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Reproduction Environment

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_As5_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

Table 7: Heterogeneity in impacts on earnings during and post program, machine learning results
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Panel A: Predicted average treatment effect and heterogeneity loading parameter

ATE (81) 2.642 -0.0297 3314.0
(2.335,2.947) (-0.466,0.397) 5 (-1842.7.8523.0)
[0.000] [1.000] [0.000) [0.414]
HET (8,) 1.257 0111 0.389 0.416
(0.883,1.635) -0515,0.721) (0.00173,0.774) (-1.149,5.384)
[0.000] [0.970] [0.099) [0.756]
Best ML method Generalized Random Forest ~ Random Forest. R-Learner

Random Forest

Panel B: By quartile of predicted impacts on carnings during program (using midline) (GATES)

Mean in quartile 1 (0 to 25%) 0.204 149:

(13240.760) (1891428

n 469.9

1.468
(0.870,2.063) 51.8)

11962.0,12389.1)
23172. 2793.9
(9865.0,36605.8)  (-9810.5,15283.1)
58.1

Mean in quartile 2 (25 to 50%) .
(1.670,2.895)
5

Mean in quartile 3 (50 to 75%)

(-6700.1,17794.3)

31495.4

Mean in quartile 4 (75 to 100%) 1 4490.7
(18088.7.44832.7)  (-7835.4,16887.3)
P-value all coefficients are equal 0.000 1000 0.302 1.000
Best ML method Generalized Generalized Random Forest  Random Forest
Random Forest  Random Forest

Panel C: By quartile of predicted impacts on carnings post program (using endline) (GATES)

Mean in quartile 1 (0 to 25%) 20120.2 28847
(7275.6,32824.1)  (-7540.5,12739.3)

Mean in quartile 2 (25 to 50%) 26809.6 40206
(-6197.8,14214.9)

Mean in quartile 3 (50 to 75%) 3920.1
(-6313.2,14117.8)

Mean in quartile 4 (75 to 100%) 2549.3
(-7586.6,13104.9)

P-value all coefficients are equal 0.100 0.888 0.

77 1000

* Table 8 Reproduced. Verified against Table_y_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

m () @
M Mean i
i “Test (1)-(2)
quariile  quartile (p-value)
Individual characteristios
Female 010 0510 o
in urban area %0 0960 0560
Age 521 227 o
Nb of children 0t 0sT0 0.200
Education
Years af education e uTe ns0
Primary education not completed a0 0as0 010
s participated in vocational training 0280 o
Household characteristics and asets
Household size 00610
Is head of household o
“Tntal Nb of assets o
Nb of transportation assets nuz
Nb of agricultural assets 00410
Nbs of household durables 01210
Nb of communication assets 0.00900
Employment
Has an activity 1 a1 ]
Is Wage-Employed ass0 00900 o
Is Sel a0 0150 o
Nb of acti LI80 D460 o
“Intal Earnings (month! w08 0z 0
Searched far a job (last month) a.600 0 0003
Savings, comstraints and expenditures
Has saved (last 3 manths) 0210 o
OF which: share of formal savings (cond. on savings) 0170 Q00200
Has a savings account 0.0600 0
Savings Stock (CFA) 8601 o
Self-reported constraints Lo repay loans 0170 0508
Self-reported constraints to access credit 0580 o
Self-reparted constraints for basic needs expenditures 0.710 0.266
“Iransportation expenditures (last 7 days, CFA) 28 o
Communication expenditures (last 7 days, CFA} 6575 o
Cognitive skills and risk preference
Cognitive {deduction, Raven Test) 0330
Dexte “Test) n.7s0
0.436
e affect (CES-D scale, Nb pasitive days) 00650
ude towards the future (ZIP1 scale) 02
Is Risk averse (hased on hypothetical lotteries) 1
Patience (scale [ to 10, 10—very patient) 1
Preference for present (actualization rate for 1 manth) 1

