
APPENDIX A: Determinants of Hiring Decision Using Administrative Data 

 

In this Appendix, we empirically test the determinants of the recruiter’s hiring decision rule. Based on informal 

conversations with the recruiter, observation of the recruitment process itself, and the existing literature, we select 

demographic variables and indicators measured using administrative data from the recruiter to include in our 

analysis.  

The recruiter accounted for a number of factors in the determination of who got hired. The recruiter 

conducted multiple tests to ensure that trainee participants paid attention and to ensure that an objective measure 

of assessment was available to them. This was seen as critically important in order to defend decisions against 

accusations of nepotism common to this type of labor market. Figure A.1 shows that the recruiter does partially 

rely on the test scores as an important input in deciding who to hire. No participants were hired who had a 

standardized test score less than 0.05. All participants who had a standardized test score greater than 1.3 were 

hired. However, between standardized test scores of 0.05 and 1.3, the recruitment team relied on other 

information about the job trainees in their decision making. In other words, performing well on the test was a 

necessary but insufficient condition to be hired.  

Appendix Table A.1 presents the determinants of the recruiter’s hiring decision. Consistent with Figure 

A.1, the standardized test score is an important determinant of whether the person gets hired. A one standard 

deviation increase in the composite test score results in 20.1 percentage point increase in the likelihood that the 

individual is hired (Column 2). Other key indicators that were measured by the recruiter include the participant’s 

punctuality, contributions, and disruptions. Given Appendix Figure A.1, it suggests that any alternative measures 

of evaluating performance should be interacted with the test score. 

Punctuality appears to have little impact on the hiring decision. Among participants performing well (in 

terms of their standardized test score), making more contributions, specifically good-quality contributions, during 

the training sessions is associated (albeit not statistically significantly so) with a higher probability of employment 

(Columns (3) and (4)). In such a large hiring process, being noticed in a good way mattered for those participants 

who performed well but not exceptionally well. Lastly, Column (5) includes measures for disruptions made by 

participants during the training. This appears not to have any significant impact on the hiring decision making 

process, as the magnitude of the coefficients are small and statistically insignificant.  



Evidently, the most significant factor taken into account by the recruiter in its hiring decisions was the 

performance of participants on the written tests. However, conditional on performing sufficiently well, making 

good-quality contributions also mattered.  

 

Figure A.1: Scatter plot employed by recruiter and training test score 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Years of education 0.104*** 0.066*** 0.066** 0.064** 0.061**

[0.028] [0.025] [0.026] [0.025] [0.027]

Ever worked 0.025 0.059 0.057 0.059 0.058

[0.055] [0.052] [0.052] [0.052] [0.053]

Ever worked with recruiter 0.157* 0.131* 0.135* 0.130* 0.136*

[0.087] [0.068] [0.070] [0.069] [0.071]

Ability score (standardized) 0.071*** 0.009 0.010 0.008 0.009

[0.023] [0.022] [0.022] [0.022] [0.022]

Test score 0.201*** 0.212*** 0.186*** 0.198***

[0.025] [0.038] [0.032] [0.044]

Minutes late 0.001 0 0.001

[0.001] 0 [0.001]

Minutes late X test score 0 0.001 0 0.001

0 [0.001] 0 [0.001]

# contributions  0.005

[0.011]

# contributions X test score 0.009

[0.012]

# good contributions 0 0 0 0.002

0 0 0 [0.023]

0 0 0 0.029

0 0 0 [0.023]

# neutral contribution 0 0 0 0.001

0 0 0 [0.024]

0 0 0 -0.004

0 0 [0.025]

# bad contribution 0 0 0.007

0 0 [0.030]

0 0 -0.005

0 0 [0.030]

Any disruption 0.027

[0.077]

Any disruption X test score -0.044

[0.094]

Observations 258 268 258 257 258

R-squared 0.357 0.163 0.400 0.401 0.402

Average of dep variable

Notes: The dependent variable is a binary indicator equal to one if the recruiter offered the job-seeker a job and zero otherwise. For

covariates with missing data the variable is assigned the mean value of the variable and an indicator variable is included for whether or not

that particular variable is missing. Robust standard errors. *** indicates significance at the 1% level, ** indicates significance at the 5%

level, * indicates significance at the 10% level

Appendix Table A.1: Predicting Employment

# good contributions X test score

# neutral contributions X test score

# bad contributions X test score

0.158



APPENDIX B: Covariate Imbalance Specification Checks 

Treatment status was randomly assigned and covariates do appear to be balanced at baseline. 

