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An “Analysis Plan for Cognitive Outcomes” (registered[footnoteRef:1] on 13 March 2018) discussed the analysis of outcomes that were collected just before the psychological intervention. An “Analysis Plan for Recall and Agency Variables in the Manipulation Check Data” (registered[footnoteRef:2] 4 November 2018) discussed the analysis of outcomes that were collected immediately after the psychological intervention. This comprehensive analysis plan subsumes both and adds behavioral and economic outcomes that were collected at the time of the endline.  [1:  See https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/docs/analysisplan/1473/document, associated with https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/996
]  [2:  See https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/docs/analysisplan/1876/document, associated with https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/trials/996
] 

Motivation
This study is motivated in part by an empirical finding. Throughout the year 2013, the microfinance organization BRAC evaluated the case for engaging loan takers in a psychological intervention involving goal-setting and plan-making. In five rural Ugandan branches, it invited a convenience sample of microcredit customers to participate in the intervention on the day they picked up their loans. Individuals were assigned at random to participate in one of three conditions: no psychological intervention; the psychological exercise administered just before the loan is disbursed; or the psychological intervention administered in the reverse order (so just after the cash disbursements). The intervention exercises were inspired by literature on implementation intentions (Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006) and in line with a BRAC tradition to engage its customers in so-called “promises” to make development commitments to BRAC. They were conducted by the branch managers, who spent an estimated 10 minutes with participants following an intervention template.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  See online study materials.] 

 Table 1: First-Month Effects among Loan Takers
[image: ]
Notes:
· Regression specification (1) is , where  is the outcome of interest for individual  from village ;  is a village fixed effect;  is the randomized assignment, coded to 1 among participants who were assigned to the treatment condition;  is the coefficient estimating the impact of treatment assignment;  is a vector of three socioeconomic covariates selected using least angle regression (Efron, Hastie, Johnstone, & Tibshirani, 2004); and  is an idiosyncratic error term. Specification (2) excludes village fixed effects and socioeconomic covariates: 
· * indicates a p value < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.
· The internal control index is derived from Duttweiler (1984) and standardized. 
· Monthly cash outflows are the USD cash expenses associated with the respondent household’s agricultural, livestock & poultry, and micro-enterprise operations, measured using a 30-day recall period. 
· Weekly cash inflows are the USD cash revenues associated with the respondent household’s agricultural, livestock & poultry, and micro-enterprise operations, as well as any income from salaried or day labor, measured using a 7-day recall period. 
· All USD outcomes are translated from Ugandan Shillings using the mid-year nominal exchange rate of 2013 and minorized at the 5% level. 

Follow-up of participants was conducted one and two months after the intervention, using a basic financial diary survey.[footnoteRef:4] 329 participant responses were collected in the first month. A subset of participants had previously participated in routine socioeconomic data collection, allowing for the creation of covariates for most observations. As illustrated in the top row of Table 1, the psychological intervention did in fact appear to alter outcomes: treated participants reported a higher sense of control over their lives, and there are indications that their cash revenues increased.  [4:  See online study materials.] 