Paper

Table 8: Baseline characteristics of the bottom and top quartiles of the distribution of predicted
impacts on (In) earnings during program
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0% 096 0608
Ax 52 202 o
Number of hidren [ 086 0316
Education
Years of alueation 1 959 3
Primary cducation not completed 010 048 oon
Has partcipated in vocational traning 032 028 o
Houschold and assots
Household ize o1 3 G060
s head of househokd 030 0090 o
Total mumber of st 063 043 o
of transportation asets 08 061 003
e of agricul 530
Jer of ousehold durables 1% 163 oom
Nunber of communication assets 751 668 oon
Employment
1 o1 o
Joyod 035 009 o
0352 o1 0
Nu vities 138 046 o
Tota Easnings (mouthly, CFA) 10733 653 o
hod fora ob (last month) o6t 052 1
Savings, constraints and expenditurcs
Has savd (st 3 montts) om 0%
OF which: shar of formal savings (cond. on savings) 03 017 000
Has 0 savings account ox 006 o
s Stock (CFA) 659249 67951 o
eported constraints to epay loans 0 018 0513
01 058 o
066 on 0257
0415 1210
Communicaton expenditure (lst 7 days, CFA) 3210 65 o
Cognitive skills and risk preforenco
021 (e o7
o7 03 o
o3 3 0458
D scale, o of pitive days) 615 609 0084
asds the future (2P scale) X 211 irs
(based o hyporeticalltteries) on 010 1
Patienco (sale  t0 10, 10=very patient) 31 32 0sm2
Preference for present. (actualizaion rate for 1 month) 058 o5 '
Teterogeneity analyis based on the approach In Chernazhkior ot oL (forcoming) (see dscussion T Section 517
and Appendix C.3). Column (1) (espectively (2) diplays average charactristis of the bottom (respectvely top)
quastile of the distbution of prdicte impacts on (1) caeninga during the progeam. Column (3) reports p-valucs

cported results aze based on the lgorithm with the
best predictions for midline - Generalized Random foret. The chosen algoithn is the one with the highest A
(amda): the laeger A gets, the stronger the corrlation beteen 5(Z), noted S(Z), and so(Z) (sce appendix table
A12 for comparisons actoss lgorithms). Means by quartile are ctimated for cach simple split, reported values are
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DO WORKFARE PROGRAMS LIVE UP TO THEIR PROMISES? EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE
FROM COTE D'IVOIRE

¢ 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.

Table 9: Impacts during and post program on main outcomes, by quartile of predicted impacts on (In) earnings during the program

(1) @ @) @ ) O] (n (8) (9) (10) (1
Wage-Empl.  SeltEmpl.  Total Hours Total Ln total Farnings in - Farnings in Total N Well-being
) > carnings in Wage-Empl.  SelfEmpl.  cxpenditures  Savings in
Employed (in at least (in at least worked carnings . e s - o index
Dactivity)  1activity)  (weekly) b (monthly) in CFA in CFA inCFA - CFA (stock) (o)
(monthly) (monthly)  (monthly)  (monthly)
Panel A: Impacts during the program (around 4.5 months after program starts)
Mean in quartile 1 (0 to 25%) 0039 0.35 0.059 081 14805 1.46 23831 6859 15414 35561 0.23
(-0.0078, (0.28, (-0.16, (439, (1639, (0.87, (21922, (6633, (23460, (0.025,
0.087) 0.42) 0.046) 6.08) 27760) 2.06) 35807) 24276) 47674) 0.44)
Mean in quartile 2 (25 to 50%) 0093 0.40 011 112 21997 2.30 33479 10622 32056 0.21
(0.046, (0.33, (0.21, (-4.09, (8698, (170, (26487, (-12019, (1709, (20219, (0.0014,
0.14) 0.46) -0.0051) 6.35) 35146) 2.89) 40457) -936) 19388) 44174) 0.43)
Mean in quartile 3 (50 o 75%) 013 0.44 010 415 30085 2.83 36303 6 11175 40038 011
(0.37, (-0.20, (109, (16876, (222, (20276, (9914, (2144, (27897, (-0.10,
0.50) -0.00068) 9.28) 13013) 3.42) 299) 738) 19858) 51787) 031)
Mean in quartile 4 (75 to 100%) 0.53 012 8.00 31604 3.97 39464 4154 18011 40551 0.21
(0.4, (-0.22, (2.63, (18150, (3.35, (32525, (-9726, (9471, (28577, (0.0047,
0.60) 0.013) 13.3) 14869) 1.36) 16318) 1312) 26864) 52610) 042)
P-value all interactions cqual 0.002 1.000 0.166 0.228 0.000 0,164 0911 0.663 1.000 0,981
Pvalue treat*Ql—treat*Qd 0.001 0.809 0.104 0.114 0.000 0.068 0.771 1.000 1.000 1.000
Mean in control for Q(1) 0.85 0.3 183 74622.6 105 50610.5 14069.4 73954.4 55128.6 0.20