However, given the relatively small sample, there may be persistent concerns regarding 

unobservable imbalance. In particular, those assigned to the 75 percent treatment group do look 

quite different along several dimensions. This Appendix presents and discusses two additional 

specification checks to adjust for this potential bias.  

First, due to the availability of baseline survey data, it is possible to control for multiple 

covariates. Doing so does not substantively affect the performance (Appendix Table B.1), effort 

(Appendix Table B.2), or employment results (in text, Table 7).  

Second, we construct a ratio that measures the extent to which selection on unobservables 

would need to exceed selection on observables to explain away the estimated coefficients for the 

performance and effort indicators (Altonji et al., 2005; Bellows and Miguel, 2008). A larger ratio 

implies that the relative omitted variable bias from unobservables relative to observables is 

greater and therefore that estimated effects are less likely to be explained away.  Appendix Table 

B.3 presents the ratios for each of the performance and effort indicators for the comparison 

between the no outside option and the guaranteed outside option, as well as all comparisons 

involving the 75 percent treatment group.  

For the performance result between the no outside option and the guaranteed outside 

option (i.e. the estimated impact on the average training test score), the required ratio is 68. This 

means that the selection on unobservables would have to be 68 times greater than selection based 

on observables controlled for. For contributions to the discussion, the ratios are negative, which 

suggests that the omitted variable bias results in an underestimate of the treatment effect rather 

than an overestimate. For the performance index, the ratio is considerably smaller but still 

implies that selection on unobservables would have to be three times larger than selection based 



on the observables controlled for.  Similarly, the effort indicators suggest that selection on 

unobservables would have to be much larger than the selection based on observables, by a ratio 

of 41 times greater as measured by the effort index.  

For the pair-wise comparisons of the 75 percent treatment group with the other treatment 

groups, many of the estimated coefficients are negative, suggesting the omitted variable bias is 

underestimating the treatment effect of the 75 percent group relative to the other groups. Overall, 

the results are robust to both of these robustness checks.  

 

 

 

 

  



Dependent Variable:

# total # good # neutral # bad 

Panel A: Grouped (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

No outside option 1.453 0.491 0.604 0.358 -0.136 -0.150

[0.211] [0.087] [0.121] [0.108] [0.074] [0.085]

1.495 0.758 0.547 0.189 -0.002 -0.013

[0.119] [0.073] [0.061] [0.036] [0.040] [0.046]

2.240 0.920 1.040 0.280 0.245 0.320

[0.411] [0.196] [0.238] [0.107] [0.132] [0.167]

p-values from tests of equality for comparison between… 

0% and 100% 0.090 0.047 0.103 0.605 0.012 0.013

0% and uncertain 0.863 0.020 0.677 0.137 0.109 0.158

uncertain  and 100% 0.083 0.440 0.046 0.422 0.074 0.056

Panel B: All treatment indicators

No Job Guarantee (0%) 1.453 0.491 0.604 0.358 -0.136 -0.150

[0.212] [0.088] [0.122] [0.108] [0.074] [0.086]

1% Job Guarantee 1.589 0.804 0.589 0.196 -0.004 0.010

[0.256] [0.134] [0.127] [0.086] [0.081] [0.093]

5% Job Guarantee 1.596 0.692 0.692 0.212 0.044 0.032

[0.219] [0.152] [0.128] [0.057] [0.079] [0.093]

50% Job Guarantee 1.389 0.778 0.389 0.222 -0.055 -0.061

[0.219] [0.139] [0.093] [0.063] [0.070] [0.080]

75% Job Guarantee 1.321 0.750 0.500 0.071 0.021 -0.050

[0.234] [0.150] [0.120] [0.049] [0.090] [0.108]

2.240 0.920 1.040 0.280 0.245 0.320

[0.414] [0.198] [0.239] [0.107] [0.132] [0.168]

p-values from tests of equality for comparison between… 

0% = 1% 0.682 0.052 0.935 0.243 0.227 0.205

1% = 5% = 50% = 75% 0.780 0.955 0.252 0.161 0.807 0.861

75% = 100% 0.054 0.494 0.045 0.079 0.163 0.065

0% and 100% 0.092 0.048 0.105 0.607 0.013 0.013

Stratification cell FE's? no no no no no no

Includes controls? no no no no no no

Observations 268 268 268 268 268 268

Notes:

Contributions Performance 

Index 

Performance 

Index 

(restricted)

Uncertain outside option

Guaranteed outside option

Certain Job Guarantee 

(100%)

This table presents mean performance using an average across training days for each job trainee.  The performance index is a summary measure of the performance indicators 

including the normalized value of the number of good, and neutral contributions, as well as the average test score and negative weighting of the number of bad contributions. 