But of central interest to the work presented here is the second row of Table 1: conditional on participating in the psychological intervention, both impacts on internal control and cash revenues appeared more pronounced when the intervention was administered immediately after, as opposed to immediately before, the loan disbursement. This appears useful from the perspective of policy action: conditional on implementing a goal setting exercise at all, it must be implemented either before or after the disbursement, and the costs of both options appear equivalent. However, a number of questions remain open. 
First, are the findings a mere fluke? The trial should be regarded as a pilot at best. The significance of economic effects is statistically borderline and very sensitive to specification choices; impacts subsided on economic measures by the second month; none emerged on additional available outcomes (i.e., working hours and consumption); and none are robust to multiple inference adjustments. Also, sampling and tracking procedures were subject to tight budget constraints. It would be useful to subject the test to a stricter scientific standard, using a larger sample.
Second, if this effect is true, why (and therefore, in what range of contexts) might it hold? Post hoc, different scientific disciplines jointly provide a testable theoretical framework, as sketched in the “Analysis Plan for Cognitive Outcomes”. This framework relies on two propositions that can be gleaned from the literature. One is that goal-setting and plan-making activities demand cognitive resources; the other is that cash inflows generate temporary cognitive boosts among the poor. The cash transfer may therefore “cognitively prepare” cash transfer recipients to pay attention to, internalize, act upon, and ultimately benefit from the psychological intervention. 
Goal-Setting and Plan-Making are Cognitively Demanding
The concept of bounded rationality concedes that it is tall proposition for economic agents to navigate a complex and dynamic world with perfection, and that they therefore apply a set of cognitive crutches (Simon, 1955). Goals may be among these crutches: Selten's (1998) so-called aspiration adaptation theory proposes that the cognitive challenge of constantly re-optimizing one’s objective function can be mitigated by setting and (at least temporarily) sticking to goals. This is easily reconciled with psychological science: the well-established mental contrasting and implementation intentions approach holds that a process of goal-setting and plan-making (involving the imagining one’s future desired future, reflecting on the obstacles to attaining it, and creating behavioral strategies to overcome these obstacles) helps make ongoing goal striving cognitively easy and quasi-automatic. However, the goal-setting and plan-making process itself is a cognitive investment, and people are not thought to perform it effectively while cognitive resources are taxed by other activities (Oettingen & Gollwitzer, 2010). 
Goals and plans might be seen as just a subset of a broader constellation of schematic cognitions that humans use to navigate their complex and dynamic surroundings. Different strands of literature emphasize the role of beliefs or mental models in human behavior and socio-economic outcomes – ranging from economic theory (Bénabou & Tirole, 2011; Collier, 2016; Gabaix, 2014; Hanna, Mullainathan, & Schwartzstein, 2014; Hoff & Stiglitz, 2015), to applied social psychology (Dweck, 1999; Hall, Zhao, & Shafir, 2014; Paunesku et al., 2015; Walton, 2014; D. S. Yeager & Walton, 2011; David S Yeager, Paunesku, Walton, & Dweck, 2013), to clinical psychology (Padesky, 1994). So-called cognitive load theory holds that cognitive load more generally impedes schema adoption (Sweller, Ayres, & Kalyuga, 2011; Swezller & Sweller, 1994). However, there is no consensus that this holds universally: Gilbert (1991) suggests that the acceptance of new beliefs is cognitively easier than their subsequent rejection, implying that they are malleable (i.e., that people are more persuadable) when cognitive load is high. 
Cash Inflows Generate Cognitive Boosts Among the Poor 
Poverty may impede cognitive performance via a number of physical stressors such as malnutrition, heat, and noise pollution, and associated discomfort, disease, and sleep deprivation – but also via a more direct mechanism that does not invoke physical stressors at all: it may draw the cognitive resources of the poor towards immediate poverty-related concerns and thereby away from other potential objects of attention (Boswell Dean, Schilbach, & Schofield, 2017). Working with Indian sugarcane farmers, Shah, Mullainathan, Shafir, & Zhao (2013) demonstrate that cognitive performance (as measured by fluid intelligence and cognitive control) increased substantially in the immediate aftermath of harvest. 
Of course, wealth in the broad sense of “economic prospects” or “net worth” was not technically affected by the harvest in any systematic manner; it would be less precise to say that the harvest made farmers richer than that it made them more liquid (by transforming an illiquid asset into a liquid one). But in the terminology of Mullainathan & Shafir (2013), the farmers experienced a change in scarcity: the psychological burden of having too little. For the poor, who juggle pressing expenses and manage unsteady income, the object of this scarcity is thought to be cash. The cognitive impacts could therefore hold for our Ugandan loan takers in much the same way as they did for the Indian sugarcane farmers, as the cash inflow from a loan disbursement may be used for cash flow smoothing (Banerjee, Duflo, Glennerster, & Kinnan, 2015). 
The evidence on the cognitive impacts of cash inflows remains somewhat ambiguous: Carvalho, Meier, & Wang (2016) detect no differences in the cognitive performance of low-income in the Unites States before and after payday. One noteworthy difference between the sample of Carvalho et al and that of Shah, Mullainathan, Shafir, & Zhao (2013) is that cash inflows were much more frequent, and arguably more predictable. 
New Study Context
Endline data collection is currently ongoing for a large trial in Kenya that crosses a cash transfer intervention and a psychological intervention in the form of a factorial design, with treatment clustered at the village level. We label it “trial 996” here.[footnoteRef:5] The psychological intervention involves a goal-setting and plan-making exercise, but also videos and reminders aimed at influencing diverse schematic cognitions related to oneself and one’s future, as well as a reminder. The cash transfers involve one token payment and two larger lump sum payments. In those villages that were assigned to both the cash and psychological intervention condition, the opportunity presented itself to randomize the timing of the psychological intervention relative to the cash intervention (more specifically, to assign it at random to take place either before or after the first lump sum). This allows for a test of the hypothesis that timing the psychological intervention after a major cash inflow is in fact more impactful than doing so in the opposite order.  [5:  See RCT ID AEARCTR-0000996 on the socialscienceregistry.org] 

