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The impact of comprehensive support for households
on wellbeing, employment, and schooling: An RCT
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Abstract

Childhood poverty can have cumulative effects on the development of a person, affecting future
earnings and prolonging poverty into adulthood. Programs that address multiple dimensions of
childhood poverty are widely used among institutions such as non-governmental organizations.
We conduct a randomize control trial (RCT), in collaboration with Save the Children, to assess the
effectiveness of a program that combines social, educational and labor market interventions. There
is scarce literature on the effect of combining these three types of interventions on households with
children and adolescents at-risk of social exclusion. We randomly assign households to four
treatments allowing us to compare the impact of each type of intervention to the combination of
all of them. We find that there are mostly null effects for the socio-educational, social-labor and
comprehensive treatments on the different measures of household’s wellbeing. Small effects of the
socio-educational and comprehensive treatments are observed on the educational performance
indicator of standardized testing, with similar magnitudes between the treatments. There were no
impacts from any of the treatment on the quality of life or labor outcomes, including the indicators
of access to benefits. There is a small differential positive effect of the comprehensive treatment
on the household’s monthly income. Overall, these results suggest that a comprehensive program
is not more effective than a socio-educational intervention on improving aspects of a household’s
wellbeing.
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1 Introduction

Childhood poverty can have long lasting effects on individuals, limiting their social and economic
development (Holzer et al., 2008; Lesner, 2018) and can persist into adulthood causing negative
effects on labor market outcomes (Tilahun et al., 2023). Despite achieving some progress in
poverty reduction in the last decade, it has been estimated that 1.43 billion children still live under
6.85 dollars a day or less (Salmeron Gomez et al., 2023). # Furthermore, the COVID-19 pandemic
increased the proportion of children living at-risk of poverty or social exclusion in the European
Union (EU)." Specifically, Spain is the second country with the highest proportion of people under
the age of 18 at-risk of poverty or social exclusion with 34.5% in 2023, compared to a 24.8% of
the EU-27 (Eurostat, 2024b).

Childhood poverty is a complex matter since there are monetary and non-monetary aspects to it.
Recent literature analyzing the determinants of childhood poverty in rich (Bradbury et al., 2019)
and European countries (Barcena-Martin et al., 2023; Fabrizi & Mussida, 2020; Gonzélez-
Gallardo et al., 2024; Mussida & Sciulli, 2022) have highlighted the importance of several factors
such as social benefits, family structure, childcare, employment of family members, among others,
that need to be considered when choosing policy alternatives to alleviate this problem. For this
reason, many institutions such as non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and local governments
tend to approach childhood poverty with programs that address multiple dimensions at the same
time. However, the impact of such programs is not usually evaluated and, when they are, it is not
always possible to disentangle the specific effect of their many interventions on the final outcome

of childhood poverty.®

An extensive literature has shown that a number of educational interventions can have an impact
on different aspects of the life of vulnerable participants. For example, Walker et al. (2011) report

that an intervention where you teach parents how to provide cognitive and psychological early-

4 This is the poverty line considered more relevant for upper-middle income countries.

> The European Union defines “at-risk of poverty or social exclusion” as a person who is either at risk of poverty,
under severe material or social deprivation or living in a household with low work intensity. For more information,
see:https://ec.europa.cu/eurostat/statistics-
explained/index.php?title=Glossary:At risk of poverty or social exclusion (AROPE)

¢ A few examples of this are the evaluations of BRAC’s Empowerment and Livelihood for Adolescents (ELA)
program (Bandiera et al., 2020), and their Graduation program for the ultra-poor® (Banerjee et al. 2015); as well as
the study of programmatic changes done in the summer youth employment programs One Summer Chicago Plus and
WorkReady (Heller, 2022), both of them designed as bundled interventions.



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary:At_risk_of_poverty_or_social_exclusion_(AROPE)
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary:At_risk_of_poverty_or_social_exclusion_(AROPE)
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childhood stimulation to their children can result in a wide-range of benefits during adulthood such
as less violent behavior and better educational performance, as well as have a positive impact on
labor market outcomes such as earnings (Gertler et al., 2014). In terms of older children, Cook et
al. (2014) found that an intervention that combines social-cognitive skills training and intensive
math tutoring increased math scores, reduced course failure and improved the rate of expected
graduation. Later, Guryan et al. (2021) showed an increase in math and non-math grades for
adolescents in low-income neighborhood schools of Chicago just by introducing a high-intensity
tutoring intervention. Also, an intervention that incentivizes parental involvement in the education
of middle school children can have a positive impact in the behavior of middle-schoolers and their

attitudes in school (Avvisati et al., 2014).

Nevertheless, childhood poverty is usually associated to the sources of income in a household
(Bradbury et al., 2019; Corcoran & Chaudry, 1997). The link between income and employment
highlights the importance of labor market interventions for the socially excluded. Literature on
interventions that provide information on job search strategies have shown an increase in
employment and earnings of individuals who have a higher risk of long-term unemployment
(Altmann et al., 2018). Training jobseekers to join and use online professional networking
platforms has also proved to increase the employment rate by providing information and
facilitating referrals (Wheeler et al., 2022). However, employment may not be enough to get out
of poverty or social exclusion.” Bradbury, Jéntti, and Lindahl (2019) study the interaction between
social transfers and labor market earnings in rich nations and conclude that social transfers can act
as stabilizers during recessions. At the household level, Troller-Renfree et al. (2022) report results
from a randomized experiment where monthly unconditional cash transfers to low-income mothers
can have a positive impact on brain activity of newborn children which is associated with the
development of cognitive skills. The problem in most OECD countries is the low take-up of
benefits across countries and welfare programs (Hernanz et al., 2004). In this sense, national
experiments conducted in France have shown that in-person consultations with job-seekers can be
useful to increase the uptake of social benefits by reducing application costs (Antunez et al., 2020;

Castell et al., 2024).

7 According to Eurostat (2024a), 11.3% of people employed age 18 or over in the EU are at risk of poverty or social
exclusion in 2023.
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Despite the impact these interventions have had when implemented separately, there is not much
literature on the effect a combination of these three types of interventions may have on the
wellbeing of households with children socially excluded or at-risk of social exclusion. Singla,
Kumbakumba, and Aboud (2015) showed that a combination of parenting interventions to improve
child development and maternal psychological welfare enhanced children’s cognitive scores and
resulted in fewer depressive symptoms on participating mothers. Labor interventions have also
been used at the high school level to provide accurate data on earnings and employment to guide
post-secondary education choices (Kerr et al., 2020). Furthermore, much of the existing literature
on the aforementioned interventions tend to focus on outcomes such as educational performance,
child behavior, parental relationships, employment or earnings, among other employment and
schooling outcomes, without analyzing the impact they can have on other indicators of a
household’s wellbeing such as life satisfaction or material and social deprivation. An improvement
of this type of indicators related to a household’s quality of life can provide evidence on the

effectiveness an intervention has on fulfilling their basic socio-economic needs.

This paper evaluates the impact of implementing a comprehensive program that combines social,
educational, and labor market support interventions to improve the wellbeing of households with
children and/or adolescents who live socially excluded or at-risk of social exclusion, differentiating
the effect of each type of intervention. The program was carried out for 12 months in four different
regions of Spain, targeting households with school-age children between 0 and 18 years old. To
assess if the comprehensive program and their different components have a differential impact on
the wellbeing of the selected household, we have collected information on outcomes related to
quality of life, social and labor insertion, and educational performance and continuity. This
allowed us to identify the impact of each intervention on different types of outcomes. For example,
we capture self-reported information on life satisfaction and material and social deprivation as
measures of quality of life. Other measurements of self-reported wellbeing include household
income, access to social benefits, interest in education continuity, attitudes of children and parents
towards studies, academic scores, employment status and job search. To get a deeper
understanding of the effect of the interventions on employment, labor intensity, formality and
stability, we were also able to access data from the Continuous Work History Sample of the

Ministry of Inclusion, Social Security and Migration (MISSM).
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A total of 792 households were recruited and randomly assigned to one of four treatments: (i) a
treatment group that received socio-educational interventions; (i1) a social-labor treatment group;
(ii1) a socio-educational-labor treatment group (also known as the comprehensive program); and
(iv) a non-pure control group that received only the social support intervention. Regardless of the
household group assignment, all household members were considered participants of the
experiment whether they received a specific treatment or not. Despite having the different
interventions being formed by a group of activities, we were able to identify how responsive
participants were to a selected set of activities. The four-arm parallel design of the experiment
allowed us to identify and compare the effect of each type of intervention vis a vis the combination

of all of them on improvements in the wellbeing of the targeted households.

The program, developed and implemented by Save the Children (STC) Spain, aims to recognize
the importance of addressing the economic situation of Spanish households to advance the
wellbeing of children and adolescents. Most of activities of the program have been based in
services commonly provided through STC’s social support programs (i.e. individualized family
support, workshops, and personalized services) and their educational support programs (i.e.
tutoring, group sessions, early-childhood stimulation). ® To these services, STC will be adding
activities to increase access to social benefits and boost the insertion of adults in the Spanish labor
market. In that sense, the aim of the evaluation is to provide evidence on the effectiveness of
combining labor market insertion support for adults to social and educational support interventions
as part of a comprehensive program meant to improve the wellbeing of households with children

and adolescents socially excluded or at-risk of social exclusion.

Considering the literature that highlights the importance of including social transfers as part of the
policy strategy to reduce child and overall poverty (Bradbury et al., 2019; Gonzalez-Gallardo et
al., 2024), this RCT has been implemented as part of the Spanish government’s effort to enhance

8 In addition to the work done in Spain, STC has participated in other RCTs in an effort to increase the effectiveness
of their work: (i) an independent evaluation of their program Families Connect in the United Kingdom showed a
positive impact on children’s prosocial behavior and softer skills, and parent’s engagement in learning activities, and
self-efficacy in supporting their child’s learning (Lord et al., 2021); (ii) an evaluation done by the American Institute
for Research of STC’s Early Years Preschool Program proved that an additional year of preschool improves children’s
literacy, numeracy, socio-emotional development and overall school readiness (Spier et al., 2020); and (iii) STC’s
LEGACY program evaluated by Innovations for Poverty Action demonstrated that the combination of a cash transfer
and Social Behavior Change Communication reduces stunting by increasing the diversity in the diet (Field & Maffioli,
2024).
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the effects of the Minimum Living Income (MLI) scheme approved in 2020 which guarantees a
financial benefit for vulnerable families and establishes a commitment from the government to
design strategies that increase social inclusion (Ley 19/2021, de 20 de Diciembre, Por La Que Se
Establece El Ingreso Minimo Vital, 2021). ® The General Secretariat of Inclusion (GSI) created the
Social Inclusion Policy Lab and signed 34 agreements to implement projects in collaboration with
multiple actors, establishing a governance framework based on partnerships and alliances with

academic institutions, autonomous communities, local entities and third sector organizations. '°

Our results suggest that offering a program that combines social, educational and labor support
interventions is not necessarily more effective than providing a combination of social and
educational support. Overall, we find that all treatment groups have mostly null effects throughout
the outcomes of labor market insertion and educational continuity. A small positive effect was
observed on educational performance, where both the comprehensive treatment and the socio-
educational treatment showed an increase in the standardized test scores of children in mathematics
and language by approximately 1 point, compared to those children in the control group.
Meanwhile, the social-labor treatment had no significant effects on educational performance
outcomes. In terms of quality-of-life outcomes, no statistically significant effects were seen on the
indicators of life satisfaction, material and social deprivation or access to social benefits from the
participation in any of the treatment groups. Still, the comprehensive treatment had a very small

positive effect on the self-reported measure of monthly household income.

The next section describes the experimental design, the implementation of the interventions, and
the timeline of the overall project. Section 3 provides an overview of the data and variables
collected and describes the sample of household and characteristics of their members. Section 4
discusses the empirical strategy. Section 5 discusses the main results as well as a heterogeneity

analysis. Finally, Section 6 provides a discussion of the results.

% Up to this point, Spain has been the only country in the EU without a minimum income policy. Minimum income
policies have been in place at the regional level. However, they provide partial and unequal coverage to vulnerable
populations in their corresponding territories (GSI 2024). For more information on benefits, requirements, and other
details, see: https://www.seg-
social.es/wps/portal/wss/internet/Trabajadores/PrestacionesPensionesTrabajadores/65850d68-8d06-4645-bde7-
05374eed42ac7

10 See Appendix A for an explanation for the governance structure of the Social Inclusion Policy Lab.



https://www.seg-social.es/wps/portal/wss/internet/Trabajadores/PrestacionesPensionesTrabajadores/65850d68-8d06-4645-bde7-05374ee42ac7
https://www.seg-social.es/wps/portal/wss/internet/Trabajadores/PrestacionesPensionesTrabajadores/65850d68-8d06-4645-bde7-05374ee42ac7
https://www.seg-social.es/wps/portal/wss/internet/Trabajadores/PrestacionesPensionesTrabajadores/65850d68-8d06-4645-bde7-05374ee42ac7
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2 Experimental Design and Implementation

Save the Children is an international NGO that promotes policy change to improve the lives of
children and young people. It has been working in Spain for over 30 years with programs (e.g.
parental support, nutritional, tutoring, etc.) aimed at improving the lives of children and
adolescents at-risk of poverty or social exclusion. In 2021, the GSI partnered with STC Spain to
help identify policy alternatives that can effectively increase the governments investment in
families with children under their care. The key innovation of this project is that it addresses
poverty and social exclusion with a comprehensive approach that works with all the members of
household. This RCT tests the effectiveness of a comprehensive program that combines
interventions of social, educational and labor market inclusion support to improve the quality of
life, labor insertion and school learning of vulnerable households with children in relation to other
programs that only provide social support. It also differentiates the effect of each type of
intervention (social, education and labor market inclusion) on improvements in outcomes related
to different dimensions of the wellbeing of the selected households. That is, we are able to measure
the impact of each intervention to outcomes that directly and indirectly linked to the activities of

the participants.

To do this, the experiment was designed based on four parallel treatments and participating
households were randomly allocated into one of these four treatments. STC’s institutional
commitment requires them to guarantee that all children are protected, survive and learn.!!
Therefore, the organization cannot deny access to their programs to the many vulnerable families
with children and adolescents who request assistance, making it impossible to have a control group
without an intervention. As a result, the treatment groups were designed as follows: (i) one
treatment group received the social and education (soc-ed) support interventions; (ii) a second
treatment group had the social and labor (soc-lab) support interventions ; (iii) a third treatment

group received the combination of the three types (soc-ed-lab) of interventions otherwise known

' For more information, see "Child Safeguarding Foundation Policy Save the Children" available on
https://www.savethechildren.es/sites/default/files/imce/docs/politica_de salvaguarda-childsafeguarding.pdf



https://www.savethechildren.es/sites/default/files/imce/docs/politica_de_salvaguarda-childsafeguarding.pdf
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as the comprehensive program ; and (iv) a fourth treatment group only received the activities of

the social (soc) support intervention and it is used as the non-pure control group for the experiment.

Our design allows us to compare the impact of the comprehensive program on different outcomes
of wellbeing, and the specific contribution of each type of intervention to the wellbeing of a
household and their members. This comparison lets us answer the following questions: (i) can a
comprehensive program that addresses multiple dimensions of poverty and works with all
members of a household have a greater impact on a household’s quality of life than when we work
on each dimension separately? (i1) are social support interventions enough to increase the access
to benefits and household income? (iii) can educational interventions increase educational
continuity and academic performance in children between 6 and 18 years of age? (iv) can labor
support interventions improve labor market insertion and employability conditions? (v) can each
intervention have impacts on outcomes corresponding to a different dimension of a household’s

wellbeing than the one they aim to address?

Due to the nature of the project, each type of intervention (i.e. educational, labor and social) has
been designed as a combination of multiple activities. For instance, the educational intervention
targeted people between 0 and 18 years old and it comprises activities tailored to the different age
ranges of the participants. Children between the ages of 0 to 6 years old had early-childhood
educational spaces where they could learn based on experiences and guided by a caregiver.'?
Caregivers also worked with parents on improving their parental skills. For children 6 to 18 years
old an Individual Educational Plan was drafted and updated every quarter to identify skills that
needed to be developed. Participants had group sessions adapted for each age group, 2-hour
reinforcement sessions twice a week, and a weekly 2-hour leisure session. Additionally, this age
group had weekly sessions to improve their digital skills and periodic sessions in non-formal

educational spaces to promote values, sports and creativity.

The labor intervention is comprised by activities that promote labor market insertion among

household members older than 18 years old, with a special focus on women. Participants had

12 Children of the group ages of 0 to 1 years old and 1 to 3 years old share space for 2 hours twice a week in groups
of 10 to 12 people. While children from the ages of 3 to 6 years old have 2-hour sessions three days a week in groups
of 8 people.
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individual sessions (14 sessions total) with a career counselor to work on professional skills that
can improve their employability. They also had 3 group sessions a month of 2 hours to work on
inter-personal skills.!* Digital education was also provided every 15 days to improve skills on
information and communication technologies and addressing other cross-cutting topics (i.e. online
violence, creation of support groups). At the same time, career counselors searched for companies
with job openings that matched the profile of the different participants. Participants were
accompanied and monitored throughout the project, especially if they found employment to ensure

complete integration in the labor market.

Finally, the social support intervention involves social coordinators who asses the needs of the
household and define an individualized plan. Households had individualized sessions with the
social coordinators to work on autonomy, self-determination and empowerment. One of the
priorities of these sessions was to provide information and support on access to public resources
and social benefits. The number of individualized sessions were based on the level of vulnerability
of the families (8 to 10 sessions for families with low to medium vulnerability and 12 for families
with higher levels of vulnerability) Households were also offered childcare spaces guided by an
educator, and weekly or monthly psychotherapeutic sessions to work on personal and interpersonal

relationships.

The targeted population for the project were households with school aged children between the
ages of 0 and 18 years old. The households needed to have an income level below the poverty line
and adults were required to have a basic knowledge of Spanish.'# All treatments were implemented
in the municipalities of Cadiz, Sevilla, Fuenlabrada and Melilla. These municipalities were chosen
because they are part of STC’s network, and their staff has experience working with the targeted
population in these areas. More importantly, they have some of the highest rates of children at-risk
of poverty or social exclusion in the country (INE, 2023). !> Furthermore, the choice of locations
gives us a sense of the potential for implementation of the program in different areas of the Spanish

territory.

13 Career counselors tried to form heterogeneous groups of 5 to 7 people. The same content is taught among the
different groups throughout the sessions to be able to measure the impact of the intervention.

