 

GED(General Education Development)

- (Literacy and Numeracy Gain) 

(out-of-school) 

다 인력투자법에서의 개 핵심지표와 관리예산국의 공통지표 이외에 각 주에서 . 17

추가적으로 사용하고 있는 성과지표들

Oregon : ○ 

(welfare caseload) ; (welfare recidivism)

(Integrated Performance Information System)○ 

( ( , )

)

- ( ) 

- ( ) 

- ( )

- 1 (credential)

: , ○ 

순수성과분석을 위한 방법론2. 
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/☐

‘ ’ 

- 

- , (

3 6 ) 

- 

‘ ’☐

, ‘ ’

- , , 

☐

☐

(before-after estimator), (random assignment experiments)

(quasi-experiment) , /

가 참여 전후 평가. 3) 차분의 차분법: (Difference-In-Differences, DID)

3) , (2008).



- 36 -

  
 

   (outcome) , 


(counter -factual outcome) , 

(program effect) ,  1, 

0 (index) . 

  
   

  

 
  

  

 


  

  

,   . 


   

  

, 

   

, 

 (fixed effect)

. , 
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( : ) 

. 

. 


 

   
 

   , 

DID(difference-in-differences) 

  
  

     

나 준 실험적 방법. : Propensity Score Matching Method

, 

(selection bias)

, 

(impact) , 

(value-added) (Rubin, 1974). , 

(Heckman, 1997)

, (ADD) 

, 

       

 ,  (treated) 

 (untreated) . 
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. 

(, ) . , 

'

?' 

. 

, 

. 

, (SB: Selection Bias)

    

그림 부가효과와 선택편의  [ 3] 

(SB)
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(random experiment)

. 

(quasi-experimental) . 

(Propensity Score Matching, PSM) 

PSM Rosenbaum & Rubin(1983)

(Propensity Score)

PSM ‘ (strongly ignorable treatment 

assignment assumption)’ . 

, ‘

’ (conditional independence 

assumption) ‘

’ (common support assumption) (Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983; 

Dehijia and Wahba, 1998/1999; Zhao, 2000; , 2007)

1: 

(CIA; conditional independence assumption)

⊥ 

2: 

(common support assumption)

  Pr    

Matching , 

. 
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. , 

. 

, 

(unbiased estimation of effect of a program)

PSM 

(Propensity Score) . Propensity Score

. 

(a vector of observed individual characteristics) 

Propensity Score  4)

 Pr   

Propensity Score Matching (Probit) 

, Probit Score

. , 

, , 

. 

. 

PSM

4) Rosenbaum and Rubin(1983) Propensity Score (1)

(2)  Propensity Score

. 1: ⊥, 2: 

 ⊥ Pr   

.   
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우리나라 직업훈련 성과지표 구성의 한계점과 체계적인 성과지표 구. Ⅳ

축 방안

현행 성과지표의 한계점1. 

☐

- /

- ‘ ’ 

- 

☐

- , (

), , 

- 

- , , /

, 

☐

- , 
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- , 

- , 

. 

/

- 

☐

- 

, 

- , 

HRD-Net , DB

, ‘ ’

- , , 

, 

- , /

, /

체계적인 성과지표 구축 방안2. 

☐

- , 

, ( )
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☐

 

- 

- , , 

( , , / , )☐

- , 

- 

- , 

, /

- , , , , 

/☐

- ( )

- , 

/ , 

- , ( ( ) , 

/ ) /

. /
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- /

- DB , (

)

DB HRD-Net 
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실업자훈련의 성과지표 개선방안 . Ⅴ

☐

, ☐

, , 

공통지표 구성 1. 

☐

: ○ 

(3 , 6 , 1 ) 

/ : ○ 

/

/ /

:○ 

(6 ) (6
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) 

:○ 

(6 ) 3

( ) 3 ( ) (earnings 

replacement rate)

:○ 

(3 6 ) 

훈련유형별 특성을 고려한 추가적인 지표들 개발2. 

, ☐

) : ( / ) 

      : 

      : 

      : 

지표작성 대상의 재구성3. 

1, 2 , ☐

, ( , , ) /☐

, 
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, 

  )

- : 

- : . , , , 

( ) 

- : 

- ( ) : 50 (65 )

제시된 지표들의 현 상황에서의 적용 가능성 여부4. 

: ○ 

HRD-Net DB

/ : ○ 

- HRD-Net , 

- HRD-Net DB 

:○ 

- HRD-Net , DB

:○ 

- HRD-Net
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:○ 

- HRD-Net

- ( )

DB , 

( / ) ○ 

- HRD-Net /

: ○ 

- HRD-Net

. DB

: ○ 

- HRD-Net DB

: ○ 

  - 

제시된 지표들을 측정하기 위해 필요한 항목들과 자료수집 방안5. 

