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This review verifies the reproducibility of the exhibits included in the paper " Do Workfare Programs
Live Up to Their Promises? Experimental Evidence from Côte d’Ivoire".
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Main findings

• Every exhibit in the main section of the paper and 10 randomly selected exhibits in the appendix
were reproduced accurately

• The code was successfully executed on a new computer after:

1. Change the path in the main do file and run step 1.

2. Open the R project, restore the environment and run the master R script.

3. Go back to the stata main do file and run step 3.

• The output demonstrates consistent stability across multiple runs. Specifically, executing the code two
times consecutively yielded identical results.

• The code takes approximately 48 hours (11 stata + 37 R) to run.

• We conducted our reproducibility analysis based on the paper shared by the authors on January 16th.

• We ran the code starting from two points: (i) generating the intermediate data using the Machine
Learning (ML) model, and (ii) using the intermediate ML data provided directly by the authors to
produce the final exhibits. This report presents the results from both runs. An exhibit is marked as
reproduced if it matches the paper using the ML intermediate data provided by the authors. The
differences observed when generating the ML data from scratch are minimal and likely attributable
to differences in operating systems (e.g., Mac vs. Windows) or package versions. We note them below
for transparency. See detailed results below.

• Note: The starting point of this package is the dataset published in the Microdata Library (see more
details in the README). For transparency, the authors have included the code they used to generate
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that dataset, and this code is provided within the reproducibility package. The replicators verified
that the datasets produced by the included code match exactly the published data available in the
Microdata Library, which serves as the starting point of the package.

• Verification Process and Data Handling:

– The reproducibility package relies on 1 type of data: accessible (public but not included in the
reproducibility package).

– Reviewers used accessible data provided directly by the authors to conduct the reproducibility
verification, and this is not included in the public reproducibility package. The data is published on
the World Bank Microdata Library.

– Reviewers verified that the accessible data matches what was provided by the authors; results of
this verification are documented in the file comparison_report.csv.

– data_hash_report.csv lists the SHA256 hashes of all files in the Data folder to support data integrity
checks. Users who acquire the accessible data can use this file to verify that the data has not been
altered.

• Reproducibility Summary:

– Data: All data sources are publicly available and included in the reproducibility package.

– Code: All code files (from cleaning to analysis) are included in the reproducibility package.

– Outputs: All outputs are generated by code included in the reproducibility package.

– Reproducibility verification: Reviewers had access to the same materials included in the public
reproducibility package. They verified that the publicly available data matches the data used in
the package. Hashes for the datasets are included in the reproducibility package for verification
purposes.

– Dependencies environment: The reviewers reproduced an existing environment for dependencies
using dependency files or an environment metadata file provided by the authors.

List of exhibits and reproducibility status

Results in the Main Section of the Paper

• Table 1 Reproduced. Verified against Table_1_balance_weighted_prueba.tex.

• Table 2 Reproduced Verified against Table_2_ENSETE_comp.tex

• Table 3 Reproduced. Verified against Table_3_main_itt.tex

• Table 4 Reproduced.

• Table 5 Reproduced. Verified against Table_5_main_itt_behavior_wellbeing.tex.

• Table 6 Reproduced. Verified against Table_A5_itt_bhv_skills.tex.

• Table 7 Reproduced. Verified against Table_6_ml_v3.tex. When using the ML created from scratch by
the replicators multiple values differ, most of them minimal. However, when reproducing the exhibit
using the intermediate ML results provided by the authors, the values match exactly, so this table is
considered reproducible. For transparency, the different values are highlighted below.
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Paper Code

• Table 8 Reproduced. Verified against Table_7_ml_charac_v3.tex. When using the ML created from
scratch by the replicators, multiple values differ; most of them are minimal. However, when reproduc-
ing the exhibit using the intermediate ML results provided by the authors, the values match exactly,
so this table is considered reproducible. For transparency, the different values when running the ML
process are highlighted below.

Code
Paper
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• Table 9 Reproduced. Verified against Table_8_during_post_v3.tex. When using the ML created from
scratch by the replicators, multiple values differ; most of them are minimal. However, when reproduc-
ing the exhibit using the intermediate ML results provided by the authors, the values match exactly,
so this table is considered reproducible. For transparency, the different values are highlighted below.
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• Table 10 Reproduced. Verified against Table_9_ml_post_bis_v3.tex. When using the ML created from
scratch by the replicators, some values differ, most of them are minimal. When reproducing the ex-
hibit using the intermediate ML results provided by the authors, the values match exactly, so this
table is considered reproducible. For transparency, the different values are highlighted below.

Paper

Code
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• Table 11 Reproduced. Verified against Table_10_target_MLv3.tex. When using the ML created from
scratch by the replicators, some values differ, most of them are minimal. When reproducing the ex-
hibit using the intermediate ML results provided by the authors, the values match exactly, so this
table is considered reproducible. For transparency, the different values are highlighted below.

Paper

Code

• Figure 1 Reproduced. Verified against figure_1_qte_all

• Figure 2 Reproduced. Verified against figure_B3_qte_Tarm.png.

• Figure 3 Reproduced. Verified against figure_2_gates_MLv3

• Figure 4 Reproduced with minor differences. Verified against figure_3_scatter_cate_v3.png There are
some visual differences, but as these are fairly minimal, this is considered reproducible.
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Code Paper

• Figure 5 Reproduced. Verified against graph_predbase_vs_predcate_mid. When using the ML results
provided by the authors this figure reproduces exactly, when running the ML model from scratch,
there are minimal differences documented below.

Code Paper

Results in the Annex

For the Appendix, we did not review every exhibit. Instead, we randomly selected 10 exhibits to as-
sess the appendix. Our review was based on those 10 exhibits. Since they were chosen randomly, we
are operating under the assumption that if all randomly selected exhibits are reproducible, then the
rest should be as well. The seed used to generate the random selection was 2646874, and the exhibits
selected were: 1 (Table A1), 2(Table A2), 5(Table A5), 10 (Table A10), 13 (Table A13), 15 (Table A15),
19 (Figure B1), 21 (Figure B3), 24 (Table A20), 25 (Figure D1). Note: Tables initially numbered as A10,
A19, and A20 were not included in the final manuscript, so these are not included in the final report.

• Table A1 Reproduced. Verified against Table_A1_programs.tex.

• Table A2 Reproduced. Verified against Table_4_rob_itt.tex.

• Table A5 Reproduced. Verified against Table_A4.tex.
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• Table A6 Reproduced. Verified against Table_A5.tex

• Table A12 Reproduced. Verified against Table_aspiration_itt.

• Table A14 Reproduced. Verified against Table_A7_ml_extcov_v3

• Figure B1 Reproduced. Verified against figure graph_cum_dist_income.png.

• Figure B2 Reproduced. Verified against graph_base_vs_pred.png

• Figure B3 Reproduced. Verified against figure_B5_CE_v3.png

Reproduction Environment

• Paper exhibits were reproduced in a computer with the following specifications:

– OS: MacOS Tahoe M4 pro

– Memory available: 497 GB

– Software version: Stata version 19.5 MP, R version 4.4
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