14 Some exceptions to the level of Spanish needed to be made in Fuenlabrada and Melilla.

15 With the exception of Fuenlabrada in the Community of Madrid which was chosen because of its proximity to the
capital.
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Figure I shows the sequence of the experiment and the formation of the sample. Recruitment
started in March 2022. Potential households were referred by municipal social services to STC
who ensured they met the requirements and informed them of the program. This process lasted
longer than expected and not enough households were identified by social services. To increase
the total number of potential households, the GSI provided a list of MLI beneficiaries who were
contacted by phone. The recruitment process ended in July 2022, delaying the timeline of the
intervention by 3 months.! At the end of this process, a total of 1,983 households had been
contacted and informed of the program. Requirements for the program and willingness to
participate were later confirmed in a follow up interview conducted by phone. This left the
experiment with a total sample of 792 households who signed a consent form voluntarily and were

randomly assigned by the GSI team to one of the treatment groups.!’

Randomization followed a stratified method which used the following variables which were
considered significant for the analysis and highly related with the relevant final outcomes: (i)
municipality, (ii) whether the household received the MLI and/or other minimum income or not,
(ii1) whether all the adults were unemployed or not, and (iv) whether it was a single-parent
household or not. Based on this stratification, we ended up with a sample divided in 32 strata.
Figure B.I. in Appendix B shows a detail depiction of the randomization and the samples allocated
to each stratum. Next, a random order was given to the households inside each stratum which
allowed to assign a treatment group in order (i.e. the first was assigned to group soc, the second to
group soc-ed, the third to group soc-lab, the fourth to group soc-ed-lab, etc.). '8 A quarter of the
sample of households in the municipalities of Cadiz, Fuenlabrada and Sevilla were all randomly
allocated to each treatment group. Melilla had a different process for allocating households to
treatment groups since it had a greater sample of households recruited than what was originally

projected.!® Since STC had budgeted resources to provide the educational and labor interventions

16 The recruitment process was planned to end in May 2022.

17 Since the process of recruitment extended for longer than expected, STC offered leisure activities for children and
adolescents during the month of July 2022 to the households committed to the experiment in an effort to keep the
households interested in participating in the program.

18 In cases where the stratum was not divisible by 4, the households not matched with a group were assigned in order
to different treatment groups.

19 The projected number of households for each treatment group was on average 195. However, Melilla had a total of
240 households that committed to participate.
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to a certain number of participants, it was decided that all additional households were to be placed

in the control group.?’

Figure I: Sequence of the Experiment

Total households with
knowledge of program: 1,983

Total potential

households: 2,631 Socio-education

Contacted by

* Did not meet
requirements: 858

* No answer: 289

* Declined

not
Unemployed or
not
Single-parent

(192)
Referred by _
municipal social Follow up to confirm 4 Geographic ]
services requirements locations Social-labor
MLI beneficiary or (190)

Social- education-

telephone using labor
aMLI list of the participation: 44 haussioid ornot (190)
GSI
Social
(220)
Total households X .
with no contact: 648 Final sample: 792
Recruitment Consent Form Randomization: Treatment groups*

stratified

*Sample sizes per treatment group are in parenthesis.

After randomization, the households were informed of the treatments to which they were assigned.
2l Information was collected for all households included in the process of randomization
regardless of their participation in the activities.?> As shown in Figure II, interventions started in
September 2022 and ended in September 2023. Social and labor market insertion interventions
were the first to start and lasted 12 months, while the educational interventions started in October
2022 and lasted for the rest of the school calendar (9 months). At the end of the intervention, 56%
of the households completed the project. 2* Deterioration in the sample of households happened
mostly due to loss of interest in the overall project (29% of households) or to the treatment group
assigned (9%). In some cases, households stopped answering calls from STC (26%). It is important

to note that, despite being the household the unit of analysis, all 3,133 members of the sample

20 To do this, the allocation of household had the following order: group soc, group soc-ed, group soc-lab, group soc,
group soc-ed-lab, group soc-ed, group soc, group soc-lab, group soc-ed-lab.

2112 households declined to participate in the program after they were informed of their treatment group.

22 Information for all households was collected throughout the project. Overall, 68% of households in the final sample
answered to at least one of the surveys.

2 In other words, household members did not express lack of interest in the activities or declined to continue
participating in the project.

10
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households are considered participants. In such sense, we have also observed some partial leaves
where specific members of a household express their withdrawal from the project but the
household as a whole remained as a part of the experiment. Nevertheless, partial leaves are

relatively low.?*

Figure II: Timeline of the Intervention

2022 March - June July - August August September October November
Recruitment of Baseline: social Randomization Beginning of ~ Beginning of Baseline: social,
households and labor activities: social activities: labor and
questionnaire and labor support  educational educational
(Phase 1) support questionnaire.
(Phase 2)
2023
September  August - September June May - June March - April
End of activities: Endline: social ~ End of activities:  Endline: Midline: labor support
social and labor and labor support educational educational and satisfaction
support (Phase 2) support support
(Phase 1)
December
Reduced endline
survey

Source: Information compiled from STC’s quarterly reports.

3 Data

Our data comes from in-person surveys (including standardized testing for children and
adolescents between 6 and 18 years old) and administrative data. Data collection through surveys
was fully conducted by STC staff, and it occurred at three moments in time. Because of the nature
of the program, multiple survey tools had to be designed to properly capture all the relevant
information from each member of the household. As a result, baseline questionnaires were
staggered in two phases, and some data had to be collected retroactively (see Appendix C). Figure
IT presents the time of the intervention and data collection. A first phase of the baseline collected
basic sociodemographic information of the households, household income from social benefits

and employment status for people older than 16 years old.>> A second phase of the baseline

24 Partial leaves are due to lack of interest in the socio-educational activities (32%), social-labor activities (13%), or
social support activities (5%), and incompatible schedules with the activities offered (9%).
25 As originally planned, this information was used to randomize the households into one of the four treatment groups.

11
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collected information on life satisfaction, access to social benefits, follow up questions on labor
market status and job search for people over 18 years old, and educational survey for people under
18 years of age.?® Table 1 presents a summary of the measurements of wellbeing used for the

evaluation.

After 6 months of starting the interventions, a midline survey was collected only for labor
outcomes such as employment status, intensity of job search and employment satisfaction. Finally,
the endline survey was released in two different moments (see Appendix C): at the end of the
educational interventions and at the end of the social and labor market interventions. To increase
the number of household responses in relevant outcomes, a reduced version of the endline survey
was distributed at the end of 2023 with questions on employment status, life satisfaction, material
situation of the household, income, access to social benefits, and parental expectations and
attitudes on their child’s education (see Table 1). This strategy helped increase the household

response rate of the endline survey from almost 58% to approximately 74%.

There were strategies implemented to incentivize participation in the different surveys across the
treatment groups. For example, children or adolescents between the ages of 6 and 18 years old
received a 15-euro shopping card after completing the baseline or endline of the educational
surveys (this included standardized tests). At the same time, children under 6 years of age received
a story book aligned with the lessons taught in the educational intervention, after their parents
completed their corresponding baseline or endline educational surveys. For the endline surveys of
the social and labor interventions, a 15-euro shopping card per household was handed once the

process of data collection was completed.

One of the major challenges during data collection was linked to surveys with questions about the
household which included topics such as access to social benefits, life satisfaction, material and
social situation, and income, among other questions. These questionnaires were meant to be
answered by a person of reference who was identified in the first phase of data collection during

the baseline. However, the person of reference was not always available during follow ups or did

26 The labor survey included follow up questions on employment status, job search, attitudes towards employment,
and employment satisfaction. The educational survey included questionnaires on early-childhood development (0-6
years old), parental self-regulation, academic expectations and study habits (parents of children 6 — 18 years old),
general status and perceptions on elementary and secondary school, academic reports, and standardized testing on
language and mathematics (6-18 years old).
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not have complete information (e.g. access and application to social benefits) in which case
responses were collected from other household members or the data collection happened on a
different date. As a result, the person of reference may be different in the baseline and the endline

for some households which may create inconsistencies in the analysis.

Table 1. Measurements of Wellbeing

Educational continuity and

Quality of life Labor market insertion

learning
Interests of children and Employment status.
adqlescegts in continuing with Job search.
their studies.

Life satisfaction. Attitudes to employment.

Expectations and attitudes of
Material and social parents towards studies.

deprivation. Satisfaction with studies. Employment status.

Access to social benefits. Labor intensity.

Parental support for children

Household income. and adolescents. Type of contract: formality,
Academic grades. stability, part time vs full
time.

Early-childhood development.

To measure the improvement in the quality of life for a household we used four indicators. Our
main outcome variables are life satisfaction and material and social deprivation.?’ Life satisfaction
was composed by 8 questions where the household reference person was asked to choose from a
scale 0 to 10 the level of satisfaction with different aspects of their life.?® To obtain an overall
measure of life satisfaction, we used (i) an aggregate variable that added the answers to the 8
questions, and (i1) an index using the methodology proposed in Anderson (2008) which calculates
a weighted average of all the answers to the life satisfaction questionnaire and has been

standardized to have a mean of zero and a standard deviation of 1.2° Material and social deprivation

27 The outcome of life satisfaction was pre-registered as our main variable for parents’ subjective wellbeing. Despite
not being included in the pre-registration, the outcome of material and social deprivation was included in the analysis
since it is one of the components considered by the European Union when defining a person who is “at-risk of poverty
or social exclusion”.

28 Where 0 is “completely dissatisfied” and 10 is “completely satisfied”.

2 The weights assigned to each question depends on how correlated a variable is with the others. A lower correlation
with the rest of the variables means a higher weight.
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was captured by 13 basic items as established by the European Union (Eurostat, 2022).3° Using
their methodology, we used a binary variable to determine if a household is (or not) in severe
deprivation.’! We also calculated the level of material and social deprivation by adding the 13
items to take advantage of the variability in the outcome. The other two indicators for quality of
life refer to the knowledge of social benefits and income generated by the household.?? First, we
look at a household’s access to social benefits defined as benefits requested and approved. To
consider the possibility of delays in response to a request, we define a second outcome as benefits
requested and approved or in the process of approval. On the other hand, we also collected a

categorical variable for net monthly income of the household.?

Schooling outcomes refer mostly to education continuity and learning outcomes, with some
information being reported by the parents and other by the students. 3 The main outcome captures
the interest of students in secondary school in continuing with their studies and has been calculated
using Anderson's (2008) methodology with questions referring to what they expect to be doing in
the next 5 years and the level of study they wish to complete.?> Three categorical variables were
used to measure outcomes for support, expectations, attitudes and satisfaction of parents with
children between the ages of 6 and 18 years of age: (i) hours a week spent studying, (ii) satisfaction
with their child’s educational performance, and (iii) expectations on the level of education their
child would achieve (see Appendix D). Standardized assessments on language and mathematics
were also given to children of the above age range to compare performance across all participants.
The assessments had a score between 0 and 10 and they were executed as part of the baseline and
endline for the educational support activities. Finally, quarterly report cards for the 2022-2023

school year were also collected for this age group to have an alternative measure of the educational

30 The items established are divided in 2 groups: 7 correspond to the household and 6 correspond to the individual.

31 If a household expressed to have a lack of at least 7 of the 13 items, then it is considered in severe deprivation
(Eurostat, 2022).

32 Both indicators were included in the pre-registration of the study.

33 For further details on categorical variables, index calculations and the calculation of other indicators, see Appendix
D.

3% The outcomes used in this study to measure the impact of schooling outcomes have been included in the pre-
registration in one way or another. The pre-registration referred to the type of questions that would be used in the
study which required a careful selection to measure the final outcomes.

35 A similar outcome for elementary students was planned but, the necessary questions were not included in the final
questionnaires.
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performance of all participants.® Early-childhood development of children between the ages of 0
and 3 years old was measured using the Caregiver-Reported Early Development Index (CREDI)
which is based on observation and questions asked to parents (McCoy & Fink, 2017).
Nevertheless, few observations were collected to be able to calculate the impact of the intervention

on this outcome.

Lastly, labor outcomes were measured through four self-reported variables that reflect their
insertion in the labor market, employment status and their satisfaction with their employment. The
first outcome is the intensity of job search calculated as the aggregate of 9 questions on sources
and methods used to search for jobs.’” Employment status was measured in two ways: a binary
variable reflecting those people who reported to be working at the time of the survey, and a binary
variable of people working on the last week of the month prior to the survey.*® We also measure
the level of job satisfaction for those people working at the time of the survey with a categorical

variable with a scale from 0 (“completely dissatisfied”) to 10 (“completely satisfied”).3°

To complement the analysis of labor outcomes, we had access to administrative data from the
Continuous Work History Sample of the MISSM for the relevant months of the interventions, as
well as for the month of October 2023, and the compiled period of September to November 2023.4°
With this sample, we are able to capture if a person is registered in the social security system as
working in the selected months with a binary variable (1 if the participant is employed, 0
otherwise). Additionally, we use information number of days worked for the selected period and

the number of days equivalent to full-time (EFT).*' This database also provides information for

36 We were not able to obtain report cards prior to the 2022-2023 school year, which means that the information for
the report card of the first trimester (September-December 2022) could reflect the impact of the intervention.

37 The outcome for job search intensity was not specifically included in the pre-registration. Nevertheless, it was
incorporated in the analysis because it reflects the efforts a participant has made to insert themselves in a labor market.
Furthermore, it is a way to measure digital competencies to be used in the job search.

38 Neither of the measurements of the outcome for employment status was part of the pre-registration. Nevertheless,
we decided to include it was part of our study because it is a clear way for a participant to show if they are active in
the labor market.

39 The outcome for job satisfaction was included in the pre-registration of the study.

40 In the pre-registration of this study, administrative data for labor market outcomes was mentioned in general terms
and we intended to use all information provided regarding labor insertion and participation in active labor market
policies. The variables chosen aimed to support the findings from self-reported outcomes and expand on the quality
of the employment obtained by participants. Data was initially collected for the months of July 2022 (prior to the
beginning of the social-labor interventions) and September 2023 (a month after the end of the social-labor
interventions). Other periods were added to enrich the analysis for the study.

4! The calculation for equivalence to full-time considered the type of contract and it uses a partial-time coefficient to
adjust the number of days worked to the equivalent to full-time.
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labor intensity and labor intensity EFT. Labor intensity is calculated as the remainder of the
number of days worked and the number of days in the selected period. To complete the analysis,
we observe outcomes related to employment contracts that provides information on the quality of
job obtained by the participants. We specifically focus on outcomes related to formality, stability
and full-time employment to understand the quality of the participant’s employment. Formality is
measured as a binary variable for people that are registered in the social security system as working
under a legal contract regardless of its type. Stability is also a binary variable that reflects if a
participant is working with a contract of undefined time or fixed discontinuous (0 otherwise).
Lastly, full-time is a binary variable that is 1 if the participant is working full-time and O if they

are working part-time.

Table E.I. and Table E.II. in Appendix E show a summary of the main sociodemographic variables
and outcomes for the sample of 792 households and their members using information from the
baseline. These households have high levels of unemployed adults or adults searching for a job
(81%). Close to half of them report having severe material and social deprivation and a net monthly
income ranging from €601 and €1,000. Only 63% of them report being recipients of the MLI or
other minimum income scheme offered in their region at the moment of baseline collection, with
an average of 2 social benefits accessed by household. Furthermore, more than one third of the
sample are single-parent households, and 63% have a reference person reporting to have Spanish
nationality.*? Households have on average a number of 4 household members with 55% of the
total household members in the sample being women. More than half of the household members
are between the ages of 0 and 18 years old (57%) and the rest are adults 18 years or older (43%).%
Among adults, almost the entire sample speaks Spanish as a first or second language. More than a
third of adults report working at the time of the baseline or in the last week of June 2022 and being
paid for it. This number is similar to the percentage reported in the administrative data for July
2022, with people working an average of 9 days in the month. This is equivalent to a labor intensity
of 0.3. The highest level of education completed, on average, by this group is the first stage of

secondary education. Meanwhile, 72% of the children and adolescents in the sample speak Spanish

42 Spanish nationality can be reported as primary or secondary.
43 The unaccounted 1% are household members whose age was not correctly captured during the baseline.
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at home. Their parents report that their children spend about 3 to 6 hours a week studying and

expect them to complete university degrees or an equivalent degree.

The minimum detectable effect size expected for the study was 10%. The statistical power of the
study was calculated based the sample size of 792 households evenly divided into four treatment
groups (i.e. 198 households per treatment group). The results were calculated for the average
monthly income in the household and the percentage of adults employed in the household.** Other
assumptions include: (i) 95% significance level, (ii) no stratification in the sample, (iii) the ratio
between the samples of each group is 1, and (iv) the correlation between baseline and follow-up
surveys (midline and endline) is 0.85 for average monthly income and 0.83 for the proportion of
adults employed. We conclude that the study will have a statistical power of 72% for monthly
income and 69% for the percentage of adults employed in the household. The detail of these

calculations can be found in Appendix F.

4 Empirical Strategy

We study the impact of a comprehensive program and the role of each type of intervention on
quality of life, labor insertion, and schooling outcomes of households with children and
adolescents. The random assignment of households allows us to identify the causal effect of these
interventions by comparing the outcome of interest at the end of the program across treatment
arms. We estimate the intention-to-treat (ITT) with the following ordinary least square (OLS)

model controlling for the value of the outcome of interest at baseline:
Yif(ost) = Lo + ﬁlsoc_educf + ﬂzsoc_labf + ﬂgsoc_educ_labf + [>’4Xif + ﬂs}’if(pre) + €if (D)

Where y;fpost) 18 the endline outcome of interest for person i in household /. soc_educy, soc_laby
and soc_educ_lab; are dummy variables equal to 1 if household f'was assigned to either the socio-

educational, social-labor or to the comprehensive treatment group, respectively, and 0 otherwise.
The missing treatment is the control group which received the social support interventions. X;r is

a vector of sociodemographic controls measured at baseline and dummy variables for the

4 Data used for these calculations come from the Living Conditions Survey of 2021.
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randomization strata fixed effects. With the exception of strata, control variables will defer
depending on the group being analyzed (e.g. household, adult, children and adolescents). y;rpre)
is the baseline outcome of interest for person i in household £, and €; is the error term. The
exception in the use of this specification is for the outcome of academic performance measured
through report cards since we could not access information prior to the beginning of the
interventions. We use robust standard errors for all regressions pertaining to household outcomes,
while errors are clustered at the household level for all regressions related to outcomes of adults,

and children and adolescents.

To test the hypothesis stated above, we focus on the coefficients 3, B, and 5 that show the effect
of receiving one of the treatments relative to the control group. We calculate the Romano and Wolf
(2016) step-down adjusted p-values (based on 1,000 bootstrap iterations) to test for multiple
hypotheses and control for false rejection of the null hypothesis, and report them alongside the
unadjusted p-values. We also estimated other specifications without including unbalanced
variables in the vector of controls and without the baseline outcome of interest. Results for these
regressions have been reported in Appendix H. To further understand if there are differences in
the impact of the interventions on women and people with Spanish nationality, we have carried
out a heterogeneity analysis (Appendix 0). The specification used is similar to the one detailed
above without controls or baseline outcomes. Instead, we include dummy variables for gender (1
if women, O otherwise) and Spanish nationality (1 if the person has Spanish nationality, 0
otherwise), and their interactions with the corresponding treatment dummies. Specifically,
heterogeneity for gender will be performed in labor and educational outcomes, and the analysis

for nationality will be done only for labor outcomes.