DB HRD-Net ☐

☐
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: ○ 

: 3 ( )⋅

:⋅

   - : DB

   - : HRD-Net

   - : 

   - : (imputation)

/ : ○ 

: /⋅

   - HRD-Net

:⋅

   - HRD-Net 

: ○ 

: ( )⋅

:⋅

   - : DB 

   - : HRD-Net (1 1 )

   - 

: ○ 

: ⋅

:⋅

   - : DB

   - : HRD-Net
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   - . 

: ○ 

: ( ) /⋅

:⋅

   - : DB

   - : HRD-Net

   - 

: ○ 

: ⋅

:⋅

   - : DB

   - : HRD-Net

   - .
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순수성과지표 작성을 위한 방안 . Ⅵ

☐

, 

순수성과 측정을 위한 비교대상의 설정1. 

II ‘ ’ ☐

(random 

assignment)

(random experiment)

☐ ⋅

(quasi-experimental) 

- /

, 

- 
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‘ ’☐

(reference group default group)

- (matching) 

, (Propensity Score Matching, PSM) 

( , , propensity score)

, ( ) (propensity score)

- 

, 

/

- 

, 

- 

, 

성과 측정을 위한 비교집단의 구성2. 

‘ ’☐

○ 
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, 

○ 

, , ☐

( ) 

, , 

   

DB HRD-Net ○ 

- 

, ( )

- , DB , 

/○ 

- DB , 

, 
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○ 

- , , 

, DB

- , DB , 

DB

  

○ 

- 

, 

, DB (

)

- 

 

○ 

- ( )

, 

- DB

DB

○ 
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- / , , 

, 

- 

DB

DB ☐

, 

( )○ 

- 

- DB HRD-Net , 

, , , 

, 

- 

. 

, 

(

(Lock-in Effect) ) 

- 

, (1, 2 )

- 

, 

( , (2000)) . 

( ) 
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- 

, 

○ 

- DB DB

- 

- , , 

, 

- ( , , , 

) 

- ( )

, ( , 

) 3 , 3

( )多

  

○ 

- 

/

- 

,
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- ( )

- , ( )

/

- , 

- HRD-Net , 

- , DB

/
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성향점수 매칭기법 을 이용한 실. (Propensity Score Matching)Ⅶ

업자훈련의 성과 분석의 예 전직실업자훈련의 예: 

성향점수 매칭 기법1. 

☐

, 

(PSM, Propensity Score Matching)

- ‘ ’

☐

- , ( , 

) (Propensity Score)

- (Probit) (Logit) 

(binary dependent variable model)


 
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    
  

  
≦

 (latent variable) ( ) , 

. (Propensity Score)

‘

’

- , 

- 

(matching) 

- () , 

, 

‘ ’☐

- 6, 12, 18 ( )

자료의 구축 및 재취업까지의 기간에 대한 정의2. 

가 자료의 구축. 

(HRD-Net)☐

, DB

, ( )

( )
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☐

DB:○ 

- , 2007 , , 

, , , , , , 

, 

- , 

- 

, 

HRD-Net :○ 

- 2007 ,

- 

- , 

- 

:○ 

- 2007

- DB 2007 , 

- 2007
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DB, HRD-Net, DB☐

(merge)

- , 

( ) 20% 

- 20% 

☐

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

 

나 재취업까지 걸린 기간에 대한 정의. 

☐

- , 

- , 

- 
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- (

)

/

( ) ○ 

- 

, 

- ( ) 

6/12/18

- , 

,

- , 

( )

- 

인적특성에 대한 기초 통계량 분석3. 

☐

(< 8> )

- 
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- , 

. , 

44% 58%

- , 

. , 20

30 27% 31.5% , 31.7% 39.7%

- , 

4 , 

- 

, 

- , 

- 

, 0.86

0.58

- , 

2.2 , 5 , 

, , , , 73% 
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(453891 ) (7405 ) (446486 )

0.560 0.496 0.416 0.493 0.562 0.496 

(%)

   20 0.271 0.445 0.317 0.465 0.270 0.444 

   30 0.316 0.465 0.397 0.489 0.315 0.464 

   40 0.227 0.419 0.193 0.395 0.227 0.419 

   50 0.186 0.389 0.093 0.291 0.187 0.390 

(%)

   0.065 0.246 0.024 0.154 0.065 0.247 

   0.507 0.500 0.507 0.500 0.507 0.500 

   0.158 0.365 0.200 0.400 0.157 0.364 

   4 0.234 0.424 0.204 0.403 0.235 0.424 

(%)