Mean in control for Q(2) 085 028 5.0 103 47993.5 982.7 45068.4 0.16
Mean in control for Q(3) 033 025 419 9.89 16146.6 7528.4 42068.5 0.14
Mean in control for Q(4) 0.79 021 37.0 52419.4 937 42025.2 5264.7 35408.5 0.07
Panel B: Post program impacts (pooled treatment) (12 to 15 months after program ends)
Mean in quartile 1 (0 to 25%) -0.020 0.0019 -0.0025 -1.36 1579 031 3157 235 3729 12399 0.16
(-0.098, (-0.11, (-0.12, (-8.53, (-10755, (-1.32, (-3737, (9751, (-5357, (7700, (-0.077,
0.060) 0.12) 0.11) 5.80) 13912) 0.73) 10005) 10546) 12897) 32587) 0.40)
Mean in quartile 2 (25 to 50%) -0.018 -0.010 0.0047 -1.06 736 031 503 836 1200 3689 0.071
(-0.096, (-0.12, (-0.11, (-8.27, (-11458, (-1.34, (-6330, (-04a1, (-7596, (-16501, (017,
0.061) 0.10) 0.12) 6.30) 13060) 0.73) 7529) 11045) 10055) 23859) 0.31)
Mean in quartile 3 (Eﬂ to 75%) 0.018 -0.0028 -0.018 2.32 6456 -0.037 830 5076 -368 6800 0.056
(-0.061, (-0.12, (-0.13, (-4.80, (-6066, (-1.08, (-6015, (-5057, (9472, (-13642, (-0.18,
0.006) 0.11) 0.097) 9.55) 18844) 0.99) 7696) 15254) 8193) 27063) 0.30)
Mean in quartile 4 (75 to 100%) 0012 -0.028 0.049 -0.065 2771 0.25 -2661 5650 1916 10040 0.068
(-0.067, (-0.14, (-0.064, (-7.30, (-9307, (-1.29, (-9488, (-4708, (-T036, (-9921, (017,
0.000) 0.087) 0.16) 7.17) 15356) 0.80) 4389) 16012) 11018) 30277) 0.30)
P-value all interactions cqual 1.000 1000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.800 1.000 1.000 1,000 1.000
P-value treat*Ql—treat*Qd 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0307 0.855 1.000 0.979
Mean in control for Q(1) 0.94 061 0.40 176 9.76 30622.6 77080.8 014
Mean in control for Q(2) 0.90 0.56 031 a5 .86 58768.3 0.10
Mean in control for Q(3) 0.88 054 032 126 837 52302.9 0.10
Mean in control for Q(4) 0.80 0.48 032 35.7 731 15165.5 42764.8 -0.04