We start by assessing the comparability across treatment groups accomplished by the random
assignment. All sociodemographic variables are balanced between groups at the household level.
As expected, we find imbalances in the specific comparisons of the treatment groups with the
control group with a 10% significance level in the group of people from Melilla. As explained in
section 2, this unbalance was considered at the moment of designing the randomization due to the
great number of households that committed to participate in Melilla and the logistical limitations
that existed in the program. Nevertheless, test shows there is still balance across all groups. We

also examine the balance in quality-of-life outcomes for the household. The results of these
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balancing checks can be found in Table 2. We find imbalances in 4 out of 7 indicators across all
treatment groups with varying significance level, but the mean differences are significantly small

in magnitude.

Balance checks for the sample of children and adolescents in Table 3 show that all
sociodemographic variables are balanced across. Small differences can be seen in the comparison
of specific groups in the variables of gender and age group 13 to 18 years old. Nevertheless, we
do not consider this could influence the impact of the intervention. Finally, 1 out of 6 indicators
are unbalanced across all treatment groups with a significance level of 5%. Table 4a and Table 4b
contains the balance between experimental groups for the sample of adults and labor outcomes. It
shows 2 unbalanced sociodemographic variables out of 17 with a 5% and 1% significance level:
adults who speak Spanish and the highest level of studies completed. Additionally, only the
indicator of general satisfaction with employment showed a slight unbalance at a 10% significance
level. This could be due the fact that this outcome corresponds only to people employed at the time

of collecting the baseline.

Overall, the process of randomization was successful at the different levels of analysis. In the case
of unbalanced sociodemographic covariates, we will control for them in the corresponding
empirical model. With respect to the differences between treatment groups in outcome variables,
the baseline value of the dependent variable will be included in the model to consider that the

experimental groups did not start from the same level.
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Soc-ed Soc-lab Soc-ed-lab Soc
Variable Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var)
Municipality: Cadiz 0.22 0.23 0.23 0.2
(0.17) (0.18) (0.18) (0.16)
Municipality: Fuenlabrada 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.24
(0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.18)
Municipality: Sevilla 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.2
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.16)
Municipality: Melilla 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.36
(0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.23)
MLI or other minimum income 0.62 0.61 0.61 0.66
beneficiaries (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.22)
Unemployed or searching for a job during 0.82 0.83 0.81 0.8
randomization (0.15) (0.14) (0.16) (0.16)
. . 0.35 0.34 0.38 0.31
Single-parent family
(0.23) (0.23) (0.24) (0.21)
. 0.47 0.47 0.48 0.54
Two-parent family
(0.25) (0.25) (0.25) (0.25)
Extended family 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.03
(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.03)
Other type of family 0.13 0.13 0.1 0.12
(0.11) (0.12) (0.09) (0.11)
Spanish nationality 0.61 0.66 0.62 0.62
(0.24) (0.22) (0.24) (0.24)
Life satisfaction - aggregated 42.57 45.98 46.27 44.35
(220.81) (201.39) (181.47) (231.84)
- * * * - *
Standardized Index Life Satisfaction 0.18 0.10 0.1 0.02
(1.01) (0.92) (0.86) (1.04)
Families with severe deprivation 0.51 0.46 0.42 0.48
(0.25) (0.25) (0.24) (0.25)
Material and social deprivation 6.46 6.48 6.09 6.46
(7.95) (7.96) (6.98) (8.10)
Access to social benefits - requested & 1.58%** 1.78%** 2.03%** 1.66%**
approved (1.19) (1.52) (1.18) (1.50)
Access to social benefits - requested & 1.83%** 2. 11%%* 2.30%** 1.83%**
pending or approved (1.36) (1.38) (1.21) (1.66)
k% sk %% %%
Net monthly household income >21 4.99 329 342
(2.22) (2.13) (2.24) (2.11)

Note: Standard robust errors in parenthesis. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, and ***p < 0.01.
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Table 3. Balancing checks across groups for participating children and adolescents

Soc-ed Soc-lab Soc-ed-lab Soc
Variable Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var)
S . 0.18 0.16 0.15 0.16
Municipality: Cadiz 0.33) (0.30) (0.29) (0.30)
L 0.28 0.29 0.29 0.25
Municipality: Fuenlabrada (0.45) (0.44) (0.46) (0.42)
T . 0.18 0.18 0.20 0.15
Municipality: Sevilla (0.34) (0.32) (0.35) (0.28)
ST . 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.45
Municipality: Melilla (0.52) (0.50) (0.510 (0.56)
MLI or other minimum income beneficiaries (g'gg) (821 ) (8'25) (8'23)
Unemployed or searching for a job during 0.81 0.84 0.77 0.81
randomization (0.35) (0.29) (0.39) (0.35)
Sinele-parent famil 0.31 0.31 0.33 0.26
glep y (0.47) (0.46) (0.49) (0.43)
Two-parent famil 0.55 0.54 0.55 0.62
p y (0.55) (0.54) (0.55) (0.53)
. 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.02
Extended family (0.09) (0.10) (0.06) (0.04)
. 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.10
Other type of family (0.22) (0.20) (0.18) (0.20)
Women 0.49 0.47 0.53 0.45
(0.55) (0.53) (0.55) (0.56)
Age oroup 0-3 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.14
ge group (0.24) (0.24) (0.22) (0.27)
Age oroun 4-6 0.17 0.17 0.20 0.18
ge group (0.31) (0.31) (0.35) (0.33)
Age oroup 7-12 0.39 0.38 0.39 0.42
ge group (0.53) (0.51) (0.53) (0.55)
Age aroup 13-18 0.32 0.32 0.30 0.26
ge group (0.49) (0.47) (0.46) (0.44)
Spanish nationalit 0.81 0.84 0.81 0.82
p Y (0.35) (0.29) (0.35) (0.33)
. 0.77 0.69 0.74 0.69
Language spoken at home: Spanish (0.29) (0.38) (0.33) (0.38)
. 10.02 9.86 9.54 9.55
Completed studies (45.27) (43.62) (42.59) (35.83)
Standardized index interest continuing with 0.00 (0.18) 0.14 0.00
studies (0.85) (1.59) (1.78) (1.18)
Hours spent studvin 2.89 2.62 2.80 2.56
P ying (2.44) (2.63) (3.21) (2.30)
, . . 5.61 5.56 5.58 5.62
Parents' expectations of studies 2.97) (2.89) (2.89) (3.01)
. . . . 7.06 7.21 7.69 7.36
Satisfaction with educational performance (9.05) (9.68) (6.56) (9.54)
Math Score - Standardized Test (é'gg) (é'gz) (%332,) (3'2?)
. 4.81** 3.78%* 4.61** 4.35%%*
Language Score - Standardized Test (12.13) (14.79) (14.07) (14.74)

Note: Standard robust errors are clustered by household and in parenthesis. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, and ***p < 0.01.
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Table 4a. Balancing checks across groups for participating adults (cont.)

Soc-ed Soc-lab Soc-ed-lab Soc
Variable Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var)
Municipality: Cadiz 0.21 0.23 0.21 0.19
pattty: (0.29) (0.31) (0.30) (0.27)
C 0.26 0.25 0.27 0.23
Municipality: Fuenlabrada (0.33) (0.33) (0.34) (0.32)
e : 0.24 0.22 0.21 0.19
Municipality: Sevilla (031 (0.30) (0.30) (0.27)
C . 0.29 0.3 0.3 0.39
Municipality: Melilla (0.36) 0.37) 0.37) (0.42)
MLI or other minimum income 0.63 0.63 0.61 0.65
beneficiaries (0.40) (0.41) (0.42) (0.40)
Unemployed or searching for a job during 0.84 0.83 0.79 0.81
randomization (0.24) (0.24) (0.29) (0.27)
. : 0.26 0.23 0.26 0.19
Single-parent family (0.34) (0.32) (0.34) (0.28)
Two-parent famil 0.56 0.56 0.59 0.65
p y (0.43) (0.43) (0.43) (0.41)
. 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.05
Extended family (0.10) (0.14) (0.10) (0.08)
. 0.11 0.12 0.09 0.11
Other type of family (0.17) (0.18) (0.15) (0.18)
Women 0.66 0.64 0.63 0.64
(0.39) (0.40) (0.41) (0.41)
0.18 0.17 0.16 0.16
Age group 19-30 (0.25) (0.24) (0.23) (0.23)
0.68 0.68 0.71 0.69
Age group 31-50 (0.37) (0.37) (0.36) (0.37)
Age aroup 51 and over 0.14 0.15 0.13 0.14
ge group 0.21) (0.22) (0.20) 0.21)
Spanish nationalit 0.62 0.62 0.6 0.6
p Y (0.41) (0.40) (0.41) (0.43)
Adults who speak Spanish (first or second 0.98** 0.92%* 0.94** 0.93**
language 0.04 0.13 0.10 0.12
guage) . 4?12**)* 4?01**)* 4?43*"‘)"< 3?75**)*
Completed studies - adults (6.06) (5.16) (6.28) (5.92)
People who report working (primary or 0.39 0.38 0.38 0.38
secondary activity) (0.36) (0.35) (0.36) (0.37)
0.39 0.37 0.37 0.37
Worked last week of June 2022 (0.36) (0.34) (0.35) (0.36)
Job h intensit 3.78 3.56 3.59 2.98
0D seafchh ntensity (14.26) (10.46) (11.50) (11.21)
General satisfaction with employment 338 6.80* 6.26* 6.76*
eneral satistaction with employme (10.21) (8.58) (9.05) (7.33)

Note: Standard robust errors are clustered by household and in parenthesis. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, and ***p < 0.01.
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Table 4b. Balancing checks across groups for participating adults

Soc-ed Soc-lab Soc-ed-lab Soc
Variable Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var) Mean/(Var)
Work status (July 2022) 0.33 0.31 0.34 0.33
(0.34) (0.34) (0.35) (0.34)
9.32 8.98 9.41 9.50
Number of days worked (July 2022)
(297.02) (301.53) (299.92) (304.81)
Number of days worked EFT (July 2022) 6.98 6.25 6.78 712
(204.46) (185.73) (190.10) (200.72)
Labor intensity (July 2022) 0.30 0.29 0.30 0.31
(0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.32)
Labor intensity EFT (July 2022) 0.23 0.20 0.22 0.23
(0.21) (0.19) (0.20) (0.21)
Formal contracts (July 2022) 0.81 0.90 093 0.89
(0.18) (0.11) (0.08) (0.12)
Stable contract (July 2022) 0.55 0.61 0.56 0.61
(0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.27)
] 0.26 0.32 0.37 0.34
Full-time contract (July 2022)
(0.22) (0.25) (0.26) (0.25)

Note: Standard robust errors are clustered by household and in parenthesis. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, and ***p < 0.01.
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5 Results

We test our main hypotheses by focusing on the variables described in Section 3. We center the
analysis on the results from the main empirical model which includes controls and baseline
outcomes. Appendix H reports the results using alternative specifications without controls or
baseline. It is important to note that all regressions include dummy variables for the randomization

strata fixed effects.

Result 1: The comprehensive treatment shows a small positive effect on self-reported household

income. The socio-educational and social-labor treatment groups have no effect on quality of life.

To examine the impact of the different interventions on the quality-of-life of households, we
observe the results for the OLS model on the sample of households. The coefficients of the
treatment groups on the main outcomes of life satisfaction and material and social deprivation are
in Table 5 (columns 1 to 4). The results show that for the households assigned to the comprehensive
treatment, the value of the aggregate outcome of life satisfaction is lower than for the households
in the social treatment. Although, there is uncertainty about the magnitude of the impact. The
evidence for a significant effect disappears once the p-values are adjusted for multiple testing. The
social-educational and social-labor treatment don’t show statistically significant effects on this
outcome. Something similar happens with the socio-educational treatment’s effect on the life
satisfaction index which shows an increase of 0.25 standard deviations with respect to the social
treatment. However, the effect loses significance once the p-values are adjusted. Still, the social-

labor treatment continues to have no effect on life satisfaction.

None of the treatments have statistically significant effects on households that report having severe
material and social deprivation. Even though, households that participate in the comprehensive
treatment managed to reduce their aggregate measure of material and social deprivation, relative
to the social treatment, the effect is no longer significant once we correct for multiple testing. Other

treatments have no impact on this outcome.

For outcomes related to the access to social benefits (columns 5 and 6 of Table 5) participation of

the households in the comprehensive treatment has a negative effect in the benefits requested and
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approved, as well as in those requested and approved or in the process of approval compared to
households participating in the social treatment. Similarly, households in the socio-educational
group access less benefits in the outcome of access to social benefits requested and approved or in
the process of approval relative to the social treatment. After adjustment for multiple testing, these
effects fail to meet the highest threshold of 10% for statistical significance. Once again, the social-
labor treatment has no statistically significant impact on the outcome of access to benefits. Finally,
the three treatments present a positive effect of similar magnitude on the net monthly income of a
household (column 7). This means that, while the households in the control group report having
an income between 601 to 1,000 euros as net monthly income in the month of June 2023, the
households assigned to the other treatments report making, on average, close to 1,001 to 1,200
euros in the same period. This effect is lost for the socio-educational and social-labor treatment
groups after adjusting the p-values, and the statistical significance diminishes in the case of the

comprehensive treatment.
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Table 5. Effects of the treatment groups on quality-of-life outcomes

Access Access
Life Standardized  Families Material Social Social Net
. . . . and Social Benefits - Monthly
Satisfaction Index Life with Severe o . Benefits -
. . .. Deprivation Requested & Household
- Aggregate  Satisfaction  Deprivation Requested & .
-- Aggregate Pending or Income
Approved
Approved
&) 2) 3) “) 3) (6) )
Socioeducational 2.78 0.25 0.05 -0.51 -0.10 -0.26 0.46
(S‘z)ccli'g) ucationa (1.81) (0.14) (0.07) (0.41) (0.12) (0.14) (0.19)
[0.12; 0.65] [0.06; 0.45] [0.42; 0.95] [0.21; 0.79] [0.40; 0.95] [0.06; 0.46] [0.02; 0.18]
-0.51 0.01 0.05 -0.58 -0.08 -0.21 0.43
Social-labor (soc-lab) (1.84) (0.14) (0.07) 0.41) (0.14) (0.15) (0.19)
[0.78; 0.95] [0.94; 0.95] [0.48; 0.95] [0.16; 0.72] [0.54; 0.95] [0.16; 0.72] [0.03; 0.28]
Social. educational -3.32 -0.16 -0.03 -0.89 -0.21 -0.22 0.51
ocial, educational,
labor (soc-ed-lab) (1.83) (0.14) (0.07) (0.42) (0.12) (0.13) (0.19)
[0.07; 0.48] [0.25; 0.82] [0.69; 0.95] [0.03; 0.32] [0.08; 0.53] [0.09; 0.57] [0.01; 0.08]
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Baseline Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 388 388 406 406 419 419 515
R-squared 0.34 0.31 0.19 0.29 0.40 0.35 0.18
Mean 51.00 -0.02 0.46 7.06 1.86 2.12 5.23
Soc-ed = soc-lab 0.06 0.05 0.93 0.87 0.89 0.74 0.86
Soc-ed = soc-ed-lab 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.34 0.38 0.76 0.77
Soc-lab = soc-ed-lab 0.12 0.20 0.28 0.46 0.33 0.96 0.64

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. The control included is Spanish citizenship. Robust standard errors are in parenthesis.
Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in
Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication. The number of hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome is 21, this means testing the

impact of 3 treatments and for seven outcomes.
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Result 2: The socio-educational and comprehensive treatment groups increase educational

performance in standardized test scores of language and mathematics by 1 point, approximately.

OLS estimations on schooling outcomes are based on the sample of participants between 0 and 18
years old. It is important to note that the indicators in this section refer specifically to the
educational outcomes related to children and adolescents between the ages of 6 and 18 since few
observations were collected for children that were less than 6 years old. To capture the different
characteristics in the development and schooling of the participants in the sample, all regressions

control for age. We also control for gender and Spanish nationality.

Results presented on Table 6 include outcomes for educational continuity, parents’ expectations
and student’s performance. Overall, the results suggest that neither of the treatments have had an
impact in the outcomes related to educational continuity or expectations of the parents (columns 1
to 4). It is relevant to note that the lower number of observations in the estimation of the impact
on the index of interest in continuing with studies for participants in secondary education (column
1) may be affecting the significance of any effect from the treatments. Additionally, we observe
that the comprehensive treatment has a statistically significant effect when observing the
unadjusted p-values, increasing the outcome of parents’ expectations on their children’s studies
relative to the social treatment (column 3). Nevertheless, the corrected p-values suggest that there
is not sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis that the treatment effect is different from zero.
Finally, both the socio-educational treatment and the comprehensive treatment have a statistically
significant and positive effect on the performance of students, measured as the score of
standardized tests in mathematics and language (columns 5 and 6). This means that the
participation of children and adolescents in any of these treatments results in an increase of
approximately 1 point more than children and adolescent in the social treatment (this is roughly
30% and 20% of the social treatment’s average scores of mathematics and language, respectively).

The social-labor treatment continues to have no effect in any of these outcomes.

After the implementation of the final standardized tests, a concern was raised by the STC staff
regarding the monitors in Melilla who may have helped the children and adolescents read the

questions. To ensure consistency in the results on the scores of standardized tests shown in Table
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6, we repeated these regressions without the Melilla sample. These results can be found in Table
H.III. in Appendix H. The impact of the socio-educational and comprehensive treatment on the
score of the standardized tests for language lose their statistical significance. However, we still
observe statistically significant effects from both of these treatments on the score of the standardize

test for mathematics. Although the magnitude of the effects is smaller than the effect shown on

Table 6.

Appendix H also includes the results on the regressions for report cards which were calculated
using a specification with controls but without baseline* (Table H.IIb.). Neither of the treatments
has statistically significant effects on school grades from language and mathematics. It should be
highlighted that the use of grades from report cards has limitations since schools have different
characteristics that can affect students' grades. Since the information collected by STC does not
include information of educational centers for each participant, controls with the characteristics of

each educational centers cannot be included in the estimations.