The restricted index only use the normalized values of the average test score and the positive contributions. Treatment status was randomly allocated and stratified by quintile 

ability and prior work experience with the recruiter.  Robust standard errors are presented. 

Appendix Table B.1: Average performance indicators by treatment group (No covariates)



Ever late Always late

Mins early or 

late

Neat 

handwriting Studied (Hours)

Radio/TV 

(Hours) Effort index

Panel A: Grouped (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

No outside option 0.178 0.017 -24.631 0.522 1.174 1.151 0.287

[0.054] [0.018] [2.172] [0.057] [0.131] [0.124] [0.065]

0.232 0.017 -20.565 0.453 1.081 1.477 0.097

[0.032] [0.010] [1.133] [0.032] [0.057] [0.074] [0.034]

0.278 0.081 -19.133 0.373 0.743 2.027 -0.193

[0.090] [0.055] [4.177] [0.079] [0.077] [0.244] [0.112]

p-values from tests of equality for comparison between… 

0% and 100% 0.342 0.269 0.244 0.115 0.005 0.002 0.000

0% and uncertain 0.382 0.997 0.098 0.304 0.517 0.026 0.011

uncertain  and 100% 0.635 0.245 0.740 0.353 0.001 0.031 0.014

Panel B: All treatment indicators

No Job Guarantee (0%) 0.176 0.017 -24.667 0.522 1.174 1.152 0.288

[0.054] [0.018] [2.188] [0.058] [0.131] [0.125] [0.065]

1% Job Guarantee 0.187 0.002 -21.199 0.491 1.159 1.591 0.131

[0.053] [0.005] [1.899] [0.056] [0.111] [0.134] [0.063]

5% Job Guarantee 0.339 0.023 -18.435 0.516 0.945 1.345 0.039

[0.066] [0.022] [2.345] [0.080] [0.105] [0.166] [0.076]

50% Job Guarantee 0.165 0.017 -22.337 0.394 1.086 1.504 0.110

[0.056] [0.020] [2.164] [0.049] [0.100] [0.133] [0.054]

75% Job Guarantee 0.256 0.038 -19.817 0.373 1.156 1.430 0.107

[0.086] [0.039] [3.136] [0.071] [0.147] [0.166] [0.093]

0.277 0.081 -19.160 0.372 0.742 2.028 -0.193

[0.090] [0.055] [4.209] [0.079] [0.078] [0.245] [0.113]

p-values from tests of equality for comparison between… 

0% = 1% 0.887 0.389 0.230 0.699 0.928 0.019 0.086

1% = 5% = 50% = 75% 0.198 0.547 0.648 0.348 0.510 0.690 0.824

75% = 100% 0.873 0.519 0.901 0.989 0.015 0.044 0.041

0% and 100% 0.340 0.271 0.247 0.113 0.005 0.002 0.000

Observations 259 259 259 249 254 254 260

Stratification cell FE's? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Includes controls? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes:

Dependent Variable:

Survey Data

Uncertain outside option

Guaranteed outside option

Certain Job Guarantee 

(100%)

This table presents the average effort by treatment group using both administrative data and survey data. "Minutes early/late" is a continuous variable recording the average minutes early (-) or late (+) job trainees

arrived across the training period. Time use in columns 4 and 5 comes from survey data and is the average number of hours conducting each activity. Treatment status was randomly allocated and stratified by

quintile ability and prior work experience with the recruiter. Robust standard errors are presented. 