   1 0.453 0.498 0.362 0.481 0.454 0.498 

   2 0.672 0.469 0.585 0.493 0.673 0.469 

   3 0.778 0.415 0.693 0.461 0.780 0.414 

   5 0.880 0.325 0.831 0.375 0.881 0.324 

(%)

   0.312 0.463 0.375 0.484 0.311 0.463 

   0.071 0.257 0.061 0.240 0.071 0.257 

   0.144 0.351 0.164 0.370 0.143 0.350 

   0.052 0.221 0.056 0.229 0.052 0.221 

   / 0.042 0.200 0.027 0.163 0.042 0.201 

   / / 0.050 0.217 0.042 0.200 0.050 0.218 

   / 0.094 0.292 0.064 0.245 0.095 0.293 

   / 0.074 0.262 0.063 0.242 0.074 0.263 

표 표본의 기초통계량< 8> 
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성과에 대한 기초통계4. 

   0.161 0.368 0.149 0.356 0.162 0.368 

( )⟶ 0.846 1.461 0.584 0.930 0.857 1.478 

   3 (%) 0.089 0.285 0.224 0.417 0.087 0.281 

( )⟶ 2.236 1.962 

   3 (%) 0.801 0.399 

   6 (%) 0.949 0.221 

( )⟶ 1.382 1.719 

   3 (%) 0.206 0.404 

   6 (%) 0.222 0.416 

( ) 4.965 1.392 

   3 (%) 0.146 0.353 

   4-6 (%) 0.837 0.369 

652 236 

107 28 

(%)

   0.202 0.401 

   0.046 0.209 

   0.055 0.228 

   0.183 0.387 

   0.206 0.405 

   0.189 0.392 

   0.119 0.324 

(%)

   0.733 0.442 

   0.146 0.353 

   0.121 0.326 



- 66 -

☐

- 

- 

- 6, 12, 18

☐

( )

- : ( ) 

- : , 

- : , 

☐

< 9> < 11>

, ○ 

- ‘ ’(lock-in effect) 

, 

- < 9> , 
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6 4.5% , 

34% 6

- 5

(

(lock-in effect)) 

- 12 , 

40.1%, 41.3%

- 18

55.5% 43.8%

12% 

- 

( )

- , 6, 12, 18

16%, 49%, 58% , 6, 12, 18

34%, 41%, 44% (6 )

( ) 

- (

) , 

- , 

, 

- 

(< 10>) 6, 12, 18

5.4%, 44.5%, 60.4%

35.8%, 42.9%, 45.3% , ‘ ’ 

-30.4%p, 1.6%p, 15.1%p

- (< 11>) 6, 12, 18
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3.9%, 37%, 51.9% 31.7%, 

39.3%, 41.8% , -27.8%p, -2.3%p, 10.1%p (12, 

18 )

a. , 

6 0.335 0.472 0.045 0.207 0.340 0.474 

12 0.413 0.492 0.401 0.490 0.413 0.492 

18 0.440 0.496 0.555 0.497 0.438 0.496 

b. : + : 

6 0.337 0.473 0.160 0.367 0.340 0.474 

12 0.414 0.493 0.491 0.500 0.413 0.492 

18 0.440 0.496 0.583 0.493 0.438 0.496 

c. : + : 

6 0.342 0.474 0.467 0.499 0.340 0.474 

12 0.416 0.493 0.576 0.494 0.413 0.492 

18 0.440 0.496 0.601 0.490 0.438 0.496 

표 재취업률에 대한 기초통계량 전체표본< 9> : 
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a. , 

6 0.354 0.478 0.054 0.225 0.358 0.479 

12 0.429 0.495 0.445 0.497 0.429 0.495 

18 0.455 0.498 0.604 0.489 0.453 0.498 

b. : + : 

6 0.355 0.479 0.179 0.383 0.358 0.479 

12 0.430 0.495 0.538 0.499 0.429 0.495 

18 0.455 0.498 0.631 0.483 0.453 0.498 

c. : + : 

6 0.359 0.480 0.512 0.500 0.358 0.479 

12 0.432 0.495 0.625 0.484 0.429 0.495 

18 0.456 0.498 0.651 0.477 0.453 0.498 

표 재취업률에 대한 기초통계량 남자< 10> : 
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a. , 

6 0.311 0.463 0.039 0.193 0.317 0.465 

12 0.392 0.488 0.370 0.483 0.393 0.488 

18 0.420 0.494 0.519 0.500 0.418 0.493 

b. : + : 

6 0.314 0.464 0.147 0.354 0.317 0.465 

12 0.394 0.489 0.458 0.498 0.393 0.488 

18 0.420 0.494 0.548 0.498 0.418 0.493 

c. : + : 

6 0.320 0.466 0.435 0.496 0.317 0.465 

12 0.396 0.489 0.541 0.498 0.393 0.488 

18 0.421 0.494 0.565 0.496 0.418 0.493 

표 재취업률에 대한 기초통계량 여자< 11> : 