45 As explained in Section 3, we were not able to obtain report cards from the previous school year.
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Table 6. Effects of the treatment groups on educational outcomes

Standardized

index interest Hours spent Parents' Satlsfa.ctmn Math Score Language
continuing with studying expectations educational Stand. Test Score Stand.
studies performance Test
@ (2) 3 ) &) (6)
Socio-educational (soc-ed) -0.11 -0.16 0.23 0.51 1.03 0.93
octo-e (0.21) (0.18) (0.23) (0.31) (0.34) (0.33)
[0.58; 0.95] [0.37; 0.86] [0.31; 0.82] [0.10; 0.26] [0.00; 0.00] [0.01; 0.01]
. 0.12 -0.01 -0.24 0.14 0.33 0.25
Social-labor (soc-lab) (0.23) (0.19) (0.27) (0.31) (0.35) (0.32)
[0.60; 0.95] [0.97; 1.00] [0.37; 0.86] [0.66; 0.95] [0.34; 0.85] [0.44; 0.89]
Social, educational, labor 0.00 0.10 0.42 0.29 0.94 1.03
(soc-ed-lab) (0.25) (0.17) (0.23) (0.24) (0.33) (0.32)
[0.99; 1.00] [0.56; 0.95] [0.07; 0.15] [0.24; 0.67] [0.00; 0.01] [0.00; 0.00]
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Baseline Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 168 544 604 544 493 490
R-squared 0.22 0.39 0.24 0.23 0.47 0.45
Mean 0.03 2.76 5.36 6.96 3.36 5.12
Soc-ed = soc-lab 0.33 0.39 0.07 0.26 0.05 0.04
Soc-ed = soc-ed-lab 0.64 0.1 0.37 0.42 0.77 0.72
Soc-lab = soc-ed-lab 0.64 0.54 0.01 0.6 0.08 0.01

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household level. Controls include
variables for gender, age and Spanish nationality. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are
computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication. The number of hypotheses being tested
simultaneously for each outcome is 18, this means testing the impact of 3 treatments and for six outcomes.
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The heterogeneity analysis reported in Tables G.1a. and G.Ib. of Appendix 0 show gender-specific
effects in the socio-educational treatment where the hours reported by parents that children spent
studying is 0.25 points higher for women, while reducing the hours for men by 0.34 points. Other
differential effects can be observed in the social-labor treatment where parents’ expectations of
their children’s studies are reduced by 0.01 points if their child is female, compared to a reduction
of 0.46 if their child is male. Additionally, the mathematics and language scores for the
standardized test decrease in 0.33 points and 1.36 point, respectively, in girls with households
assigned to the social-labor treatment (compared to boys whose scores increase in 1.3 points in
mathematics and 1.5 for language). Although the adjusted p-values suggest that the gender-specific
effects of the socio-labor treatment are only statistically significant for the language scores
standardized test. We don’t find gender-specific results from the comprehensive treatment in any

of the educational outcomes.

Result 3: Neither of the treatments groups had a statistically significant effect on labor market

insertion.

Finally, we study whether the treatments have an impact on outcomes related to labor market
insertion. All estimations are based on the sample of participants older than 18 years of age.
Regressions include the unbalances variables as controls (i.e. Spanish language, level of education
achieved), as well as variables for gender and Spanish nationality. We observe in the estimates
reported in Table 7 (columns 1 to 4) that, overall, there are no statistically significant effects of the
treatments on the self-reported indicators of employment, job search and general satisfaction with
employment. Despite the fact that participants in the experimental treatments report higher
instances of employment after the intervention than those in the social treatment, the effect is
indistinguishable from zero from a statistical point of view. The exception is that the socio-
educational treatment appears to have a small effect on the indicator of people who are working in
the last week of July 2023 (column 2), although not statistically different from the effect of the
social-labor treatment and the effect of the comprehensive treatment. Furthermore, the effect

disappears once the p-values are corrected by multiple testing.

Regarding the general job satisfaction indicator, it is relevant to highlight that the regressions

without controls and baseline (columns 7 and 8 of Table H.IV. in Appendix H) show statistically
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significant effect of the social-labor treatment and the comprehensive treatment on the outcome at
a 5% level. In both cases, the treatments increase the level of general satisfaction with employment
relative to the social treatment. However, the statistical significance of the estimates is lost once
the baseline is added (column 4 of Table 7). This change in the significance of the coefficients
could be explained by the drop in the number of observations and the nature of the data. The
question of employment satisfaction is only answered by those participants who are working
during the period referenced by the question. This results in observations decreasing by 43% when

we add the outcome at baseline as control in the regression, making the coefficients unstable.

Table 7. Effects of the treatment groups on employment outcomes

Worked last

People who Job search Satisfaction
. week of July . .
report working 2023 intensity employment
1) (2) “4) ©)
Socio-educational (soc-ed) (882) (g(l)(s)) (gig) (8;2)
[0.13; 0.30] [0.05; 0.10] [0.58; 0.87] [0.34; 0.74]
. 0.06 0.04 -0.82 0.92
Social-labor (soc-lab) (0.06) (0.05) (0.51) 0.73)
[0.27;0.63] [0.49; 0.87] [0.11; 0.26] [0.21; 0.53]
Social, educational, labor 0.04 0.04 -0.24 0.25
(soc-ed-lab) (0.06) (0.05) (0.50) (0.68)
[0.49; 0.87] [0.48; 0.87] [0.63; 0.87] [0.71; 0.87]
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Baseline Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 486 561 384 130
R-squared 0.27 0.28 0.11 0.33
Mean 0.51 0.44 3.35 6.13
Soc-ed=soc-lab 0.71 0.24 0.03 0.78
Soc-ed=soc-ed-lab 0.45 0.27 0.27 0.44
Soc-lab=soc-ed-lab 0.70 0.97 0.18 0.23

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been
clustered at the household level. Controls include variables for gender, Spanish nationality, Spanish language, level
of education achieved. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in braces. The
p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap
replication. The number of hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome is 12, this means testing the
impact of 3 treatments and for four outcomes.

To expand on the analysis of employment outcomes, we use the administrative data from the

Continuous Work History Sample of the MISSM. We have estimated the effect of the treatments
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on outcomes of employment status, labor intensity and type of contracts for the months of
September 2023, October 2023, and the period of September to November 2023. The controls
included in these regressions are the same from the ones used for the self-reported labor outcomes.
Consistent with the self-reported estimations, we find null effects of the social-labor and
comprehensive treatment across all employment status and labor intensity indicators and periods

of time (Table 8).

We observe marginal effects in the social-educational treatment on the work status for the month
of October 2023 (column 2 of Table 8), where participants of this treatment worked 6 percentual
points (pp) more than participants in the social treatment group. Nevertheless, this impact is not
present in the same indicator for the period of September to November 2023 (column 3) despite
the fact that the treatment has an impact on the dependent variable of number of days worked and
number of days worked EFT for the same period (columns 6 and 9). In fact, participants in the
socio-educational treatment worked 1.8 days more than those in the social treatment for the period
of October 2023 (column 5), and 5.6 days more between September and November 2023 (column
6). The statistical significance of the effect is lost for the period of October 2023 when the number
of days is converted to full-time (column 8). Still, participants of the socio-educational treatment
worked 4.4 more days EFT than participants in the social treatment. Similar results are observed
for the variables of labor intensity which are calculated based on the number of days worked given
the selected period of time. Despite these results, the evidence for statistically significant effects
from the socio-educational treatment on the outcomes of work status, number of days worked, and

labor intensity disappear once the adjustment is applied.

Results for the indicators of formality, stability and full-time contracts can be found in Table
H.VIIL. of Appendix H. We find no statistically significant effects across most treatments,
indicators and periods of the analysis. Once again, the exception is the socio-educational treatment
with a small effect in the probability of having a full-time contract in the month of September 2023

with a significance level of 10%. This effect disappears when the p-values are adjusted.
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Table 8. Effects of the treatment groups on employment outcomes — administrative data

Number of Days Number of Days

Work Status Worked Worked EFT

Labor Intensity Labor Intensity EFT

(0] 2 (©)) Q)] (6] () (D ® (€] aogy dayn a2 d3 d4y ds

003 006 006 127 184 562 105 148 442 004 006 006 004 005 0.5
Socio-educational (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (1.05) (1.10) (3.07) (0.86) (0.92) (2.59) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
(soc-ed) [0.35; [0.08; [0.13; [0.22; [0.09; [0.07; [0.22; [0.11; [0.09; [0.22; [0.09; [0.07; [0.22; [0.11; [0.09;

0.94] 032] 050] 077] 036] 024] 0.77] 042] 033] 077] 036] 024] 0.77] 042] 0.33]

-0.01 -0.02 -001 -019 -0.50 -092 -0.10 -0.53 -098 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.00 -0.02 -0.01

Social-labor (soc- (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (1.00) (1.06) (2.96) (0.85) (0.90) (2.53) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
lab) [0.79; [0.64; [0.77; [0.85; [0.64; [0.76; [0.91; [0.56; [0.70; [0.85; [0.64; [0.76; [0.91; [0.56; [0.70;
0.99] 0.99] 1.00] 0.99] 099] 1.00] 1.00] 0.99] 098] 100] 099] 1.00] 1.00] 099] 0.98]
002 -000 002 062 015 135 -007 -049 -066 002 000 001 -0.00 -0.02 -0.01

Social, educational,  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (1.10) (1.14) (3.20) (0.92) (0.97) (2.73) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
labor (soc-ed-lab) [0.53; [0.99; [0.61; [0.57; [0.90; [0.67; [0.94; [0.61; [0.81; [0.57; [0.90; [0.67; [0.94; [0.61; [0.81;
0.99] 1.00] 0.97] 099] 099] 098] 1.00] 0.99] 1.00] 0.99] 099] 098] 1.00] 0.99] 1.00]

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Baseline Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 1081 1081 1081 1081 1081 1081 1081 1081 1081 1081 1081 1081 1081 1081 1081
R-squared 0.32 0.30 0.32 0.32 0.30 0.33 0.34 0.32 0.34 0.32 0.30 0.33 0.34 0.32 0.34
Mean 0.36 0.35 0.38 9.74 10.05 2886 7.53 7.78  22.45 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.25 0.25 0.25
Soc-ed = soc-lab 0.22 0.03 0.08 0.14 0.03 0.03 0.17 0.02 0.03 0.14 0.03 0.03 0.17 0.02 0.03

Soc-ed = soc-ed-lab 0.78 0.09 0.35 0.54 0.13 0.17 0.21 0.04 0.06 0.54 0.13 0.17 0.21 0.04 0.06
Soc-lab = soc-ed-lab  0.37 0.66 0.43 0.43 0.55 0.46 0.97 0.97 0.90 0.43 0.55 0.46 0.97 0.97 0.90

Note: columns (1), (4), (7), (10) and (13) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes collected in the month of September 2023. Columns (2), (5), (8), (11) and (14) are
estimates calculated for dependent outcomes collected in the month of October 2023. Columns (3), (6), (9), (12) and (15) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes
collected between September and November 2023. All regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the
household level. Controls include variables for gender, Spanish nationality, Spanish language, level of education achieved. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for
multiple testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replications. The
number of hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome is 24, this means testing the impact of 3 treatments and for 8 outcomes collected in a specific period.

33



-- Internal --

DRAFT: August 15

Since the activities offered in the labor intervention had a particular focus on women, we
performed a heterogeneity analysis. Results can be found on Table G.I1. (Appendix 0). We observe
in the self-reported outcomes that women are less likely to work during the period of reference for
the endline. These results are consistent with the heterogeneity analysis done on the administrative
data where the variable of women has statistically significant, negative coefficients in almost all
indicators and periods of time for the analysis (Tables G.IVa. and G.IVb. in Appendix 0). The only
differential effect is found in the comprehensive treatment on the self-reported outcome of
employment which increased by 11 pp for women (column 1 in Table G.II.). This effect loses its
statistical significance once the p-values are adjusted. No other differential treatment effects of

gender are found in the rest of the outcomes?.

We also performed a heterogeneity analysis on participants with Spanish nationality to assess the
impact of the program on their ability to insert themselves in the labor market. For self-reported
outcomes, we find no differential treatment effects on employment status (columns 1 and 2 in
Table G.III., Appendix 0). We observe lower levels of intensity in the job search by Spanish
nationals (column 3 in Table G.III., Appendix 0) that disappear once the p-values are corrected for
multiple testing, and differential effects in the socio-educational treatment and social-labor
treatment. The first one reduces the intensity of the job search of Spaniards and by 1.6 for non-
Spaniards. Meanwhile, the second one increases the intensity of the job search by 0.41 points and
reduces it by 2.5 for people without Spanish nationality. Additionally, the heterogeneity analysis
of the indicators from the administrative data (Tables G.Va. and G.Vb., Appendix 0) shows
differential treatment effects on nationality in the outcomes of work status of September 2023
where the probability of working in September 2023 had decreased for Spaniards by 1pp, while

increasing for non-Spaniards by 14pp. These effects disappear once the p-values are corrected?’.

46 We also observe a differential effect of the comprehensive treatment on the probability women have in the formality
indicator (Table G.IVb.) Women participating in this treatment are approximately 6 pp more likely to have a formal
contract in all the periods in Appendix 0 of analysis. The p-values adjusted suggest that these gender-specific effects
may not be statistically significant.

47 Statistical significance on the interaction term of the socio-educational treatment with the dummy of Spanish
nationality indicate that there is also a heterogeneous effect for the indicators of number of days worked EFT and
labor intensity EFT. However, the magnitude of the differential effect is close to zero and p-values corrected suggest
the effects lack statistical significance. Finally, we also observe differential effects of Spanish nationality in the social-
labor treatment and the comprehensive treatment that reduce the probability of having a full-time contract. However,
the corrected p-values suggest that the treatment effect is not statistically significant.
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6 Discussion and Conclusion

In this paper, we obtain causal evidence on the effect of providing a comprehensive program that
combines social, educational, and labor market interventions to improve the well-being of
households with children and adolescents who live socially excluded or at risk of social exclusion.
The experimental design allows us to identify the contribution of each component of the program
and compare their impact on different dimensions of a household’s wellbeing. These dimensions
include improvements in quality of life, education continuity and performance, and labor market
inclusion indicators. We benefit from a unique collaboration with the NGO Save the Children who
developed and implemented this program based on their experience providing social and
educational support to our targeted population in Spain; as well as from the partnership established

with the GSI through their Social Inclusion Policy Lab.

The results presented in the previous section suggest that offering a program that combines social,
educational and labor support activities is not necessarily more effective than providing a
combination of socio-educational support. We also find that providing social-labor support
activities have no impact on many of the dimensions of a household wellbeing. These results can
be signaling the ability STC Spain has in designing and implementing programs related to social
and educational support. With 30 years serving at-risk and vulnerable children and adolescents,
STC have designed social and educational activities that have shown to be highly effective in
increasing educational performance. Incorporating an additional area such as labor may require a
learning period. Further analysis on the intensity of the treatment may be required to understand

better the results of the labor intervention.

As mentioned in section 5, the overall impact on quality-of-life indicators is very small since we
find that only the comprehensive treatment has an effect on the self-reported monthly household
income. However, it is important to mention some of the findings observed prior to the adjustment
of the p-values for multiple testing, since they can be pointing at issues with the data collection of
household information. On the one hand, we find that participation in comprehensive treatment
has an impact on the reduction of self-declared material and social deprivation. This result is
consistent with the increase we observe from all three treatment groups on the indicator of self-

reported monthly household income. On the other hand, we find that the socio-educational
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treatment increases life satisfaction. Nevertheless, we also find that the comprehensive treatment
reduces the outcome of aggregate life satisfaction for participating households, and that both the
comprehensive treatment and the socio-educational treatment can reduce the number of social

benefits in a household.

Masselus and Fiala (2024) have recently pointed out that, despite its logistical and budgetary
advantages, surveying a person of reference in the household can make the research more prone
to measurement error which requires policymakers to interpret the data with caution. In this case,
inconsistencies in the use of the person of reference answering the household questionnaires could
have affected the final outcome since responses were sometimes collected from multiple or
different adults. This may be of particular importance in the case of life satisfaction where answers
can be reflecting how a particular respondent is feeling at the moment of being surveyed or
information on household income where adults in the household could have inconsistent

information on earnings.

It is also important to highlight the limitations of using self-reported information. Even though
these types of questions can provide useful insights about perceptions of the household,
expectations of parents, employment satisfaction, among other information, the final data collected
may be subject to some response bias. Celhay, Meyer, and Mittag (2024) find that recalling can be
an important source of error and that accuracy in survey responses depends on the cost and benefits
of providing correct responses. In such sense, participants may over- or under-report their life
satisfaction, material and social deprivation, access to benefits, level of income or job satisfaction

depending on the pressure they feel to validate the program.

In the specific case of the aggregate measure of life satisfaction, we suspect participants could
have readjusted the perception they had on their level of satisfaction with their lives. During a
conversation with STC’s social coordinators, it was mentioned the difficulty some of the
participants had answering questions on social and material deprivation and life satisfaction during
the baseline since that made them confront much of their reality. We believe this could have made
them more critical of their current situation, making them rethink if they are actually satisfied with

their life or if they perceive themselves as vulnerable or poor. This could have been of particular
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importance for people receiving the comprehensive treatment since they received a greater

intensity of the interventions. However, this explanation deserves greater analysis.

Regarding the indicators of educational expectations and academic performance, the socio-
educational and comprehensive treatments increase the standardized tests scores in mathematics
and language with no other effects from any of the treatments on educational expectations of the
parents. To these results, we find that the socio-educational treatment has some effects on
employment status reported at the end of the intervention prior to the correction for multiple
testing. However, we ultimately find that neither of the treatments had the desire impact on labor
outcomes. Further analysis on the intensity of treatment would be needed to understand the impact
of the interventions on those households and their members who effectively attended the planned

activities.
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A The Social Inclusion Policy Lab

Under the framework of the Recovery, Transformation and Resilience Plan*®, the General
Secretariat of Inclusion (GSI) of the Ministry of Inclusion, Social Security and Migration
(MISSM) created the Social Inclusion Policy Lab to fulfill its commitment of developing strategies
for social and economic inclusion. The objective of the Policy Lab is to evaluate the effectiveness
of different policy options through the use of the methodology of randomized controlled trials
(RCT), creating evidence that could later be used in the design of inclusion policies. As part of its
first tasks, the GSI signed 34 agreements to implement projects in collaboration with autonomous
communities, local entities and third sector organizations. Figure A.I. shows the governance
framework established for the functioning of the Policy Lab which was based on partnerships and
alliances with academic institutions, autonomous communities, local entities and third sector
organizations. The aim of this governance framework has been to ensure an effective
implementation of the RCT methodology that can provide detailed information on all the tested

policy innovations to better inform the design of social inclusion policies in Spain.