Heterogeneity analysis based on the approach in Chernozhukov ot al. (forthcoming) (see discussion i Section 5.1.2 and Appendix C.3). Estimates of treatment cflects on the main outcomes during the program
(Panel A), and after the program (Panel B) by quartile of the (predicted) impacts on carnings during the program. At the bottom of each panel, we present a test of equality of treatment effects across all quartiles,
and a test of equality between the bottom (Q1) and top (Q4) quartiles. Estimation is based on a specification similar to equation 4 but replacing the dependent variable with the alternative (midline or endline)
outcome variable. The best predictions during program are used: Generalized Random Forest. The chosen algorithm is the one with the highest A (lambda): the larger A gets, the stronger the correlation between
53(2), noted S(Z), and so(Z) (sce appendix table A12 for comparisons across algorithms). Predictions are estimated for each sample split, reported values are the medians across 100 sample splits. P-values are
adjusted for partition uncertainty. Hours, earnings, erpenditures, and savings winsorized at the 97th percentile. For variables (y) in logarithms we take in(y + 1).
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¢ Table 10 Reproduced. Verified against Table_g_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

Investment in SelfbEmployed Activities

Search for Wage Jubs

{1p 2] {3
Total mumber of Value of Start-up capital

(4]
Vilue of

(5) (6]
Searched for a Thtal gt in

InComme prodactive in CFA [main imvestments in o job search in
generating nasets in CFA selfeempl. act., CFA (last 3 job { I“: ¥ CFA (last 12
activities [stack) stock) munths) s munths)
Menn in quartile 1 (0 to 25%) 26 11159 14723 538 (LEE 15016
{-0.12, (260, [=310, [=1431, {=ILAGR, =341,
018} v s ] pal NLYE )] Eoh) 0.20) =61
Mean in epeartile 2 (25 to 50%) CLINEES LAk po J22 L(2 SRD
{-0.14, [=TLiE, 11E=0, [ =1654, (=111, [-5819,
016 14t 1B0EE] E301) 0.13) 1581)
Menn in queartile 3 (50 to T3%) R 1325 NEG G5 (25 828
1.14 [=1Z576, (=13125, [=2558, 1.0F, (=278,
IL15) U517) I THE) 1535 014} 5934)
Menn in quaartile 4 (75 to 1008) EE 0 512 118 ET BRT
{<0.11, [-11035, |=1583 [=2121, (L5, (=148,
0.1%) ML) HIThd) 1916) 0.18) 33432)
Povahee all interactions equal 100y 0,350 893 1000 (956 1000
Povahue treat* ()l =treat* Q4 1004y 0.252 [ 1] Lol 100 1.000
Menn in contral for (M1} a5 T4 43NER HETII 119143
Menn in contral for N2y (.5} 1847E.1 T BARG.T
Menn in comtrol for Cf3) AT 149742 2T E2p0.3
Menn in control for C4) .40 107817 B413.1
—y o ] —— —— T
Code
Self~employment Job search

(1) Total number
of income

(2) Value of

prod. assets in

(3) Start-up
capital in CFA

(4) Value of

investments in

(5) Searched for
a job during last

(6) Total exp. in
job search in

generating CFA (stock) (main self-empl. CFA (last 3 3 months CFA (last 12
activities act.. stock) months) months)
Mean in quartile 1 (0 to 25%) 0.024 11462 14866 G54 0.085 1962
(-0.13. (444, (-250, (-1301, (-0.035, (-3348,
0.18) 22593) 30017) 246T) 0.21) T044)
Mean in quartile 2 (25 to 50%) 0.011 3617 2069 249 0.0085 -G8T
(-0.14, (-7474, (-12028, (-1733, (-0.11, (-5884,
0.16) 14587) 17857) 2245) 0.13) 4529)
Mean in quartile 3 (50 to 75%) 0.00084 -T84 1784 -501 0.025 B34
(-0.15. (-11572, (13336, (2554, (-0.004, (-1282,
0.15) 9932) 16915) 1355) 0.15) 5058)
Mean in quartile 4 (75 to 100%) 0.032 -33 5610 -63 0.053 973
(-0.12, (-10099, (9393, (-2065, (-0.068, (-4197,
0.19) 10882) 20854) 1969} 0.17) BOGT)
pvalue: all interactions equal 1.000 0.342 0.814 1.000 0.902 1000
p-value: treatXQl=treatXQ4 1.000 0.253 0681 1.000 1.000 1.000
Mean in control for (1) 0.55 241108 420648 366T.0 0.57 11906.1
Mean in control for Q(2) 0.50 18540.1 30232.9 26974 0.55 B358.2
Mean in control for Q(3) 0.47 47727 26030.6 2219.0 0.55 B1T0.9
0.40 10882.4