Appendix Table B.2: Average Effort Indicators (No Covariates)

Administrative Data



0% vs 100% 0% vs 75% 75% vs100% 75% vs 50% 75% vs 5% 75% vs 1 %

Performance indicators: (1) (2) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Tests 67.994 -0.230 -3.577 1.215 -0.112 -1.630

Engagement:

* # of contributions -1.522 -0.914 -4.220 -1.936 -0.808 -0.821

* # good contributions -1.800 -1.497 -2.069 -1.588 -1.100 -0.927

* # neutral contributions -1.699 -0.836 -5.488 2.749 -0.717 -0.840

* # bad contributions -0.774 -0.241 -36.231 30.392 -0.191 -0.375

Performance Index 2 2.447 0.041 -2.965 1.800 2.332 -0.461

Performance Index 3 3.075 -0.407 -3.495 -0.603 -8.394 -2.648

Effort indicators:

Punctuality:

* Ever late -3.980 -1.338 -0.527 -3.628 -0.834 -1.468

* Always late -6.379 -1.590 2.989 -2.902 -2.771 -30.490

* Minutes early/late -4.279 -0.833 -2.260 -2.216 -1.038 -0.929

Neat handwriting indicator 6.945 -0.704 -1.000 12.757 -0.757 -0.771

Time use:

* Hours studied training materials 9.668 -0.961 -13.645 -3.707 -1.178 -0.976

* Hours watching tv/listening to radio 7.003 -1.216 2.463 -7.556 -1.047 -0.896

Effort Index 41.481 -0.145 9.828 -0.693 0.800 -22.047

Employment -1.794 -1.887 -0.898 -129.717 -2.001 -1.297

Notes:

Appendix Table B.3: Omitted variable bias ratio

Ratio for the comparison … 

Following Altonji et al. (2005) and Bellows and Miguel (2008), I construct a ratio that assesses the extent of omitted variable bias that would be required to explain away 

the 0% vs 100% differential. This table presents the ratios for each of the performance and effort indicators for the estimated difference between those assigned no outside 

option and a guaranteed outside option. The ratio measures the extent to which selection on unobservables would need to exceed selection on observables to explain away 

the coefficient. Therefore, a larger ratio implies that the relative omitted variable bias from unobservables relative to observables is greater, and therefore estimated effects 

are less likely to be explained away.



APPENDIX C: Missing Administrative Data and Differential Non-response in Survey Data 

The administrative data used in most of the analysis contains some missing values for some of 

the performance and engagement indicators. For example, a subset of test score data is missing 

(5.2 percent). These data are missing for various reasons including misplaced test papers, 

illegible or incorrect employment IDs on submitted tests, and partial training attendance that 

resulted in some individuals not taking all tests.1 Given that participation rates in training are not 

differential across treatment groups, we would not expect the missing data to affect the results.  

The survey data exhibits differential completion rates by treatment status. The differential 

non-response by treatment status may have implications for the results based on the survey data 

– primarily the effort and mechanism results. Conducting robustness checks in this case is 

particularly important.  

To assess the robustness of the results for outcomes deriving from both survey and 

administrative data, we use three approaches. First, we present weighted results (Fitzgerald, 

Gottschalk and Moffitt, 1998). We first predict the probability of non-completion. Using these 

predicted probabilities, we construct propensity score weights for each individual. We then rerun 

the regressions using these weights. Second, we present conservative bounded results in which 

min-max bounds are applied (Horowitz and Manski, 1998). We impute the maximum test score 

for all treatment groups except for the 100 percent treatment group, for which we impute the 

minimum test score. In a second regression, we impute the minimum test score for all treatment 

groups except the 100 percent treatment group, for which we impute the maximum test score. 

                                                           
1 A potential behavioral response in this setting is that job trainees assigned poor outside options reduced their participation in 

training, instead opting to increase their external job search effort. Recall that individuals were paid for participation during the 

training, at a wage that is relatively competitive in this environment. While there is some evidence supporting lower attendance 

of individuals in the 0 percent treatment group relative to the 100 percent treatment group, the difference is neither large (4 

percentage points) nor statistically significant (although the p-value is 0.147). Job searches among those who attended training 

would have been difficult. Participants spent approximately 8 hours per day in training and report another 1.6 hours in transit and 

6.8 hours sleeping (on average). Moreover, the job training period was conducted over a relatively short time frame, and delaying 

the job search by three days would not be seen to be costly. 