Figure A.l. Governance Structure

European Union
(European Commission)

Financing
Avutonomous
Communities

Ministry of Inclusion (MISSM)
General Secretariat for
Inclusion

Implementing

Partners Local Entities

Third Sector
Organizations
J-PAL
Ewrope CEMFI

CEMFl and J-PAL-Europe support the
Minglry’s evaluation funclion

Source: GSI (2024)

48 The Recovery, Transformation and Resilience Plan is also known as the NextGeneration EU funds. It allows Spain
to receive and channel recovery funds from the European Union.
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B Stratified randomization

The final sample of households recruited for the program was 792 which needed to be divided into
4 treatment groups, with households randomly allocated to one of these groups. The process of
randomization was carried out by the GSI team following a stratified method. The following

variables were used to stratify the sample in a hierarchical way:

1. Municipality: Cadiz, Fuenlabrada, Melilla, and Sevilla.

2. Income benefits: the household receives the Minimum Living Income (MLI) and/or other
minimum income scheme, or not.

3. Adult employment: all adults in the household are unemployed, or not®.

4. Household composition: single-parent household?’, or not.

It is important to note that these variables were chosen because (i) they were considered relevant
for the analysis, and (ii) they are highly related with the outcome variables included in the
evaluation. Based on these variables, the final household sample was divided into 32 strata. Figure
B.1. shows the process of randomization and the number of households allocated to each stratum.
Each treatment group was finally formed by an average of 198 households. For the assignment to
the treatment groups, a random order of the households was established within each of the strata
using a random variable generated by SAS. As mentioned in Section 2, the allocation of
households for the municipalities of Cadiz, Fuenlabrada and Sevilla was made in the following
order: soc, soc-ed, soc-lab, soc-ed-lab, soc, etc. In the case of strata in which the size of the stratum
is not divisible by four and there is a remainder, these "unmatched" households were assigned in
order to the different groups. In the case of Melilla, the random allocation for each stratum was

soc, soc-ed, soc-lab, soc, soc-ed-lab, soc-ed, soc, soc-lab, soc-ed-lab, etc.

4 This variable does not include inactive people. It considers adults who have declared themselves as unemployed
and looking for a job.

50 These are considered to be households in which there is only one adult, or in which all adults (except the person of
reference) are children of the person of reference.
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Figure B.I. Sequence of Randomization
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C Data collection

Save the Children (STC) collected field data through questionnaires from all members of the
participating households. All questionnaires were developed by STC with input from the GSI and
the research team. Originally, data collection was scheduled to happen at four moments in time: a
baseline prior to randomization of the household and implementation of the interventions; a
midline survey six months after implementation started; an endline survey after interventions were
completed; and a second endline survey six months after the end of the program. However, to
capture all the necessary information from all household members, multiple survey tools had to be
designed which created the need partition the baseline in 2 phases. Furthermore, since the
educational intervention ended earlier than the labor intervention, the endline survey had to be
collected in two different moments. Finally, to increase the number of responses for the endline
questionnaires, a reduced form of the survey was distributed at the end of 2023. Table C.I.

summarizes the dates and information collected for the program.

Table C.I. Data collection schedule and survey tools

Educational Labor Social
e Household
questionnaire: person of
reference.
Baseline — Phase 1 e Income from social
benefits.
July 2022
e Employment status:
people 16 years old or
older.
e Questionnaire to
parents about their
children, e Employment  status ) _ _
Baseline - Phase 2 | ® Questionnaire to | (adults only). e Life satisfaction: person
students (elementary . . of reference.
e Job search intensity.
November — and . secondary e Access to social
December 2022 education).  Employment benefits.
o Standardized tests satisfaction.
(elementary and
secondary education).
Midline e Employment status
(adults only).
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March — April e Job search intensity.
2023
e Employment
satisfaction.
e Questionnaire to
parents about their
children.
) o Questionnaire to
Endline — Phase 1 students  (elementary
and secondary
May — June 2023 education).
o Standardized tests
(elementary and
secondary education).
e Household
e Employment  status questionnaire: person of
Endline — Phase 2 (adults only). reference.
e Job search intensity. e Access to social
August — benefits.
September 2023 e Employment
satisfaction. o Life satisfaction: person
of reference.
e Household
questionnaire: person of
_ . . reference.
Reduced Endline | ® Questionnaire o], Employment  status .
parents about their (adults only) e Access to social
December 2023 children. V). benefits.
o Life satisfaction: person
of reference.

Source: Information compiled from STC’s quarterly reports.

46



-- Internal --

DRAFT: August 15

D Definition and calculation of performance indicators

The following section contains a description of all the relevant outcomes and indicators used in

the evaluation described in Section 3, and the questions used from the surveys. Table D.I. contains

the name of the variable in Stata, the name of the outcomes, and an explanation for the calculation

of each outcome variable. Table D.II. includes the name of the variable in Stata, questions for each

variable, and their corresponding values.

Table D.I. Description of the outcome variables

Type of Stata Indicator Calculation
outcome name
HP1lal Aggregate Life Sum of the values of the 8 dimensions of the life
Satisfaction satisfaction questionnaire
SAT1 + SAT2 + SAT3 + SAT4 + SAT5 + SAT6 +
SAT7 + SATS
HP1lal Standardized Life Anderson's method (2008) standardized with the
Satisfaction Index following variables:
SATI1, SAT2, SAT3, SAT4, SATS, SAT6, SAT7,
SATS
HP1a2 Material and social | Sum of thirteen concepts:
deprivation
PRI HOGAR1 ==1+
PRI HOGAR2 ==1+
PRI HOGAR3 =1+
PRI HOGAR4 ==1+
Quality of PRI HOGARS =1+
Life PRI HOGAR6 ==1 +
[PRI_ HOGAR?7 1| PRI HOGAR7 2 |
PRI_HOGARS 1 |PRI_ HOGARS 2 |
PRI HOGARO 1 | PRI HOGARY 2 |
PRI HOGAR 10]==1+
PRI PERSO1 ==1+
PRI PERSO2==1+
PRI PERSO3 ==1+
PRI_PERSO4==1+
PRI_PERSO5==1+
PRI_PERSO6 ==1
** All of these variables were recoded to 1 = NO
and 0 = SL.
HP1la2 Severe deprivation | Dichotomous variable that has a value of 1 when

there are more than 7 material or social deprivations.
Otherwise, take the value of 0.
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HS2al Access to benefits — | Sum of benefits if:
requested and [BENEFIT =1 & SITUATION =2]==1+
approved benefits [BENEFIT =2 & SITUATION =2]==1 +
[BENEFIT =3 & SITUATION =2]==1+
[BENEFIT = 4 & SITUATION =2] == 1 +
[BENEFIT =5 & SITUATION =2]==1+
[PERFORMANCE = 6 & SITUATION =2]==
HS2al Access to benefits — | Sum of benefits if:
benefits applied for | [BENEFIT =1 & SITUATION =2 | SITUATION =
and pending or 1]==1+
approved [BENEFIT = 2 & SITUATION = 2 | SITUATION =
1]==1+
[PERFORMANCE = 3 & SITUATION =2 |
SITUATION =1]==1+
[PERFORMANCE =4 & SITUATION =2 |
SITUATION =1]==1+
[BENEFIT = 5 & SITUATION = 2 | SITUATION =
1]==1+
[PERFORMANCE =6 & SITUATION =2 |
SITUATION =1]==1
HS2a2 Net monthly PRI HYMES
household income
in June 2023
HP2a2 People who report | Dichotomous variable that has a value of 1 when
working SITLABI = 1. Otherwise, take the value of 0.
HP2a2 Worked last week TRAB
of July 2023
HS2al Job search intensity | Sum of the values of the following variables:
BUSCA4 1B +BUSCA4 2 +BUSCA4 3+
Labor BUSCA4 4+ BUSCA4 5+BUSCA4 6+
BUSCA4 7+ BUSCA4 8B+ BUSCA4 9
market - - -
msertion ** Variables BUSCA4_1B and BUSCA4_8B were
recoded to
1=1
2=2
3 =3 or more
HS2a3 Overall job SEM _SAT GEN
satisfaction
HP3al Interest in Anderson's method (2008) standardized with the
continuing with following variables:
Educational standardized studies
. CASI12 001, CAS13
continuity HS3al Hours spent NF14
and .
learning studying
HS3a2 Parents' CF20

expectations of
studies
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HS3a2

Satisfaction with
educational
performance

CF13 01

HS3bl

Math Score —
Standardized Test

FINAL - MATEMATICAS

HS3bl

Language Score — FINAL — LENGUA

Standardized Test

HS3bl

Language grade
from the 3rd
trimester report
card

TRIMESTER =3

Spanish language and literature grade &

HS3bl

Math grade from
the 3rd trimester
report card

Math grade & TRIMESTER =3

HS3bl

Language grade
from the 4th
trimester report
card

Spanish language and literature grade &
TRIMESTER = Eval final

HS3bl

Math grade from
the 4th trimester
report card

Math Grade & TRIMESTER = Eval final

Table D.II. Questionnaire variable description

Stata Name

Question used

SATI

To what extent are you satisfied with the following
aspects of your life?: With your economic situation

SAT2

To what extent are you satisfied with the following
aspects of your life?: With your support networks
(neighbors, friends)

SAT3

To what extent are you satisfied with the following
aspects of your life?: With the free time you have

0-10

SAT4

To what extent are you satisfied with the following
aspects of your life?: With your family life

0-10

SATS

To what extent are you satisfied with the following
aspects of your life?: With the conditions of your
home

0-10

SAT6

To what extent are you satisfied with the following
aspects of your life?: With the place where you live
(neighborhood, neighborhood)

0-10

SAT7

To what extent are you satisfied with the following
aspects of your life?: With your level of education,
your education

0-10

SATS

To what extent are you satisfied with the following
aspects of your life?: With your state of health

0-10

PRI HOGARI1

Material situation: Going on vacation away from
home, at least one week a year

1=YES
2=NO
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Material situation: A meal of meat, poultry or fish (or | 1=YES
PRI HOGAR2 its equivalent for vegetarians/vegans) at least every 2=NO
other day
PRI HOGAR3 Material 51tuat19n: Keeping your home at an adequate liYES
- temperature (winter or summer) 2=NO
Material situation: Could the home replace damaged 1=YES
PRI_HOGAR4 or old furniture? 2=NO
Material situation: Do you think your household has 1=YES
PRI_HOGARS the capacity to meet an unforeseen expense of 700 2=NO
euros with your own resources?
Material situation: The household or one of its 1=YES
PRI HOGAR®6 members has a car (includes company car available 2=NO
for private use)
Material situation: Did you have mortgage loan 1=YES
PRI_HOGART_1 payments requested for the purchase of your home? 2=NO
PRI HOGAR7 2 Material situation: Did you have any delays in those 1=YES
- — | mortgage loan payments? 2=NO
Material situation: Did you have any payments on 1=YES
PRI HOGARS 1 | deferred purchases or other loans? (do not consider 2=NO
borrowing from the previous question)
Material situation: Did you have any delays in those 1=YES
PRI_HOGARS 2 payments for deferred purchases? 2=NO
PRI HOGARY | Material situation: Did you have any rent bill 1iYES
- — | payments for your home? 2=NO
PRI HOGAR9 2 Matgrlal situation: Did you have any delays in those 1=YES
- — | housing rent payments? 2=NO
Material situation: Did you have any delays in paying | 1=YES
PRI_HOGAR_10 bills for water, gas, heat, electricity, etc.) 2=NO
Staff: 1. Do you replace damaged clothes with new 1=YES
PRI_PERSOI ones (that are not second-hand)? 2=NO
Staff: 2.Do you have two pairs of shoes, (or a suitable | 1=YES
PRI_PERSO?2 pair for any time of the year)? 2=NO
Personal: 3. Do you get together with friends and/or 1=YES
PRI_PERSO3 family for lunch or drinks at least once a month? 2=NO
Staff: 4.Do you regularly participate in leisure 1=YES
PRI_PERSO4 activities such as sports, cinema, concerts etc.? 2=NO
Personal: 5. Do you spend a small amount of money 1=YES
PRI_PERSO5 on yourself each week? 2=NO
Personal: 6. Do you have an internet connection (fixed | 1=YES
PRI_PERSO6 or mobile) for personal use at home? 2=NO
Minimum Living Income (MLI) 1
Child Aid Supplement of the MLI 2
BENEFIT El.ec-trlclty/the.rmal §001a1 bonus 3
Minimum regional income 4
Aid for the payment/rent of main residence 5
Aid/Dining room grant 6
In process (goes to DIFFICULTIES) 1
Requested and approved (go to DIFFICULTIES) 2
SITUATION Requested and denied (goes to 3

DENEGACION MOTIVO)
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Unsolicited (becomes UNSOLICITED)
Other situation (note in observations)
NS/NS

4
5
99

PRI HYMES

A household can have different sources of income,

and more than one household member can contribute
to their income. What are approximately the total net
monthly household income in the last month of June?

1= Has no income
2=1-100€
3=101-300 €
4=301-600 €
5=601-1,000 €
6=1,001-1,200 €
7=€1,201-€1,500
8=1.501-1.700€

9= More than €1,700
99= NsNc¢

SITLAB1

What has been your main activity in the reference
month? (Your main occupation)

1= Working

2= Unemployed, looking
for a job

3= Housework, care
(unpaid)

4= Studying

5= Performs unpaid
community service,
volunteering, charitable
activities, etc.

6= Receives disability
pension for work
(specify)

7= Receives retirement
pension (specify)

8= Receives some benefit
or aid (specify)

9= Other
99=Ns/Nc"7=1201-
1500€

8=1501-1700€

9= More than 1700€
99= NsNc

TRAB

In the last week of [reference month], did you work,
even if it was only for an hour?

1=Yes
0=No
99 = NsNc¢

BUSCA4 1B

In the last four weeks, in order to find work...
What is the number of job offers you have applied for
in the last month?

Numerical

BUSCA4 2

In the last four weeks, in order to find work...
Have you studied or searched for job ads?

1=YES
2=NO
99 = NS/NC

BUSCA4 3

In the last four weeks, in order to find work...
Have you posted or updated your resume online?

1=YES
2=NO
99 = NS/NC

BUSCA4 4

In the last four weeks, in order to find work...

1=YES
2=NO
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Have you connected with companies or employers 99 = NS/NC
directly?
In the last four weeks, in order to find work... 1=YES
BUSCA4 5 Have you asked family or friends? 2=NO
99 = NS/NC
In the last four weeks, in order to find work... 1=YES
BUSCA4 6 Have you contacted a public employment office? 2=NO
99 = NS/NC
In the last four weeks, in order to find work... 1=YES
BUSCA4 7 Have you contacted a private employment office 2=NO
(Temporary Employment Agency-ETT)? 99 = NS/NC
In the last four weeks, in order to find work... Numerical
BUSCA4 8B How many interviews have you conducted in the last
month?
In the last four weeks, in order to find work... 1=YES
BUSCA4 9 Have you taken steps to start your own business? 2=NO
99 = NS/NC
SEM SAT GEN | Satisfaction with their overall job 0-10
1 =1 will be working,
because the profession I
aspire to have does not
require me to continue
with my studies
(university degree,
vocational training or
diploma).
2 =1 will be studying,
because the profession |
aspire to have requires
me to continue my
studies (university
degree, vocational
training or diploma).
CAS12 001 What do you think you'll be doing in 5 years? 3 = will be working,

because I need to be
financially independent.
4 =1 will be studying and
working, because the
profession I aspire to
have requires me to
continue my studies
(university degree,
vocational training or
diploma) but I need to be
financially independent.
5 =1 will be studying or
working for other
reasons.

6 = I will be doing
another activity (e.g.
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travelling, volunteering,
learning languages,
playing sports, etc.).

CAS13

Which of the following levels of study would you like
to complete?

1 =THAT
2 = Intermediate Level
Training Cycles.

3 = Baccalaureate.

4 = Higher Level
Training Cycles.

5 = Bachelor's, Master's
or Doctorate

CF20

What level of education do you expect your children
to achieve?

1 =1don't care if he
doesn't finish ESO

2 =I'll be happy with the
end of ESO

3 =1 hope I finish high
school

4 = Completion of
intermediate vocational
training or equivalent

5 = Completion of higher
level Vocational Training
or equivalent

6 = Completion of a
University Degree or
equivalent

7 = Completion of a
Master's Degree or a
Doctorate

NF14

On average, how many hours a week do your child
spend on homework, including studying?

1 = Less than an hour
2 = Between one and
three hours

3 = Between three and
six hours

4 = Between six and nine
hours

5 = Between nine and
twelve hours

6 = More than twelve
hours

CF13 01

What would you say is your satisfaction with your
child's educational performance? 0 being not at all
satisfied and 10 being completely satisfied.

0-10

FINAL —
MATEMATICA
S

Final standardized test grade — Mathematics

FINAL —
LANGUAGE

Final standardized test mark — Language
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Lengua 0-10
Castellana y Quarterly note of the newsletter
Literatura
Matematicas Quarterly note of the newsletter 0-10

1
TRIMESTRE Quarter ID g

Eval final
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E Descriptive statistics

Tables E.I. and E.Il. show the descriptive statistics of the relevant variables related to the
participating sample in the evaluation. The tables contain characteristics of the participating
households and their members. All the information included was collected at the beginning of the

program (baseline).