Mean in control for Q(4)

19404.2

957.6

0.56 8353.3
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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

Table 11: Impacts on (In) earnings and cost-benefit ratios under alternative targeting approaches

Machine learning pred. by quartile of

. ; Selection on baseline characteristics
pred. impacts during program

Random selection

8] @ 3 () @) ©)
Low baseline Low baseline
Mean in quartile  Mean in quartile carnings carnings
Treated (TT) 7507 10 100%) 1.0 to 25%) Women (self.declared) (predicted)
(bottom 25 %) (bottom 25%)
Panel A: Impacts during the program (around 4.5 months after program starts)
Treatment 2.948%%% 3.966*** 1.465%** 3.728%%* 4.035%** 3.657%**
(0.194) (0.307) (0.305) (0.349) (0.384) (0.373)
Observations 2912 2877 2877 2012 2877 2877
Panel B: Post program impacts (pooled treatment) (12 to 15 months after program ends)
Treatment -0.037 -0.252 -0.306 -0.050 0.147 0.020
(0.181) (0.529) (0.525) (0.345) (0517) (0.405)
Observations 3934 3865 3865 3034 3736 3736
Panel C: Cost-benefit Analysis
Effect during program in CFA [A] 27083 31671 14660 32097 33954 32824
5 Effect post program in CFA [B] 4361 4491 461 7168 7602 10646
Discounted sum of impacts (during + post program) [C] 253920.50 287958.58 109428.85 330429.84 349837.28 386817.87
Total cost per beneficiary [D] 768708.10 768708.10 768708.10 768708.10 768708.10 768708.10
Cost-benefit ratio (during + post program) [E] 3.03 2.67 7.02 2.33 2.20 199
Column (1) is the ITT estimate based on specification in cquation 1. Columns (4-6) show estimated treatment effects by subgroups (obtained from heterogencity analysis using baseline covariates). Columns (2) and (3)
document the effect of selecting the observations in the top and bottom quartile of the distribution of predicted impacts at midline. Column 2 (respectively column 3) of Panel B reports group averages (GATES) endline
impacts for observations in the top quartile (respectively bottom quartile) of predicted impacts at midline. (This is similar to Table 7, panel B, column (2)). Column (6) uses predictions of baseline earnings based on
the Elastic Net method. [A] Effect on total monthly earnings during program in CFA, in levels, winsorized at the 97th percentile. [B] Effect on total monthly earnings post program in CFA, in levels, winsorized at the
97th percentile. [C] Discounted sum of impacts on total earnings from program start (month 1) up to 14 months after program ended (month 21). It is computed as 3k = 17p(k~1) gDuring S~ (j = 8)?! p(k=7) gPost
, with gPuring i Post) the ITT estimates of the impact on monthly total earnings and p the monthly discount factor. p = 1/(1+4)"/'%, § = 10%. For column
(3), we consider post-program impacts to be 0 when calculating the discounted sum of impacts in [C]. [E] = [D] / [C]. Robust standard errors clustered at (broad) brigade level in parentheses. * p < .1, ** p < .05, ¥*¥
p<.
Handom Selection an bascline characteristics
selection
1) Treated (ITT) (4) Women
Panel A: Impacts during the program (around 4.5 months after program starts)
Treatment 245+

(0.194)

Observations

: Post program impacts (pooled treatment) (12 to 15

Observations 4534
Panel C: Cost-benefit Analysis

past program) [C]

st program) [E]

e Figure 1 Reproduced. Verified against figure_1_gte_all
e Figure 2 Reproduced. Verified against figure_B3_gte_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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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.
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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 As), 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 A1o,
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 Az Reproduced. Verified against Table_4_rob_itt.tex.

Table As Reproduced. Verified against Table_A4.tex.
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Table A6 Reproduced. Verified against Table_As.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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