Lastly, we restrict the sample to the 0 and 100 percent treatment groups and estimate Lee (2009) 

bounds on the average treatment effect of the 100 percent group relative to the 0 percent 

treatment group. Overall, the results are fairly robust to the different robustness checks.  

Performance indicators: Appendix Table C.1 presents the weighted and min-max 

bounded results. Columns (1), (4) and (7) present the weighted regressions. Columns (2), (5) and 

(8) present conservative minimum bounds, and Columns (3), (6) and (9) present conservative 

maximum bounds. Appendix Table C.2 presents the Lee bounds.   

Overall, the three specification checks have similar findings to the main results for test 

scores.  Point estimates from weighted results for test scores are very similar to the main results. 

Using the conservative min-max bounds, the differential testing performance between 

individuals receiving a 0 and a 100 percent chance of an alternative job is no longer statistically 

significant. However, the differential effect remains positive, albeit considerably smaller 

(Appendix Table C.1, Column (2)). The Lee bounds for the average test performance results are 

presented in Appendix Table C.2. In this case, we restrict the analysis to only the 0 and 100 

percent treatment groups and estimate a lower bound of the performance improvement of the 

T100 group (compared to the T0 group) at 0.346 standard deviations and the upper bound at 

0.492 standard deviations. 

The results for engagement indicators are similarly robust. As for performance, the 

weighted results for engagement indicators are similar to the main results. Using the conservative 

bounding approach does not affect the direction of the coefficients, although the magnitude of 

the differences is muted. In addition, for the number of good contributions, the difference 

between T0 and T100 is no longer statistically significant at the 10 percent level (p=0.249). The 



Lee bounds for the key engagement variable, the number of good contributions, comparing the 0 

and 100 percent treatment groups are 0.413 and 0.509. 

 Effort indicators: Appendix Table C.3 presents the weighted and min-max results for the 

effort indicators. Columns (1), (4), and (7) present the weighted regressions. Columns (2), (5), 

and (8) present minimum bounds, while Columns (3), (6), and (9) present maximum bounds. Lee 

bounds are presented in Appendix Table C.2. In all cases, including the time-use indicators, the 

results discussed are robust to these rigorous specification checks.  

Even using the most conservative bounds for the time use results, the difference between 

the amount of time spent by T0 and T100 remains quantitatively large and statistically significant 

at the 5 percent level. Those assigned the job guarantee (T100) spend 26 fewer minutes studying 

the training materials and 52 more minutes watching television or listening to the radio relative 

to those assigned no outside option. Particularly important in the case of the time-use data, the 

Lee bounds show that those assigned a guaranteed outside option study the training materials less 

and watch television more. The upper and lower bounds are statistically significant and 

consistently show large differences between those assigned the job guarantee (T100) and those 

assigned no additional probability of outside employment (T0). 

In sum, the results are generally robust to a number of alternative specifications and 

bounding exercises. We consistently find that performance is highest among those with 

guaranteed outside options and lowest among those assigned no outside option. However, effort 

is highest among those assigned no outside option and lowest among those with the guaranteed 

outside options.   



Weighted

0-75=max; 

100=min

0-75=min; 

100=max Weighted

0-75=max; 

100=min

0-75=min; 

100=max Weighted

0-75=max; 

100=min

0-75=min; 

100=max

Panel A: Grouped (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

No outside option 1.526 1.562 1.503 0.530 0.535 0.526 0.626 0.663 0.614

[0.226] [0.235] [0.225] [0.099] [0.099] [0.098] [0.131] [0.141] [0.129]

1.523 1.674 1.480 0.766 0.857 0.746 0.562 0.639 0.545

[0.122] [0.136] [0.119] [0.074] [0.082] [0.072] [0.064] [0.071] [0.062]

2.238 2.207 2.247 0.934 0.915 0.938 1.034 1.018 1.037

[0.416] [0.419] [0.415] [0.193] [0.198] [0.192] [0.242] [0.241] [0.242]

p-values from tests of equality for comparison between… 

0% and 100% 0.134 0.180 0.117 0.063 0.085 0.056 0.140 0.205 0.125

0% and uncertain 0.989 0.685 0.926 0.060 0.016 0.073 0.664 0.883 0.632

uncertain  and 100% 0.101 0.231 0.078 0.422 0.786 0.351 0.063 0.136 0.051

Panel B: All treatment indicators

No Job Guarantee (0%) 1.555 1.562 1.503 0.543 0.536 0.528 0.638 0.661 0.612

[0.240] [0.236] [0.226] [0.102] [0.100] [0.099] [0.145] [0.143] [0.130]