Sampling 
Participants whose villages had been (for the purposes of trial 996) assigned into that arm which involves both cash transfers and the psychologically active intervention were further randomized at the individual level to either be candidates for receiving the mindset intervention in the weeks before or in the weeks after the transfer in question. (Note: The cash transfer provider GiveDirectly makes three transfers labeled Token, Lump Sum A, and Lump Sum B in approximately two-month intervals. The transfer in question is currently defined as Lump Sum A). The individual-level randomization was stratified on the respondent's per capita housing space relative to the village median; widow status; and secondary educational attainment. The final sample analyzed for the sub-study will be restricted to participants who, in addition to having been randomized into one of the sub-arms, have the following attributes: 
A. 	Successfully baselined; and 
B. 	Received the transfer in question in that month in which GiveDirectly first made the transfer in question in the same village; and 
C. 	Received the mindset intervention within 72 hours of the first participant who received the mindset intervention in the same village and sub-arm. 
Note that implementation challenges may have caused a potentially large number of participants to become slated for exclusion by criteria B and C. After an initial analysis of implementation patterns, an amended sample may be formed. If so, results for this amended sample would be shown alongside the original sample described above.
[bookmark: _Hlk534635038]Outcomes Collected Immediately Before the Psychological Intervention
Cognitive performance:*[footnoteRef:6] An index[footnoteRef:7] comprised of the following three variables: [6:  Any underlined outcome will be analyzed individually; all others will only be analyzed as part of an aggregate. Symbol * is added to all outcomes for which the baseline covariate is not used or not available.]  [7:  All indices in this paper will follow the index constructed methodology used in Kling, Liebman, & Katz (2007). ] 

1.1. Working memory (digit span):* Where no response is correct, scored as zero. Otherwise scored as the length of the longest sequence that respondents can correctly recall, minus two points. 
1.2. Fluid intelligence (Raven’s matrices):* Scored as the number of correct responses provided within the time limit. 
1.3. Cognitive control (numerical Stroop):* Scored as the number of correct responses provided within the time limit.
Outcomes Collected Immediately After the Psychological Intervention
Recall: * An index comprised of three variables:
1.4. Name Recall 1:* A dummy variable coded to one if the respondent correctly recalls that a character name was mentioned in the movie. 
1.5. Name Recall 2:* A dummy variable coded to one if the respondent correctly recalls that the name of the lead character in the movie is “Judy”.
1.6. Fact Recall:* A dummy variable coded to one if the respondent answers that young Kenyan men who do secondary school are more likely to end up working in a paid job than those who do not.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  This statement was made during the video intervention. ] 

Psychological agency: An index comprised of two variables:
1.7. Self-efficacy: A scale from 0 to 28, constructed from the sum of 7 items, each scored from 0 to 4 points.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  The “Analysis Plan for Recall and Agency Variables in the Manipulation Check Data” did not account for the fact that baseline data are available for self-efficacy. The analysis of this outcome has not been initiated. ] 