Table E.I. Descriptive household statistics

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. Observations
Socio-education 0.24 0.43 0 1 792
Social-labor 0.24 0.43 0 1 792
Social-educational-labor 0.24 0.43 0 1 792
Social 0.28 0.45 0 1 792

Sociodemographic variables
Municipality: Cadiz 0.22 0.41 0 1 792
Municipality: Fuenlabrada 0.26 0.44 0 1 792
Municipality: Sevilla 0.21 0.41 0 1 792
Municipality: Melilla 0.30 0.46 0 1 792
benefctaries during randomization 06 048 0 ! 788
e R E R S
Single-parent family 0.34 0.48 0 1 787
Two-parent family 0.49 0.50 0 1 787
Extended family 0.04 0.20 0 1 787
Another type of family 0.12 0.33 0 1 787
Spanish nationality 0.63 0.48 0 1 717
Nationality EU 0.03 0.16 0 1 717
iﬁ;‘iﬁiﬁty other European 0.01 0.10 0 I 717
Nationality country Latin America 0.08 0.27 0 1 717
Nationality country North America 0.00 0.05 0 1 717
Nationality country Africa 0.29 0.45 0 1 717
Nationality country Asia 0.00 0.00 0 0 717
Total household members 3.94 1.37 2 9 792

Outcome indicators: Quality of Life
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Life satisfaction - aggregated 44.79 14.49 3 80 513
Standardized Index Life 0.00 0.98 284 246 513
Satisfaction

Families with severe deprivation 0.47 0.50 0 1 726
Material and social deprivation - 6.37 278 0 13 726
aggregate

Access to social benefits - 1.77 117 0 5 500
requested & approved

Access to social b'eneﬁts - 201 1.20 0 5 500
requested & pending or approved

Net monthly household income 5.24 1.48 1 9 751

Table E.I. Descriptive statistics of household members

Variable Mean Std.Dev. Min. Max. Observations
Sociodemographic variables

Municipality: Cadiz 0.18 0.39 0 1 3,133
Municipality: Fuenlabrada 0.27 0.44 0 1 3,133
Municipality: Sevilla 0.19 0.39 0 1 3,133
Municipality: Melilla 0.36 0.48 0 1 3,133
Spanish nationality 0.73 0.45 0 1 3,133
Nationality EU 0.02 0.12 0 1 2,835
Nationality other European countries 0.01 0.07 0 1 2,835
Nationality country Latin America 0.05 0.22 0 1 2,835
Nationality country North America 0.00 0.05 0 1 2,835
Nationality country Africa 0.22 0.41 0 1 2,835
Nationality country Asia 0.00 0.00 0 0 2,835
Woman 0.55 0.50 0 1 3,120
Age group 0-3 0.07 0.26 0 1 3,109
Age group 4-6 0.10 0.30 0 1 3,109
Age group 7-12 0.22 0.42 0 1 3,109
Age group 13-18 0.17 0.37 0 1 3,109
Age group 19-30 0.07 0.26 0 1 3,109
Age group 31-50 0.30 0.46 0 1 3,109
Age group 51 and over 0.06 0.24 0 1 3,109
Completed studies - adults 4.07 1.85 1 10 1,244
ﬁ;ﬁ;lltz gvglo speak Spanish (first or second 0.96 021 0 1 2.834
Completed studies — children and adolescents 9.76 4.53 1 24 1,473
Language spoken at home: Spanish 0.72 0.45 0 1 576
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Outcome indicators: education and learning
Standardized index interest continuing with

studies 0.00 1.00 2.4 2.35 244
Hours spent studying 2.72 1.20 1 6 653
Parents' expectations of studies 5.58 1.24 2 7 701
Satisfaction with educational performance 7.34 2.16 0 10 653
Math Score - Standardized Test 2.28 2.17 0 10 629
Language Score - Standardized Test 4.42 2.82 0 10 631
Language grade for 1st trimester™® 5.83 2.19 1 10 560
Math grade for 1st trimester* 5.75 2.31 1 10 552
CREDI Score for Overall Development 50.56 3.09 40.52 54.23 57

Outcome indicators: labor insertion

People who report working (primary or

secondary activity) 0.35 0.48 0 ! 1,205
Worked last week of June 2022 0.34 0.47 0 1 1,205
Received remuneration for work in the week

of June 2022 1.00 0.07 0 1 408
Hours worked (June 2022) 39.02 51.20 1 288 106
Job search intensity 3.45 3.12 0 13 603
General satisfaction with employment 6.35 2.90 0 10 234
Work status (July 2022) 0.32 0.47 0 1 1,261
Number of days worked (July 2022) 8.98 13.72 0 31 1,261
Number of days worked EFT (July 2022) 6.55 11.04 0 31 1,261
Labor intensity (July 2022) 0.29 0.44 0 1 1,261
Labor intensity EFT (July 2022) 0.21 0.36 0 1 1,261
Formal contracts (July 2022) 0.88 0.32 0 1 444
Stable contract (July 2022) 0.59 0.49 0 1 347
Full-time contract (July 2022) 0.32 0.47 0 1 347

*Report cards from the 1% trimester correspond to the first three months when the intervention started. Therefore,
could not be used as the baseline.
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F Power calculations

This note provides estimates of the statistical power that can be obtained through the impact

evaluation of STC’s program in Spain, using a RCT methodology.

1. Introduction

The targeted population for the project is comprised by households with school-age children (0-
18 years old), currently living in Cadiz, Fuenlabrada, Sevilla, or Melilla, with sufficient knowledge
of Spanish, and an income level below the poverty line. Part of the program participants have been
derived to STC by social services working in each of the four selected municipalities. The other
set of participants come from a sample of beneficiaries of the MLI and the Child Support
Supplement (CAPI) who were contacted by STC staff via telephone. It is important to note that all

members of a family are considered participants of the program.

The main hypothesis of the experiment is that a comprehensive program that incorporates social,
labor and educational components can be more effective on improving the well-being of children

and adolescents of vulnerable families than other programs that only provide social support.

To this date, Save the Children Spain has managed to capture a total of 792 households to
participate in their social inclusion program. These households belong to four different cities and

have been divided into four groups.

Table F.I. Household treatment group random allocation

Soc-ed Soc-lab Soc-ed-lab Soc Total
Cadiz 43 43 43 44 173
Fuenlabrada 52 52 52 53 209
Melilla 54 53 53 80 240
Sevilla 43 42 42 43 170
Total 192 190 190 220 792

The socio-educational (soc-ed) group will receive social and educational support interventions.
This last group of interventions will be targeted towards members of the household that are under
the of 18 years old. The social-labor (soc-lab) group will receive social and labor support for the

adult members of the household. The comprehensive group (soc-ed-lab) will receive a combination
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of the three previously mentioned interventions (social + labor + education). The social treatment

group (soc), also known as the control group, will receive social support interventions.

Finally, according to the documentation provided by STC, data will be collected in four stages.
That is, there will be a baseline, a mid-line survey six months after the beginning of the project
implementation, a first endline survey after the completion of the intervention, and a second

endline survey six months after the completion of the intervention.

2. Assumptions and Calculations

The statistical software Stata has been used to estimate the statistical power of Save the Children’s
program. Given that the implementation of the program started at the beginning of September
2022, the calculations assume a set sample size of 792 households evenly divided into four
treatment groups — that is 198 households per treatment group. No level of stratification has been

considered in the sample and the ratio between the samples of each group is assumed to be 1.

Two impact indicators have been selected for the analysis based on the final set of indicators

provided by Save the Children>':

e The average monthly income in the household, measured by using total available rent from
the previous year before any social transfers except for income perceived from private
pension schemes. The calculation of this indicator assumes that the annual income can be
equally divided in 12 months.

e Percentage of adults employed in the household, calculated as the sum of adults who
responded that were currently employed, and divided by the total number of adults in the

household that answered to the survey.

The means and standard deviations for each of these indicators were calculated using the Encuesta
de Condiciones de Vida for the year 2021. To perform these calculations, the individual and
household databases were used and merged to identify the region and level of poverty of a
household. The final sample selected from the survey were households from the regions of Madrid,

Melilla and Andalucia, that have been identified to be at risk of poverty or social exclusion, and

5! It was hard to find an indicator to represent the impact on education of the program, given that most indicators that
will be used by STC Spain were not available in the national surveyed used for this analysis.

59



-- Internal --

DRAFT: August 15

with at least one dependent child>. Given that the randomization has been done at a household
level, the calculations of the means for the impact indicators have been done at that same level.
Finally, based on other power calculations performed by the GSI team, the estimations assume that
the difference between the means of the treated and control group are of 10% and the standard

deviation is the same for both.
Other assumptions considered in the calculations are:

e Level of significance of 95%.

e One data collection will occur before the randomization of households and two follow-up
measurements.

e The correlation between baseline and follow-ups and between follow up measurements is
of'0.85 for the indicator of average monthly income and 0.83 for the indicator of percentage
of adults employed. These correlations have been calculated using the longitudinal

databases for the Living Conditions Survey 1998-200.

The estimations allow to conclude that given the assumptions stated before, a sample size of 198
in each treatment group, and a minimum detectable effect of 10% will give a power of
approximately 72%, in the case of average monthly income, and a power of 69% for the indicator

of percentage of adults employed in a household.

3. Sensitivity Analysis
This section shows changes in the power of the estimations when key assumptions are changed.
Graphs la and 1 b show a change in the sample size given two different levels of significance.

Meanwhile, Graphs 2a and 2b show changes in the ratio of the treatment groups under different

levels of significance.

Figure F.I. Changes in Sample Size

F.I.a: Average Monthly Income F.L.b: Percentage of Employed Adults

52 Different from the program, the survey defined as dependent children both people from 0 to 18 years old, and people
between the ages of 18 and 25 who are not currently working.
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G Heterogeneity of results

Table G.Ia. Heterogenous treatment effects of gender on educational outcomes (cont.)

.Standz'lrdized Satisi:action Language
index interest Hours spent Parents' with Math stand.
o . . . stand. Test
continuing studying  expectations educational  Test score score
with studies performance
() (©)) (&) “ () ()
) ) -0.02 -0.34 0.16 0.6 1.07 1.08
(Ss((’)il_"eg)duca“"nal (0.27) (0.16) (0.22) (0.33) (0.52) (0.53)
[0.94; 1.00] [0.04;0.22]  [0.49;1.00] [0.07; 0.43] [0.04; 0.23] [0.04; 0.24]
0.39 -0.14 -0.01 0.55 0.53 1.58
Woman (0.29) (0.14) (0.15) (0.26) (0.44) (0.47)
[0.19; 0.9] [0.34; 1.00] [0.93;1.00] [0.03;0.20] [0.22;0.94] [0.00; 0.00]
0.07 0.59 0.12 0.03 0.13 0.26
Soc-ed x woman (0.38) (0.19) (0.22) (0.38) (0.68) (0.61)
[0.85; 1.00] [0.00; 0.01] [0.59; 1.00] [0.95;1.00] [0.84;1.00] [0.67; 1.00]
. 0.26 -0.33 -0.47 0.23 1.25 1.51
E%C)Ial'labor (soc- (0.38) (0.20) (0.26) (0.35) (0.61) (0.59)
[0.49; 1.00] [0.09; 0.60] [0.07; 0.46] [0.5; 1.00] [0.04; 0.23] [0.01; 0.06]
-0.25 0.29 0.46 -0.27 -1.58 -2.87
Soc-lab x Woman (0.49) (0.23) (0.24) (0.39) (0.75) (0.69)
[0.61; 1.00] [0.21;0.92] [0.06; 0.38]  [0.49; 1.00] [0.03; 0.2] [0.00; 0.00]
Social. educational 0.22 -0.03 0.36 0.19 1.6 1.55
ocial, educationa
labor (’soc-ed-lab) ’ (0.33) (0.18) (0.23) (0.31) (0.53) (0.53)
[0.5; 1.00] [0.87;1.00] [0.11;0.65]  [0.54;1.00] [0.00;0.01] [0.00; 0.01]
Soc-ed-lab x -0.1 0.27 0.04 0.46 -0.64 -1.01
Woman (0.49) (0.22) (0.23) (0.39) (0.63) (0.65)
[0.84; 1.00] [0.22;0.93] [0.85; 1.00] [0.23;0.95] [0.31;0.99] [0.12;0.71]
Observations 206 834 891 836 496 494
R-squared 0.18 0.29 0.13 0.12 0.17 0.21
Mean -0.04 2.7 5.38 6.93 3.36 5.1

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the
household level. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are
computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication. The number of
hypotheses tested simultaneously for each outcome is 70.
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Table G.Ib. Heterogenous treatment effects of gender on educational outcomes

;::(f:;fg Math. grade g::(iggztg; Math. grade 4th
trimester 3rd trimester trimester trimester
% &) (&)) 10)
) ) 0.02 0.28 -0.04 -0.27
(Ss‘;‘;l_‘;‘g)ducauonal (0.36) (0.42) (0.35) (0.40)
[0.95; 1.00] [0.51; 1.00] [0.91; 1.00] [0.51; 1.00]
0.94 -0.02 1.1 0.08
Woman (0.43) (0.52) (0.38) (0.40)
[0.03; 0.18] [0.96; 1.00] [0.00; 0.01] [0.83; 1.00]
0.15 0.4 -0.28 0.42
Soc-ed x woman (0.58) (0.69) (0.52) (0.58)
[0.79; 1.00] [0.56; 1.00] [0.59; 1.00] [0.47; 1.00]
0.37 0.21 0.29 0.29
Social-labor (soc-lab) (0.49) (0.50) (0.42) (0.45)
[0.44; 1.00] [0.67; 1.00] [0.49; 1.00] [0.53; 1.00]
-0.59 -0.02 -0.53 -0.00
Soc-lab x Woman (0.72) (0.74) (0.58) (0.61)
[0.41; 1.00] [0.98; 1.00] [0.36; 1.00] [0.99; 1.00]
Social, educational, labor 0.12 031 0 032
(soc—e(’i—lab) ’ (0.37) (0.42) (0.35) (0.38)
[0.74; 1.00] [0.46; 1.00] [0.99; 1.00] [0.41; 1.00]
-0.13 0.08 -0.34 -0.26
Soc-ed-lab x Woman (0.57) (0.66) (0.52) (0.57)
[0.82; 1.00] [0.90; 1.00] [0.51; 1.00] [0.64; 1.00]
Observations 426 420 493 486
R-squared 0.13 0.08 0.09 0.06
Mean 5.93 5.51 6.09 5.77

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they
have been clustered at the household level. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple
testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in
Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication. The number of hypotheses tested
simultaneously for each outcome is 70.
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Table G.II. Heterogenous treatment effects of gender on labor outcomes

People who  Worked last

Job search  Employment
v:(fl[')lgil;ltg wee12<002f3July intensity Satri)sfgction
&Y €] &) “
-0.01 0.09 0.4 -0.38
Socio-educational (soc-ed) (0.13) (0.12) (1.31) (1.14)
[0.95; 1.00] [0.48; 0.98] [0.76; 1.00] [0.74; 1.00]
-0.26 -0.19 -0.42 -0.21
Woman (0.10) (0.09) (1.18) (1.07)
[0.01; 0.08] [0.03; 0.18] [0.72; 1.00] [0.85; 1.00]
0.11 -0.01 -0.4 1.44
Soc-ed x Woman (0.14) (0.14) (1.43) (1.36)
[0.46; 0.98] [0.97; 1.00] [0.78; 1.00] [0.29; 0.89]
-0.11 -0.11 -0.85 0.75
Social-labor (soc-lab) (0.14) (0.12) (1.28) (1.15)
[0.45; 0.98] [0.36; 0.95] [0.51; 0.99] [0.51; 0.99]
0.18 0.15 0.18 0.66
Soc-lab x Woman (0.15) (0.13) (1.38) (1.34)
[0.25; 0.85] [0.26;0.85] [0.90; 1.00] [0.62; 1.00]
-0.14 -0.08 0.02 1.06
Social, educational, labor (soc-ed-lab) (0.13) (0.11) (1.29) (1.05)
[0.28; 0.87] [0.50; 0.99] [0.99; 1.00] [0.31; 0.91]
0.25 0.16 -0.15 -0.18
Soc-ed-lab x Woman (0.14) (0.13) (1.39) (1.19)
[0.08; 0.41] [0.21; 0.79] [0.91; 1.00] [0.88; 1.00]
Observation 518 604 458 233
R-squared 0.2 0.21 0.08 0.22
Mean 0.52 0.44 3.17 6.08

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been
clustered at the household level. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in
braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000
bootstrap replication. The number of hypotheses tested simultaneously for each outcome is 28.
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Table G.III. Heterogenous treatment effects of nationality on labor outcomes

Worked last

People who Job search Employment
repor?working weelz(o()zf3July intensity satIi)sfa);tion
(1) (2) 3) “)
) ) 0.06 0.04 -1.61 1.1
fs‘;‘?gg)ducanonal (0.10) (0.09) (0.82) (1.30)
[0.50; 0.96] [0.64; 1.00] [0.05; 0.17] [0.40; 0.89]
-0.02 -0.02 -1.60 1.26
Spanish nationality (0.09) (0.08) (0.79) (1.20)
[0.83; 1.00] [0.83; 1.00] [0.04; 0.15] [0.29; 0.81]
Soc-ed x Spanish 0.06 0.10 -2.73 -0.60
national);typ (0.12) (0.11) (1.01) (1.41)
[0.64; 1.00] [0.38; 0.88] [0.01; 0.04] [0.67; 1.00]
0.06 0.03 -2.45 1.11
Social-labor (Soc-lab) (0.10) (0.08) (0.78) (1.15)
[0.56; 0.98] [0.73; 1.00] [0.00; 0.01] [0.34; 0.83]
Soc-lab x Spanish 0.01 0.00 2.86 0.34
nationali)‘(cy p (0.13) (0.11) (0.96) (1.31)
[0.96; 1.00] [0.97; 1.00] [0.00; 0.02] [0.80; 1.00]
Social, educational, labor 001 0 086 182
(soc—e(’l—lab) ’ (0.10) (0.08) (0.81) (1.18)
[0.94; 1.00] [0.96; 1.00] [0.29; 0.81] [0.12; 0.41]
Soc-ed-lab x Spanish 0.13 0.09 1.31 -1.27
nationality p (0.12) (0.11) (0.97) (1.31)
[0.29; 0.81] [0.43; 0.92] [0.18; 0.58] [0.33; 0.83]
Observations 501 576 451 230
R-squared 0.20 0.2 0.1 0.23
Mean 0.51 0.44 3.19 6.08

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been
clustered at the household level. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in
braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000
bootstrap replication. The number of hypotheses tested simultaneously for each outcome is 28.
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Table G.IVa. Heterogenous treatment effects of gender on labor outcomes — administrative data (cont.)