1% Job Guarantee 1.646 1.842 1.574 0.834 0.932 0.795 0.588 0.716 0.585

[0.271] [0.296] [0.259] [0.139] [0.153] [0.134] [0.141] [0.147] [0.126]

5% Job Guarantee 1.717 1.782 1.604 0.760 0.820 0.690 0.731 0.794 0.705

[0.225] [0.234] [0.220] [0.167] [0.177] [0.156] [0.134] [0.138] [0.129]

50% Job Guarantee 1.383 1.523 1.377 0.721 0.827 0.767 0.424 0.452 0.386

[0.231] [0.238] [0.212] [0.145] [0.143] [0.135] [0.105] [0.107] [0.095]

75% Job Guarantee 1.468 1.429 1.258 0.824 0.831 0.705 0.564 0.564 0.480

[0.252] [0.253] [0.232] [0.168] [0.176] [0.155] [0.140] [0.134] [0.123]

2.415 2.206 2.247 1.018 0.915 0.938 1.100 1.016 1.035

[0.421] [0.422] [0.418] [0.192] [0.199] [0.193] [0.252] [0.243] [0.244]

p-values from tests of equality for comparison between… 

0% = 1% 0.799 0.467 0.833 0.095 0.035 0.112 0.805 0.795 0.880

1% = 5% = 50% = 75% 0.712 0.605 0.657 0.939 0.947 0.950 0.335 0.209 0.223

75% = 100% 0.050 0.118 0.040 0.446 0.755 0.351 0.061 0.110 0.045

0% and 100% 0.071 0.183 0.119 0.027 0.088 0.058 0.107 0.208 0.127

Observations 262 268 268 262 268 268 262 268 268

Stratification cell FE's? yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

Includes controls? yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

Notes:

Min-Max Bounds Min-Max Bounds Min-Max Bounds 

This table presents mean performance using an average across training for each job trainee. I use the average of the standardized test scores which are standardized by using the sample mean and standard deviation for the

relevant test. Treatment status was randomly allocated and stratified by quintile ability and prior work experience with the recruiter. Robust standard errors are presented. 

Appendix Table C.1: Average performance by treatment group: Weighted results and bounds

Number of Contributions Number of Good Contributions Number of Neutral Contributions

Uncertain outside option

Guaranteed outside option

Certain Job Guarantee 

(100%)

Dependent Variable:



Coeff p-value Coeff p-value

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Performance indicators:

Tests 0.301 0.232 0.509 0.054 5.66

Engagement:

* Total # contributions 0.648 0.178 0.802 0.088 1.89

    # good contributions 0.380 0.087 0.438 0.045 1.89

    # neutral contributions 0.368 0.184 0.445 0.102 1.89

    # bad contributions -0.118 0.453 -0.080 0.604 1.89

Effort indicators:

Punctuality:

    Always late 0.005 0.945 0.065 0.288 5.66

    Ever late 0.057 0.615 0.117 0.290 5.66

    Minutes early/late 1.894 0.709 6.490 0.206 5.66

Neat handwriting indicator -0.195 0.071 -0.157 0.132 3.69

Time use:

    Hrs studied training materials -0.502 0.001 -0.363 0.021 9.43

    Hrs watching tv/listening to radio 0.656 0.032 1.043 0.001 9.43

Notes:

Appendix Table C.2: Lee bounds

Lower Bound Upper Bound Trimming 

Proportion

This table presents the Lee bounds for the comparison of those assigned no outside option (T0) and those assigned a guaranteed

outside option (T100). I use the average of the standardized test scores which are standardized by using the sample mean and

standard deviation for the relevant test. "Late" is a binary indicator equal to 1 if the job trainee arrived late for training on that day.

"Minutes early/late" is a continuous variable recording the minutes early (-) or late (+) job trainees arrived at training. Time use in

columns 4 and 5 comes from survey data and is the number of hours conducting each activity daily. 