방법에 의한 성과분석5. Propensity Score Matching 

(confounding effects)☐

- , ( )
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- (

) 

☐

, ☐

Nearest Neighbor Matching (NNM) 

- NNM ( )

- ( )

(treatment unit), (control unit), 

10

- 

(< 12> < 14>)～☐

(< 9> < 11>)～

, (< 12>), ○ 

- ( )

, 6

30% , 4.5%

30% 

- , 6 20.4%
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- -16%p

- 

- 

1 . , 18

43.8% , 18 55.5%

11.7%p 

- (t = 7.19) ( )

- 

, 

- 18 14.5%p , 

16.3%p

(< 13> < 14>), ○ 

- , 

- , , 

18

12.1%p(=60.4%-48.3%) , 11.3%p(=51.9%-40.6%)
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T-stat

A. , 

6 0.045 0.340 -0.295 -53.540 

0.045 0.204 -0.159 -12.570 

12 0.401 0.413 -0.012 -2.060 

0.401 0.357 0.045 2.830 

18 0.555 0.438 0.117 20.130 

0.555 0.438 0.117 7.190 

B. : + : 

6 0.160 0.340 -0.180 -32.560 

0.160 0.204 -0.044 -3.340 

12 0.491 0.413 0.078 13.550 

0.491 0.357 0.135 8.510 

18 0.583 0.438 0.145 24.960 

0.583 0.438 0.145 8.930 

C. : + : 

6 0.467 0.340 0.127 22.830 

0.467 0.204 0.263 19.200 

12 0.576 0.413 0.163 28.180 

0.576 0.357 0.219 13.860 

18 0.601 0.438 0.163 28.130 

0.601 0.438 0.163 10.080 

표 재취업률에 대한 결과 전체표본< 12> Propensity Score Matching : 
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T-stat

A. , 

6 0.054 0.358 -0.304 -35.160 

0.054 0.223 -0.170 -10.120 

12 0.445 0.429 0.016 1.780 

0.445 0.408 0.037 1.760 

18 0.604 0.453 0.151 16.730 

0.604 0.483 0.121 5.790 

B. : + : 

6 0.179 0.358 -0.179 -20.650 

0.179 0.223 -0.045 -2.530 

12 0.538 0.429 0.109 12.160 

0.538 0.408 0.130 6.250 

18 0.631 0.453 0.178 19.720 

0.631 0.483 0.148 7.090 

C. : + : 

6 0.512 0.358 0.154 17.720 

0.512 0.223 0.288 15.510 

12 0.625 0.429 0.196 21.870 

0.625 0.408 0.217 10.490 

18 0.651 0.453 0.198 21.950 

0.651 0.483 0.168 8.070 

표 재취업률에 대한 결과 남자< 13> Propensity Score Matching : 



- 75 -

T-stat

A. , 

6 0.039 0.317 -0.279 -39.310 

0.039 0.190 -0.151 -8.730 

12 0.370 0.393 -0.023 -3.000 

0.370 0.320 0.050 2.270 

18 0.519 0.418 0.102 13.420 

0.519 0.406 0.113 4.890 

B. : + : 

6 0.147 0.317 -0.171 -23.980 

0.147 0.190 -0.043 -2.420 

12 0.458 0.393 0.065 8.700 

0.458 0.320 0.138 6.200 

18 0.548 0.418 0.131 17.230 

0.548 0.406 0.142 6.140 

C. : + : 

6 0.435 0.317 0.118 16.400 

0.435 0.190 0.245 13.140 

12 0.541 0.393 0.148 19.690 

0.541 0.320 0.221 9.900 

18 0.565 0.418 0.148 19.490 

0.565 0.406 0.159 6.880 

표 재취업률에 대한 결과 여자< 14> Propensity Score Matching : 
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HRD-Net , DB
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☐
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- 1998 17

. 

(Adult), (Dislocated Workers), (Older Youth; 19-21 ), 

(Younger Youth; 14-18 ) 4

(state)

- 2001 . 

( ) 3

, , 6

- 

. , , 
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1. (Stratification Matching)

- (treated units) (control units)

, 

( ) (Average Treatment on the Treated, ATT)

ATT

- , 

2. Nearest Neighbor Matching (NNM)

- NNM , 

(Nearest Neighbor)

(control units)

- 

- 

 min∥ ∥

- 
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- , 

3. Caliper/Radius Matching

- NNM , 

(caliper/radius) 

- 

  ∣∥ ∥  

- NNM 

, (caliper/radius/neighbor)

, 

4. Kernel/Local Linear Matching

   

- 

, 

, 

- 

  


∈

 



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

 



∈



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