Number of Days

Work Status Number of Days Worked Worked EFT Labor Intensity Labor Intensity ETF

(€Y) 2 3) “) 5 (6) @) () ) o ay a2 a3y a4 as)

Socio- 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.50 039 057 077 084 146 002 001 0.01 003 003 0.02
educational 0.07)  (0.07) (0.07) (2.06) (2.10) (6.12) (1.91) (1.96) (5.70) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
(soc-ed) [0.74; [0.68; [0.83; [0.81; [0.85; [0.93; [0.69; [0.67; [0.80; [0.81; [0.85; [0.93; [0.69; [0.67; [0.80;
1.00] 1.00]  1.00]  1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00]

-0.11 0.12  -014 279 377 -12.18 -349 423 -1353 -0.09 -0.12 -0.13 -0.12 -0.14 -0.15
Woman 0.05)  (0.05) (0.05 (1.59) (1.61) (476) (1.41) (1.43) (424) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
[0.04; [0.02; [0.01; [0.08; [0.02; [0.01; [0.01; [0.00; [0.00; [0.08; [0.02; [0.01; [0.01; [0.00; [0.00;

0.17] 0.07]  0.02] 036]  0.06] 0.02] 0.05] 0.00] 0.00] 0.36] 0.06] 0.02] 0.05] 0.00] 0.00]

0.02 0.04 0.05 0.65 167 554 044 102 405 002 005 006 001 0.03 0.04
Soc-ed x (0.08)  (0.08) (0.08) (2.42) (2.46) (7.14) (2.16) (220) (6.41) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
woman [0.84; [0.61; [0.54; [0.79; [0.50; [0.44; [0.84; [0.64; [0.53; [0.79; [0.50; [0.44; [0.84; [0.64; [0.53;
1.00] 1.00]  1.00]  1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00]  1.00]

-0.02 -0.02 -003 -0.11 -088 232 -041 -141 -411 -0.00 -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.05 -0.05
Social-labor 0.07)  (0.07) (0.07) (1.94) (2.00) (5.92) (1.77) (1.78) (5.34) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06)  (0.06)
(soc-lab) [0.71; [0.75; [0.62; [0.96; [0.66; [0.69; [0.82; [0.43; [0.44; [0.96; [0.66; [0.69; [0.82; [0.43; [0.44;
1.00] 1.00]  1.00]  1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 0.99] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 0.99]  1.00]

0.01 -0.00  0.01 -0.51 023 008 000 092 244 -0.02 00l 000 000 003 0.03
Soc-lab x 0.07)  (0.08) (0.08) (220) (226) (6.62) (1.94) (1.94) (576) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
woman [0.90; [0.96; [0.88; [0.82; [0.92; [0.99; [1.00; [0.64; [0.67; [0.82; [0.92; [0.99; [1.00; [0.64; [0.67;
1.00] 1.00]  1.00]  1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00]

Social, -0.01 -0.01 0.02 0.06 047 028 000 -059 -069 000 -002 0.00 000 -002 -0.01
educational, 0.07)  (0.07) (0.07) (2.02) (2.09) (6.07) (1.85) (1.90) (5.60) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
labor (soc-ed- [0.93; [0.86; [0.77; [0.98; [0.82; [0.96; [1.00; [0.75; [0.90; [0.98; [0.82; [0.96; [1.00; [0.75; [0.90;
lab) 1.00] 1.00]  1.00]  1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00]  1.00]
0.06 0.04 0.03 1.11 127 243 007 040 030 0.04 004 003 000 001 0.00

Soc-ed-lab x 0.08)  (0.08) (0.08) (2.29) (2.36) (6.83) (2.00) (2.03) (5.93) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
Woman [0.44; [0.60; [0.73; [0.63; [0.59; [0.72; [0.97; [0.84; [0.96; [0.63; [0.59; [0.72; [0.97; [0.84; [0.96;
0.99] 1.00]  1.00]  1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00]

Observations 1242 1242 1206 1242 1242 1206 1242 1242 1206 1242 1242 1206 1242 1242 1206
R-squared 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.10 010 012 010 010 012 010 010 012 0.0  0.10 0.12
Mean 0.35 0.34 0.39 9.63 980 2957 750 772 2318 032 032 032 025 025 0.25
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Note: columns (1), (4), (7), (10) and (13) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes collected in the month of September 2023. Columns (2), (5), (8), (11) and (14) are estimates
calculated for dependent outcomes from collected in the month of October 2023. Columns (3), (6), (9), (12) and (15) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes from collected
between September and November 2023. All regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household
level. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and
Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replications. The number of hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome collected in a specific period of time is 56.
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Table G.IVb. Heterogenous treatment effects of gender on labor outcomes — administrative data

Formality Stability Full-time
@ 2) 3 “ (&) (6) () (6] (&)
. . -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 0.04 -0.02 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.05
- I
(Ssz‘zlgfuca“o"a (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.12) 0.11) 0.11)
[0.15;0.65] [0.16;0.69] [0.16;0.67] [0.66;1.00] [0.85;1.00] [0.8;1.00] [0.72;1.00] [0.36;0.97] [0.64;1.00]
-0.07 -0.08 -0.06 20.12 -0.12 -0.06 027 -0.34 -0.31
Woman (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10)
[035;0.98] [0.28;091] [039;0.99] [0.25;0.89] [0.23;0.85] [0.55;1.00] [0.01;0.01] [0.00;0.00] [0.00; 0.00]
0.12 0.12 0.10 20.10 -0.07 -0.07 0.06 0.01 0.01
Soc-ed x woman (0.11) 0.11) (0.10) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14)
[024;0.89] [0.24:0.87] [030;0.94] [0.49;1.00] [0.61;1.00]  [0.6:1]  [0.65 1.00] [0.91;1.00] [0.94;1.00]
-0.03 -0.03 -0.04 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.11 -0.13 -0.20%
Social-labor (soc-lab)  (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.10) (0.09) (0.10) (0.12) (0.12) 0.11)
[0.69;1.00] [0.73;1.00] [0.58;1.00] [0.63;1.00] [0.89;1.00]  [0.53;1]  [0.35;0.98] [0.26;0.89] [0.07; 0.30]
0.04 0.03 0.04 20.09 -0.05 -0.14 0.04 0.08 0.14
Soc-lab x woman (0.09) (0.10) (0.09) (0.14) (0.13) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14)
[0.70; 1.00] [0.75;1.00] [0.63;1.00] [0.48;1.00] [0.68;1.00] [0.32;0.96] [0.77:1.00] [0.57;1.00] [0.32;0.96]
, 4 -0.12 -0.11 -0.09 -0.04 -0.10 -0.01 -0.07 -0.07 -0.10
I I
1Sa ot (Sz‘iu:ﬁzg)a . (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) 0.11) 0.11) 0.11) (0.12) (0.12) 0.11)
[0.15;0.64] [0.19;0.77] [0.21;0.83] [0.72;1.00] [0.36;0.97]  [0.93;1]  [0.53;1.00] [0.52;1.00] [0.37;0.98]
0.19 0.17 0.14 20.01 0.03 -0.08 0.03 0.05 0.04
Soc-ed-lab x Woman (0.10) (0.10) (0.08) (0.14) (0.15) (0.14) (0.13) (0.14) (0.13)
[0.05;0.22] [0.07;032] [0.09;0.43] [0.92;1.00] [0.82;1.00] [0.57;1.00] [0.84;1.00] [0.72;1.00] [0.74; 1.00]
Observations 468 460 541 385 377 421 385 377 421
R-squared 0.10 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.11 0.20 0.20 0.17
Mean 0.85 0.84 0.87 0.73 0.73 0.66 0.41 0.42 0.45

Note: columns (1), (4), (7), (10) and (13) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes collected in the month of September 2023. Columns (2), (5), (8), (11)
and (14) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes from collected in the month of October 2023. Columns (3), (6), (9), (12) and (15) are estimates
calculated for dependent outcomes from collected between September and November 2023. All regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard
errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household level. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in
braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replications. The number of
hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome collected in a specific period of time is 56.
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Table G.Va. Heterogenous treatment effects of nationality on labor outcomes — administrative data (cont.)

Number of Days Number of Days

Work Status Worked Worked EFT Labor Intensity Labor Intensity ETF

1) (2) 3) “ ) (6) ) (3) &) o an a2 a3 a9 (15)

Socio- 0.14 0.13 0.13  3.71 44 1234 353 376 1095 0.2 014 014 0.2  0.12 0.12
educational (0.06)  (0.06) (0.06) (1.78) (1.80) (5.19) (1.61) (1.61) (4.71) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05)  (0.05)
(soc-ed) [0.02; [0.03;  [0.03; [0.04; [0.01; [0.02; [0.03; [0.02; [0.02; [0.04; [0.01; [0.02; [0.03; [0.02;  [0.02;
0.06] 0.111  0.12] 0.14] 0.04] 0.06] 0.10] 0.07] 0.07] 0.14] 0.04] 0.06] 0.10] 0.07] 0.07]

' 0.06 0.04 005 149 192 387 177 206 489 005 006 004 006 0.7 0.05
Spanish (0.06)  (0.06) (0.06) (1.70) (1.72) (5.13) (1.43) (1.45) (4.34) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05)  (0.05)
nationality [0.29; [0.52; [0.39; [0.38; [0.27; [0.45; [0.21; [0.16; [0.26; [0.38; [0.27; [0.45; [0.21; [0.16;  [0.26;
0.89] 1.00] 098] 098] 0.89] 099] 0.81] 0.68] 0911 098] 0.89] 099] 0.81] 0.68] 0.91]

Soced x -0.15 0.10  -0.10 -3.62 -390 -10.01 -351 326 922 -0.12 -0.13 -0.11 -0.12 -0.11 -0.10
Spanish (0.08)  (0.08) (0.09) (2.42) (2.50) (7.27) (2.13) (220) (6.44) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07)  (0.07)
nationality [0.07; [026; [0.26; [0.14; [0.12; [0.17; [0.09; [0.14; [0.15; [0.14; [0.12; [0.17; [0.09; [0.14;  [0.15;
0.30] 0.88] 0911 0.57] 0.54] 0.71] 042] 0.62] 0.67] 057] 054] 0.71] 042] 0.62] 0.67]

. -0.03 -0.04  -0.04 -030 -054 292 022 -005 -140 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 0.01  -0.00 -0.02
Social-labor (0.06)  (0.06) (0.06) (1.69) (1.73) (5.12) (1.47) (1.49) (4.44) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05)  (0.05)
(soc-lab) [0.66; [0.50; [0.46; [0.86; [0.76; [0.57; [0.88; [0.97; [0.75; [0.86; [0.76; [0.57; [0.88; [0.97; [0.75;
1.00] 0.99]  0.99] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00]

Soc-lab x 0.02 0.04 004 012 002 223 -074 -095 -074 000 000 002 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01
Spanish (0.08)  (0.08) (0.08) (2.28) (2.34) (6.91) (1.93) (1.94) (5.81) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.06) (0.06)  (0.06)
nationality [0.78; [0.65; [0.6; [0.96; [0.99; [0.75; [0.70; [0.63; [0.9; [0.96; [0.99; [0.75; [0.7; [0.63; [0.9;
1.00] 1.00]  1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00]

Social, 0.03 -0.01 000 039 010 -101 -071 -0.81 -354 001 000 -001 -0.02 -0.03 -0.04

educational, 0.06)  (0.06) (0.06) (1.72) (1.74) (4.95) (1.40) (1.44) (4.13) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)  (0.05)
labor (soc-ed-  [0.64;  [0.91; [0.98; [0.82; [0.95; [0.84; [0.61; [0.58; [0.39; [0.82; [0.95; [0.84; [0.61; [0.58;  [0.39;

lab) 1.00] 1.00]  1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 098] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00]  0.98]
Soc-ed-lab x 0.03 005 007 118 091 618 152 105 58 004 003 007 005 003 0.06
Spanish (0.08)  (0.08) (0.08) (2.38) (2.46) (7.05) (1.98) (2.06) (5.97) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07)  (0.07)
nationality [0.74;  [0.57; [0.42; [0.62; [0.71; [0.38; [0.44; [0.61; [0.33; [0.62; [0.71; [0.38; [0.44; [0.61;  [0.33;

1.00] 1.00]  0.99] 1.00] 1.00] 0.98] 0.99] 1.00] 0.97] 1.00] 1.00] 098] 0.99] 1.00]  0.97]

Observations 1128 1128 1094 1128 1128 1094 1128 1128 1094 1128 1128 1094 1128 1128 1094
R-squared 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.10 0.09 0.11 0.09 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.11 0.09 0.08 0.10
Mean 0.35 0.34 0.38 9.45 9.75 29.09 735 7.60 2277  0.32 0.31 0.32 0.24 0.25 0.25
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Note: columns (1), (4), (7), (10) and (13) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes collected in the month of September 2023. Columns (2), (5), (8), (11) and (14) are estimates
calculated for dependent outcomes from collected in the month of October 2023. Columns (3), (6), (9), (12) and (15) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes from collected
between September and November 2023. All regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household
level. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and
Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replications. The number of hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome collected in a specific period of time is 56.
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Table G.Vb. Heterogenous treatment effects of nationality on labor outcomes — administrative data

August 15

Formality Stability Full-time
(8)) 2 3 @ ©) (6) () ®) (&)
Socio-educational -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 0.04 0.03 0.09 0.22 0.17 0.16
(soc-cd) (0.09) (0.09) (0.07) (0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.13)
[0.43;0.99] [0.48;0.99] [0.33;0.97] [0.70;1.00]  [0.76;1.00]  [0.39;0.98] [0.08;0.33]  [0.18;0.75] [0.2; 0.82]
4 o -0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.05 0.01 -0.02 0.24 0.21 0.25
Spanish nationality (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.11) (0.11) 0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11)
[0.57;1.00] [0.52;1.00] [0.38;0.98] [0.66;1.00]  [0.95;1.00] [0.84;1.00] [0.03;0.09] [0.06;0.25]  [0.03;0.11]
Soc-ed x Spanish 0.03 0.02 0.03 -0.08 -0.17 -0.18 -0.25 -0.13 -0.17
nationality (0.11) (0.11) (0.09) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.15) (0.16) (0.16)
[0.81;1.00] [0.85;1.00] [0.74;1.00] [0.55;1.00] [0.24;0.86] [0.21;0.82] [0.11;0.44] [0.41;0.98]  [0.27;0.92]
. -0.13 -0.14 -0.13 0.05 0.03 0.09 0.16 0.13 0.10
Social-labor (soc-lab) 0.11) (0.10) (0.09) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14)
[0.23;0.83] [0.18;0.76] [0.13;0.60] [0.70;1.00]  [0.83;1.00] [0.45;0.99] [0.23;0.83] [0.33;0.96]  [0.45;0.99]
Soc-lab x Spanish 0.14 0.15 0.14 -0.10 -0.11 -0.18 -0.35 -0.31 -0.30
nationality (0.12) (0.12) (0.10) (0.16) (0.15) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16)
[0.24;0.83] [0.18;0.76] [0.17;0.71] [0.5;1.00]  [0.48;0.99] [0.26;0.91] [0.03;0.12]  [0.06;0.25]  [0.06; 0.25]
Social. educational 0.04 0.06 0.02 -0.06 -0.10 -0.09 0.04 0.07 0.07
Jabor (soc-ed-lab) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12)
[0.63;1.00] [0.43;0.98] [0.77;1.00] [0.59;1.00]  [0.36;0.96] [0.42;0.99] [0.72;1.00] [0.56;1.00]  [0.55; 1.00]
Soc-ed-lab x Spanish -0.08 -0.11 -0.06 0.00 0.02 0.04 -0.23 -0.25 -0.28
nationality (0.10) (0.10) (0.08) (0.14) (0.15) (0.15) (0.14) (0.15) (0.15)
[0.38;0.98] [0.25;0.87] [0.50;0.99] [0.99;1.00] [0.87;1.00] [0.79;1.00] [0.11;0.44] [0.09;0.40]  [0.05;0.23]
Observations 422 416 490 349 343 382 349 343 382
R-squared 0.11 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.12 0.17 0.15 0.14
Mean 0.86 0.85 0.88 0.73 0.73 0.66 0.41 0.42 0.44

Note: columns (1), (4), (7), (10) and (13) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes collected in the month of September 2023. Columns (2), (5), (8), (11)
and (14) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes from collected in the month of October 2023. Columns (3), (6), (9), (12) and (15) are estimates calculated
for dependent outcomes from collected between September and November 2023. All regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in
parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household level. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in braces. The p-
values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replications. The number of hypotheses being
tested simultaneously for each outcome collected in a specific period of time is 56.
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Table H.I. Effects of the treatment groups on quality-of-life outcomes — alternative specifications

Access Social

Access Social

Life Standardized  Families with Material and Benefits - Benefits - Net Monthly
Satisfaction - Index Life Severe Social Deprivation Requested & Household
Aggregate Satisfaction Deprivation -- Aggregate Requested & Pending or Income
Approved
Approved

) (2) 3 4 6)) (6) @) ) (&) an an a2 ajy (14)

0.25 -0.06 0.05 0.03 0.07 0.08 -0.41 -0.41 -0.16 -020 -0.25 -0.29 0.30 0.37
Socio-educational (2.06) (2.08) (0.15) (0.15) (0.07) (0.07) (0.43) (0.43)  (0.12) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14) (0.19) (0.19)
(soc-ed) [0.90; [0.98; [0.75; [0.83; [0.31; [0.27; [0.34; 0.34; [0.20; [0.12; [0.06; [0.03; [0.10; [0.06;
0.99] 0.99] 0.99] 099] 0.92] 0.89] 0.93] 0.93] 0.88] 0.69] 0.52] 0.32] 0.69] 0.49]

-0.89 -0.93  -0.01 -0.01 0.03 0.03 -0.64 -0.73 -0.16 -0.18 -0.18 -0.21 0.22 0.26
. (2.04) (2.05) (0.15) (0.15) (0.07) (0.07) (0.45) (0.44) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14) (0.14) (0.20) (0.20)
Social-labor (soc-lab) - vy6ct 1065 (0920 [0.93: [0.64: [0.67: [0.05:  [0.10: [022: [0.16: [0.19: [0.14: [0.25: [0.19:
0.99] 0.99] 099] 099] 0.99] 0.99] 0.79] 0.65] 0.88] 0.78] 0.86] 0.72] 0.90] 0.80]

-2.19 -2.34  -0.08 -0.08 -0.05 -0.03 -1.08 -1.06 -0.04  -0.09 0.03 -0.01 0.44 0.47
Social, educational, (1.99) (2.02) (0.15) (0.15) (0.07) (0.07) (0.44) (0.44)  (0.12) (0.12) (0.13) (0.13) (0.19) (0.20)
labor (soc-ed-lab) [0.27;  [0.25; [0.61; [0.60; [0.50; [0.63; [0.01; [0.02; [0.75; [0.49; [0.85; [0.92; [0.02; [0.02;
0.90] 0.87] 0.99] 0.99] 0.98] 0.99] 0.17] 0.18] 0.99] 098] 0.99] 0.99] 0.24] 0.18]

Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes

Baseline No No No No No No No No No No No No No No

Observations 413 406 413 406 413 406 413 406 549 523 549 523 555 528

R-squared 0.12 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.14 0.15 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.18 0.19 0.10 0.11
Mean 50.83 51.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.46 0.46 7.04 7.06 1.77 1.79 1.97 2.01 5.25 5.20
Soc-ed = soc-lab 0.57 0.66 0.67 0.75 0.61 0.53 0.60 0.47 1.00 0.93 0.63 0.59 0.67 0.59
Soc-ed = soc-ed-lab 0.21 0.24 0.39 0.44 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.33 0.38 0.04 0.05 0.46 0.59
Soc-lab = soc-ed-lab 0.50 0.46 0.67 0.64 0.25 0.37 0.31 0.45 0.35 0.45 0.14 0.16 0.26 0.29

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. The control included is Spanish citizenship. Robust standard errors are in parenthesis.
Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and
Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication. The number of hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome and type of specification is 21, this means testing the

impact of 3 treatments and for seven outcomes.
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Table H.IIa. Effects of the treatment groups on educational outcomes — alternative specifications (cont.)