Weighted

0-75=max; 

100=min

0-75=min; 

100=max Weighted

0-75=max; 

100=min

0-75=min; 

100=max Weighted

0-75=max; 

100=min

0-75=min; 

100=max

Panel A: Grouped (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

No outside option -24.675 -22.790 -26.124 1.174 1.409 1.072 1.151 1.327 1.039

[2.168] [2.369] [2.189] [0.131] [0.158] [0.127] [0.124] [0.138] [0.123]

-20.549 -18.633 -21.627 1.081 1.199 1.036 1.477 1.614 1.406

[1.133] [1.348] [1.182] [0.057] [0.067] [0.055] [0.074] [0.084] [0.074]

-19.144 -19.434 -19.014 0.743 0.729 0.747 2.027 2.012 2.036

[4.181] [4.252] [4.148] [0.077] [0.089] [0.074] [0.244] [0.243] [0.247]

p-values from tests of equality for comparison between… 

0% and 100% 0.244 0.493 0.136 0.005 0.000 0.027 0.002 0.015 0.004

0% and uncertain 0.098 0.171 0.066 0.517 0.229 0.795 0.026 0.081 0.012

uncertain  and 100% 0.740 0.930 0.573 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.031 0.122 0.015

Panel B: All treatment indicators

No Job Guarantee (0%) -24.741 -22.743 -26.101 1.170 1.411 1.074 1.156 1.329 1.042

[2.183] [2.376] [2.202] [0.131] [0.159] [0.127] [0.124] [0.139] [0.124]

1% Job Guarantee -21.160 -20.592 -21.731 1.158 1.268 1.128 1.593 1.680 1.535

[1.902] [2.012] [1.906] [0.111] [0.134] [0.110] [0.134] [0.146] [0.133]

5% Job Guarantee -18.424 -17.273 -19.334 0.946 1.091 0.889 1.341 1.560 1.259

[2.356] [2.355] [2.471] [0.105] [0.121] [0.102] [0.166] [0.191] [0.162]

50% Job Guarantee -22.367 -19.160 -23.643 1.087 1.224 1.029 1.505 1.659 1.426

[2.155] [2.768] [2.163] [0.100] [0.122] [0.099] [0.133] [0.150] [0.136]

75% Job Guarantee -19.765 -18.525 -20.626 1.160 1.210 1.134 1.428 1.491 1.374

[3.131] [3.255] [3.140] [0.147] [0.152] [0.145] [0.167] [0.175] [0.167]

-19.185 -19.379 -19.077 0.742 0.729 0.747 2.029 2.013 2.037

[4.214] [4.269] [4.178] [0.078] [0.090] [0.074] [0.247] [0.244] [0.249]

p-values from tests of equality for comparison between… 

0% = 1% 0.215 0.490 0.133 0.947 0.498 0.748 0.019 0.090 0.008

1% = 5% = 50% = 75% 0.643 0.755 0.611 0.507 0.777 0.383 0.676 0.835 0.613

75% = 100% 0.913 0.874 0.769 0.014 0.008 0.020 0.044 0.082 0.028

0% and 100% 0.243 0.492 0.139 0.005 0.000 0.026 0.002 0.016 0.000

Observations 259 268 268

Stratification cell FE's? yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

Includes controls? yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

Notes:

This table presents the average daily effort by treatment group using both administrative data and survey data. "Late" is a binary indicator equal to 1 if the job trainee arrived late for training

on that day. "Minutes early/late" is a continuous variable recording the minutes early (-) or late (+) job trainees arrived at training. Time use in columns 4 and 5 comes from survey data and is

the number of hours conducting each activity daily. The effort index is a summary measure of the effort indicators. It is constructed as the average of the normalized values of: "Minutes

early/late", " Hours studying training materials", "Hours watching television/listening to the radio". Treatment status was randomly allocated and stratified by quintile ability and prior work

experience with the recruiter. The stratification cell fixed effects include a set of dummies for each stratification cell. The set of additional covariates include: a dummy variable for whether

the individual has worked before, marital status, age, and the individuals' standardized ability score. For covariates with missing observations the variable is assigned the mean value of the

variable and an indicator variable is included for whether or not that particular variable is missing. Robust standard errors are presented. 

Appendix Table C.3: Average effort indicators: Weighted results and bounds

Punctuality

Hours watching television or 

listening to the radio

Min-Max Bounds Min-Max Bounds Min-Max Bounds 

Hours studied training materials

Uncertain outside option

Guaranteed outside 

option

Certain Job Guarantee 

(100%)