?;?:ig?:ﬁg;ﬁ?:g Hours s‘pent Parent.s' fgﬂiig:?;; Math Score Stand. Language Score
with studies studying expectations performance Test Stand. Test
1) (2) 3) 4) 5) (6) (7) 8) 9) (10) (11) (12)
‘ 0.04 0.01 -0.05 -0.07 0.21 0.22 0.64 0.63 1.11 0.96 1.19 1.20
Sggl‘;'ﬁonal (0.19) (0.18) (0.14) (0.15) (0.18) (0.18) (0.25) (0.25) 0.41) (0.39) (0.38) (0.37)
(soc-ed) [0.85; [0.97; [0.74; [0.62; [0.25; [0.23; [0.01; [0.01; [0.01; [0.02; [0.00; [0.00;
1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 1.00] 0.80] 0.76] 0.01] 0.02] 0.01] 0.02] 0.00] 0.00]
0.13 0.11 -0.19 -0.20 -0.25 -0.32 0.11 0.09 0.42 0.28 -0.00 -0.03
Social-labor (0.23) (0.23) (0.15) (0.16) (0.22) (0.23) (0.25) (0.26) (0.40) (0.40) (0.42) (0.43)
(soc-lab) [0.56; [0.62; [0.22; [0.21; [0.26; [0.17; [0.66; [0.74; [0.30; [0.48; [0.99; [0.95;
0.99] 1.00] 0.76] 0.72] 0.83] 0.62] 1.00] 1.00] 0.89] 0.99] 1.00] 1.00]
Social, 0.18 0.18 0.10 0.07 0.36 0.38 0.49 0.45 1.26 1.04 1.22 1.06
educational, 0.21) 0.21) (0.15) (0.15) (0.18) (0.18) (0.22) (0.23) (0.41) (0.40) (0.38) (0.38)
labor (soc-ed- [0.38; [0.40; [0.51; [0.67; [0.04; [0.04; [0.02; [0.05; [0.00; [0.00; [0.00; [0.01;
lab) 0.95] 0.97] 0.99] 1.00] 0.10] 0.09] 0.04] 0.11] 0.00] 0.01] 0.00] 0.01]
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Baseline No No No No No No No No No No No No
Observations 209 205 839 800 896 855 841 803 500 494 498 492
R-squared 0.15 0.18 0.27 0.29 0.12 0.16 0.10 0.13 0.16 0.27 0.15 0.18
Mean -0.04 -0.03 2.70 2.74 5.38 5.39 6.93 6.94 3.36 3.36 5.10 5.10
lsa‘;f‘ed - 80¢- 0.66 0.63 0.31 0.37 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00
Sg_‘i:bd - 80¢ 0.48 0.40 0.29 0.31 0.42 0.36 0.53 0.45 0.71 0.84 0.95 0.72
Sgﬁ:ﬁb 80 083 0.77 0.05 0.08 0.01 0.00 0.12 0.16 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.01

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household level. Controls
include variables for gender, age and Spanish nationality. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in braces. The p-values
are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication. The number of hypotheses being tested
simultaneously for each outcome and type of specification is 30, this means testing the impact of 3 treatments and for ten outcomes.
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Table H.IIb. Effects of the treatment groups on educational outcomes — alternative specifications

Language grade Math grade Language grade Math grade
3rd trimester 3rd trimester 4th trimester 4th trimester
(1) (2) 3) “4) (S) (6) (7) (8)
0.15 0.14 0.47 0.44 -0.16 -0.17 -0.09 -0.15
Socio-educational (soc-ed) (0.32) (0.31) (0.35) (0.33) (0.32) (0.30) (0.34) (0.33)
[0.64;1.00] [0.65;1.00] [0.18;0.63] [0.18;0.66] [0.62;0.99] [0.57;0.99] [0.80;1.00] [0.65; 1.00]
0.19 0.05 0.22 0.19 0.14 -0.04 0.34 0.15
Social-labor (soc-lab) (0.34) (0.34) (0.35) (0.34) (0.32) (0.33) (0.32) (0.32)
[0.58,0.99] [0.89;1.00] [0.53;0.99] [0.57;0.99] [0.66;1.00] [0.91;1.00] [0.29;0.88] [0.65;1.00]
) ) 0.23 0.05 0.36 0.31 -0.04 -0.25 0.13 0.03
Social, educational, labor (soc-ed-lab)
(0.32) (0.31) (0.33) (0.34) (0.31) (0.30) (0.31) (0.31)
[0.48;0.99] [0.87;1.00] [0.29;0.88] [0.36;0.95] [0.90;1.00] [0.40;0.97] [0.66;1.00] [0.92;1.00]
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Baseline No No No No No No No No
Observations 427 420 421 414 496 488 490 481
R-squared 0.10 0.22 0.08 0.20 0.05 0.16 0.06 0.15
Mean 5.93 5.93 5.51 5.50 6.09 6.08 5.77 5.77
Soc-ed = soc-lab = soc-ed-lab 0.97 0.95 0.77 0.77 0.67 0.82 0.46 0.68
Soc-ed = soc-lab 0.91 0.80 0.48 0.48 0.38 0.70 0.21 0.38
Soc-ed = soc-ed-lab 0.80 0.78 0.72 0.70 0.71 0.80 0.51 0.58
Soc-lab = soc-ed-lab 0.91 1.00 0.67 0.72 0.57 0.54 0.52 0.74

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household level. Controls include variables
for gender, age and Spanish nationality. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-
down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication. The number of hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome and type
of specification is 30, this means testing the impact of 3 treatments and for ten outcomes.
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. Effects of the treatment groups on standardized tests without Melilla

Math Score - Standardized Test

Language Score - Standardized Test

@ (2) 3) “) (&) (6)
Socio-educational (soc-ed) 0.72 0.64 0.78 0.04 0.10 -0.00
(0.39) (0.38) (0.34) (0.49) (0.45) (0.32)
[0.07; 0.25] [0.09;0.42]  [0.02;0.06] [0.93;1.00] [0.82;1.00]  [0.99;0.99]
. 0.15 0.12 0.16 -0.73 -0.66 -0.26
Social-labor (soc-12b) (0.38) (0.39) (0.31) (0.51) (0.50) (0.32)
[0.70; 1.00] [0.76;1.00  [0.60;0.99]  [0.16;0.67]  [0.19;0.78]  [0.42;0.97]
Social, educational, labor (soc-ed-lab) (823) (822) (ggg) (84212) (ggg) (gg?)
[0.01; 0.01] [0.01;0.02]  [0.01;0.01] [0.67;1.00]  [0.88;1.00]  [0.77;0.99]
Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Baseline No No Yes No No Yes
Observations 307 301 301 305 299 297
R-squared 0.11 0.17 0.40 0.13 0.22 0.59
Mean 2.48 2.48 2.48 5.35 5.35 5.39
Soc-ed = soc-lab = soc-ed-lab 0.13 0.19 0.10 0.14 0.25 0.51
Soc-ed = soc-lab 0.21 0.23 0.09 0.12 0.13 0.43
Soc-ed = soc-ed-lab 0.55 0.54 0.89 0.73 0.92 0.74
Soc-lab = soc-ed-lab 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.14 0.25

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household level. Controls
include variables for gender, age and Spanish nationality. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right) are in braces. The p-
values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication. The table only shows the indicators
of standardized testing since these were of concern during the process of data collection. Nevertheless, adjustments of p-values included all the educational
outcomes to maintain consistency with other estimations in the analysis. For the specification with controls and baseline in columns (3) and (6), the number of
hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome was 18, this means testing the impact of 3 treatments and for six outcomes. For specifications without
controls or baseline in columns (1), (2), (4) and (5), the number of hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome and type of specification is 30, this
means testing the impact of 3 treatments and for ten outcomes.
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Table H.IV. Effects of the treatment groups on labor market insertion outcomes — alternative specifications

People who report Worked last week of . . . .
working July 2023 Job search intensity Satisfaction employment
@ 2 3 “ &) 6) ) ()
] _ 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.12 0.05 0.68 0.75
Socio-educational (soc-ed)
(0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.48) (0.49) (0.55) (0.55)
[0.14;0.29] [0.17;0.36] [0.11;0.24] [0.09;0.19] [0.80;0.97] [0.92;0.96] [0.22; 0.42] [0.17;0.36]
) 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.02 -0.69 -0.70 1.29 1.28
Social-labor (soc-lab)
(0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.45) (0.47) (0.53) (0.53)
[0.54;0.80] [0.43;0.77] [0.82;0.97] [0.78;0.96] [0.13;0.26] [0.13;0.29] [0.02; 0.02] [0.02;0.02]
Social, educational, labor 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.04 -0.07 -0.11 0.92 0.94
(soc-ed-lab) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.45) (0.46) (0.51) (0.50)
[0.27;0.48] [0.43;0.77] [0.31;0.53] [0.48;0.79] [0.88;0.97] [0.81;0.96] [0.07; 0.13] [0.06; 0.12]
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Baseline No No No No No No No No
Observations 518 498 604 573 458 448 233 230
R-squared 0.19 0.21 0.20 0.22 0.07 0.07 0.21 0.23
Mean 0.52 0.52 0.44 0.44 3.17 3.22 6.08 6.08
Soc-ed=soc-lab 0.43 0.61 0.19 0.18 0.07 0.10 0.16 0.22
Soc-ed=soc-ed-lab 0.70 0.57 0.57 0.35 0.66 0.71 0.59 0.68
Soc-lab=soc-ed-lab 0.67 0.97 0.45 0.68 0.12 0.15 0.34 0.38

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household level. Controls include
variables for gender, Spanish nationality, Spanish language, level of education achieved. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right)
are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication. The number of
hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome and type of specification is 12, this means testing the impact of 3 treatments and for four outcomes.
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Table H.V. Effects of the treatment groups on employment outcomes for September 2023 — alternative specifications for

administrative data

Work Status N‘{i,?:klzzys \1:7?)-1'1(; deEilllz:'sl“ Labor Intensity Labo;l;;ensﬁy
1) (2) 3) “) (5) (6) () 8) ) (10)
0.03 0.04 0.94 1.26 1.06 1.23 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04
Socio-educational (0.04) (0.04) (1.11) (1.16) (0.97) (1.00) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
(soc-ed) [0.38; [0.34; [0.40; [0.27; [0.28; [0.22; [0.40; [0.27; [0.28; [0.22;
0.85] 0.86] 0.90] 0.78] 0.79] 0.70] 0.90] 0.78] 0.79] 0.70]
-0.02 -0.01 -0.47 -0.10 -0.41 -0.11 -0.02 -0.00 -0.01 -0.00
Social-labor (soc- (0.04) (0.04) (1.10) (1.17) (0.94) (0.99) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
lab) [0.63; [0.86; [0.67; [0.93; [0.66; [0.92; [0.67; [0.93; [0.66; [0.92;
0.99] 1.00] 0.99] 1.00] 0.99] 1.00] 0.99] 1.00] 0.99] 1.00]
Social. educational 0.04 0.03 0.85 0.60 0.13 -0.15 0.03 0.02 0.00 -0.00
labor (’soc—e d-lab) ’ (0.04) (0.04) (1.12) (1.18) (0.94) (0.99) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
[0.37; [0.54; [0.45; [0.61; [0.89; [0.88; [0.45; [0.61; [0.89; [0.88;
0.85] 0.96] 0.90] 0.98] 1.00] 1.00] 0.90] 0.97] 1.00] 1.00]
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Baseline No No No No No No No No No No
Observations 1243 1113 1243 1113 1243 1113 1243 1113 1243 1113
R-squared 0.10 0.12 0.10 0.11 0.08 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.08 0.11
Mean 0.35 0.35 9.63 9.41 7.50 7.27 0.32 0.31 0.25 0.24
Soc-ed = soc-lab 0.17 0.27 0.21 0.25 0.13 0.19 0.21 0.25 0.13 0.19
Soc-ed = soc-ed-lab 0.98 0.74 0.94 0.57 0.34 0.18 0.94 0.57 0.34 0.18
Soc-lab = soc-ed-lab 0.17 0.44 0.24 0.56 0.57 0.97 0.24 0.56 0.57 0.97

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household level. Controls
include variables for gender, Spanish nationality, Spanish language, level of education achieved. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple
testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in (Romano & Wolf, 2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication.
The number of hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome and type of specification is 24, this means testing the impact of 3 treatments and for 8

outcomes.
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Table H.VI. Effects of the treatment groups on employment outcomes for October 2023 — alternative specifications for administrative

data
Work Status N({;V((?rflg 3ys Vlj/((:.rl?efdl)lzllzj’sl“ Labor Intensity LabOIiEII;I,;enSlty
1) (2) 3) ) 5) (6) Q) 8 ) 10)
0.06 0.07 1.52 1.81 1.53 1.64 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.05
Socio-educational (0.04) (0.04) (1.15) (1.19) (1.01) (1.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
(soc-ed) [0.14; [0.09; [0.19; [0.13; [0.13; [0.12; [0.19; [0.13; [0.13; [0.12;
0.41] 0.28] 0.59] 0.42] 0.39] 0.38] 0.59] 0.42] 0.40] 0.38]
-0.03 -0.01 -0.74 -0.41 -0.79 -0.53 -0.02 -0.01 -0.03 -0.02
Social-labor (soc-lab) (0.04) (0.04) (1.16) (1.21) (0.98) (1.01) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
[0.52; [0.72; [0.52; [0.73; [0.42; [0.60; [0.52; [0.73; [0.42; [0.60;
0.89] 0.93] 0.89] 0.93] 0.79] 0.91] 0.90] 0.93] 0.79] 0.91]
Social. educational 0.02 0.00 0.43 0.14 -0.24 -0.56 0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.02
labor (’soc—ed—lab) ’ (0.04) (0.04) (1.16) (1.21) (0.99) (1.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
[0.65; [0.96; [0.71; [0.91; [0.81; [0.60; [0.71; [0.91; [0.81; [0.59;
0.97] 0.95] 0.98] 0.94] 0.99] 0.90] 0.98] 0.94] 0.99] 0.90]
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Baseline No No No No No No No No No No
Observations 1243 1113 1243 1113 1243 1113 1243 1113 1243 1113
R-squared 0.10 0.12 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.10
Mean 0.34 0.34 9.89 9.70 7.72 7.51 0.32 0.31 0.25 0.24
Soc-ed = soc-lab 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.02 0.04
Soc-ed = soc-ed-lab 0.31 0.11 0.35 0.17 0.09 0.04 0.35 0.17 0.09 0.04
Soc-lab = soc-ed-lab 0.28 0.69 0.32 0.66 0.58 0.97 0.32 0.66 0.58 0.97

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household level. Controls
include variables for gender, Spanish nationality, Spanish language, level of education achieved. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple
testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in (Romano & Wolf, 2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication.
The number of hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome and type of specification is 24, this means testing the impact of 3 treatments and for 8

outcomes.
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Table H.VII. Effects of the treatment groups on employment outcomes for September to November 2023 — alternative specifications
for administrative data

Work Status N({;V((?rflg 3ys Vlj/((:.rl?efdl)lzllzj’sl“ Labor Intensity LabOIiEII;I,;enSlty
1) (2) 3) ) 5) (6) Q) 8 ) 10)
0.05 0.06 436 5.46 424 4.76 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.05
Socio-educational (0.04) (0.04) (3.32) (3.42) (2.92) (3.00) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
(soc-ed) [0.21; [0.16; [0.19; [0.11; [0.15; [0.11; [0.19; [0.11; [0.15; [0.11;
0.59] 0.44] 0.54] 0.36] 0.44] 0.36] 0.54] 0.36] 0.44] 0.36]
-0.03 -0.02 -2.28 -1.32 -2.43 -1.60 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 -0.02
Social-labor (soc-lab) (0.04) (0.04) (3.36) (3.50) (2.87) (2.98) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
[0.52; [0.70; [0.50; [0.71; [0.40; [0.59; [0.50; [0.71; [0.40; [0.59;
0.96] 0.98] 0.95] 0.98] 0.86] 0.96] 0.95] 0.98] 0.86] 0.96]
Social. educational 0.04 0.02 2.09 0.91 -0.25 -1.35 0.02 0.01 -0.00 -0.01
labor (’soc—e d-lab) ’ (0.04) (0.04) (3.32) (3.46) (2.85) (2.97) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03)
[0.31; [0.67; [0.53; [0.79; [0.93; [0.65; [0.53; [0.79; [0.93; [0.65;
0.77] 0.98] 0.96] 0.98] 0.98] 0.98] 0.96] 0.98] 0.98] 0.98]
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Baseline No No No No No No No No No No
Observations 1207 1081 1207 1081 1207 1081 1207 1081 1207 1081
R-squared 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.13 0.09 0.13 0.11 0.13 0.09 0.13
Mean 0.39 0.38 29.57 28.86 23.18 22.45 0.32 0.32 0.25 0.25
Soc-ed = soc-lab 0.07 0.09 0.05 0.06 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.02 0.04
Soc-ed = soc-ed-lab 0.82 0.34 0.50 0.19 0.13 0.05 0.50 0.19 0.13 0.05
Soc-lab = soc-ed-lab 0.11 0.44 0.20 0.54 0.45 0.94 0.20 0.54 0.45 0.94

Note: all regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in parenthesis, and they have been clustered at the household level. Controls
include variables for gender, Spanish nationality, Spanish language, level of education achieved. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple
testing (right) are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in (Romano & Wolf, 2016) with 1000 bootstrap replication.
The number of hypotheses being tested simultaneously for each outcome and type of specification is 24, this means testing the impact of 3 treatments and for 8
outcomes.
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Formality Stability Full-time
) (2) 3) “4) ) (6) ) 8) )
. . 0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.05 -0.11 -0.07 0.11 0.09 0.05
Socio-educational
(soc-ed) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.06) (0.08) (0.08)
[0.46;0.99] [0.69;0.99] [0.50;0.97] [0.49;0.99] [0.15;0.57] [0.38;0.95] [0.09;0.35] [0.24;0.77] [0.49;0.97]
-0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 0.03 -0.01 0.03 -0.06 -0.06
Social-labor (soc-lab) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.09) (0.08)
[0.34;0.93] [0.35;0.89] [0.25;0.81] [0.76;1.00] [0.67;0.99] [0.82;1.00] [0.70;1.00] [0.46;0.97] [0.44;0.96]
Social. educational -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.04 -0.09 -0.10 0.00 -0.01 -0.05
la(l))(z)l:(sf)cu:(?tiggf : (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08)
[0.66;1.00] [0.56;0.99] [0.78;1.00] [0.53;0.99] [0.24;0.77] [0.19;0.66] [0.98;1.00] [0.93;1.00] [0.54;0.97]
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Baseline Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 263 255 305 209 202 218 209 202 218
R-squared 0.80 0.81 0.74 0.36 0.38 0.36 0.59 0.51 0.49
Mean 0.86 0.85 0.87 0.82 0.83 0.78 0.40 0.42 0.43
Soc-ed = soc-lab 0.20 0.28 0.13 0.67 0.08 0.48 0.33 0.12 0.22
Soc-ed = soc-ed-lab 0.33 0.42 0.39 0.95 0.82 0.69 0.14 0.25 0.24
Soc-lab = soc-ed-lab 0.57 0.66 0.41 0.72 0.13 0.27 0.74 0.53 0.85

Note: columns (1), (4) and (7) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes collected in the month of September 2023. Columns (2), (5) and (8) are estimates calculated
for dependent outcomes collected in the month of October 2023. Columns (3), (6) and (9) are estimates calculated for dependent outcomes collected between September
and November 2023. All regressions include dummies for strata fix effects. Standard errors are in pare thesis, and they have been clustered at the household level. Controls
include variables for gender, Spanish nationality, Spanish language, level of education achieved. Unadjusted p-values (left) and p-values adjusted for multiple testing (right)
are in braces. The p-values are computed using the step-down procedure discussed in Romano and Wolf (2016) with 1000 bootstrap replications. The number of hypotheses
being tested simultaneously for each outcome is 24, this means testing the impact of 3 treatments and for 8 outcomes collected in a specific period.
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