1.8. Growth mindset:* A scale from 6 to 36, constructed from the sum of 6 items, each scored from 1 to 6 points.
Endline Outcomes
Behavioral / Activity Outcomes
Modernization Index:* An index comprised of the following four variables:
1.9. Technology adoption in crop agriculture:* Sum of the following dummy variables, coded to one if respondent has engaged in the activity since the video intervention: (a) saved water for irrigation or used a pump; (b) improved soil e.g. using compost, fertilizer, lime, or ash; (c) used insecticide, fungicide, herbicide, or pesticide; (d) used improved or high yield seeds or seedlings; (e) terraced land or install a fence; (f) tried out a new crop; (g) engaged in intercropping, row planting, or crop rotation; (h) used a new crop storage solution or greenhouse; (i) used new machine or new farming tool. 
1.10. Technology adoption in livestock related activities:* Sum of the following dummy variables, coded to one if respondent has engaged in the activity since the video intervention: (a) vaccinated livestock, used a vet, purchased livestock medicine, or inseminated livestock; (b) sprayed or dipped livestock; (c) built or used a live-stock enclosure; (d) tried out any new animal not previously tended to.  
1.11. Enterprise expansion activities:* Sum of the following dummy variables, coded to one if, during the last 12 months, a non-agricultural enterprise owned or operated by a household member: (a) introduced a new or significantly improved products or services;(b) went into a new market or accessed new customers. 
1.12. Information seeking activities:* Sum of the following dummy variables, each of which is coded to one if, since the video intervention: (a) the respondent asked advice from an extension agent or other farmer; (b) a household member attended at least one training by the One Acre Fund; (c) a phone number associated with household enrolled in an agricultural advisory service offered by Safaricom. 
Economic Outcomes
Economic investment: An index comprised of the following seven variables:
1.13. Agricultural input expenditures: Household spending on the purchase or rental of inputs in the last short and long rains season. Inputs include fertilizer, seeds / seedlings, insecticide, fungicide, bags / storage solutions, farm implements (e.g., ploughs, machetes, hoes), irrigation / pumping equipment, farm machinery and related fuel, and fees or interest for farm-related financial services. Farm-related labor and land expenditures are excluded. 
1.14. Livestock input expenditures: Household expenditure on all livestock inputs plus purchases of livestock in the last 12 months. For each type of livestock except chicken and other poultry, we ask how many animals the household purchased in the last 12 months and how much money, in KES, the household paid for all the animals. For chicken and other poultry, we ask for the price of the last animal purchased and multiply this by the number of animals purchased to obtain the total price paid. Inputs include animal feed, veterinary services, medicines and vaccines, equipment, transportation and construction of livestock enclosures. Labor and land expenditures are excluded.
1.15. Rental expenditure on land across economic activities: Total rent paid for plots that were rented in by the household. 
1.16. Labor expenditures in agricultural and non-agricultural enterprise: Total labor cost for hired labor. We measure days of labor hired in for agriculture in the most recent long rains season and for livestock and enterprise in the last 30 days, scaled to 12 months. We multiply this by wages, measured from the village price surveys. 
1.17. Non-agricultural enterprise expenditures: An aggregate of the following:
1.17.1. Enterprise expenditures: aggregate annual expenditures by any non-farming, non-livestock enterprises owned or operated by household members. Data is collected with a recall period of 30 days and scaled using data on months of operation. Expenditures excludes durable goods/assets but includes maintenance (of land, building, equipment or other fixed assets of the business), buying stocks and inventory, paying wages, fuel and rent costs. 
1.17.2. Spending on community group economic activities: Total contribution by the household to all group assets, initiatives or any other economic activities over the last 3 months, scaled to 12 months. This excludes the ROSCA or savings pot. 
1.18. Spending on household members’ migration:* Aggregate of the total cost of trips made by any household member for work in the last 30 days which required spending more than 2 nights away from home and any money or value of in kind support provided by the household while the household member was away, scaled to 12 months. 
1.19. Remittances given:* The sum of (a) the total value of any money, food or goods of value less than KES 4,000 given to any person outside the household in the last 30 days and (b) the total value of any money, food or goods of value over KES 4,000 given to any person outside the household since the intervention. Both scaled to 12 months. 
Revenue: A index comprised of the following six variables: 
1.20. Revenue from agriculture: Total value of household agricultural production in the last two seasons, consisting of two components: 
1.20.1. Value of all household crop production in the last two seasons, including production kept and consumed in-kind. Respondents were asked about total units of production for each crop grown in each of the two rainy seasons separately. To value the units produced, the calculation uses the following hierarchy of valuation approaches, relying on the next best approach whenever the required data for the preferred approach is not available for a given crop: (a) the respondent’s direct assessment of crop value; (b) the unit price from sales by the same household of the same crop-unit; (c) the crop-unit price obtained from the market price survey; (d) the sub-location median of other households’ direct assessments of the value of the same crop-unit; (e) the sub-location median of other households’ direct assessments of the same crop, converted using a universal unit conversion ratio; (f) the sub-location median of other households’ sales prices of the same crop-unit; (g) the sub-location median of other households’ sales prices of the same crop, converted using the universal unit conversion ratio. 
1.20.2. Income from renting out land: Rent received from renting out land or any buildings on it in the last 12 months. 
1.21. Revenue from livestock rearing and produce: Consists of two components: 
1.21.1. Value of livestock sales in the last 12 months: For each type of livestock except chicken and other poultry, we ask how many animals the household sold in the last 12 months and how much money they received for all of them. For poultry, we ask for the sale price of the last animal sold and multiply this by the number of animals sold.
1.21.2. Value of livestock produce produced in the last 12 months: The total value of livestock production includes livestock produce that is kept and consumed in-kind, and consists of: beef (cattle meat), sheep/goat meat, poultry meat, other meat, milk, blood, honey, eggs, wool, hides, skin and manure. We ask about the quantity produced in the last 30 days, and the price per unit of the livestock goods produced, then estimate the value of production in the last 30 days, and multiply this by 12. We estimate the value of livestock production in two ways, depending on household responses: For livestock products that are sold by the household, we estimate the value by multiplying the quantity sold by the most common price per unit of these sales, as reported by the household. For livestock products that are not sold by the household, we multiply the reported quantity with the most common price the household estimates it would receive if it sold its products. We expect to collect price data from one of these sources for the vast majority of households, but in the absence of this data, we will impute the valuation of production using local prices, using a similar hierarchy to crop production. 
1.22. Revenue from non-agricultural enterprise: An aggregate, scaled to the last 12 months, of the following: 
1.22.1. Enterprise sales: Total sales including value of in-kind income from any nonfarming, non-livestock enterprises owned or operated by household members in the last 30 days the business was in operation, scaled to 12 months using data on months of operation.
1.22.2. Income from renting out assets: Earnings received from renting out any assets in the last 12 months, including the value of in-kind payments. 
1.22.3. Revenue from community group business activities:* Total earnings received by any household member from any community group business activity, such as renting out of group assets. Group assets include items such as plastic chairs and marquees which could be hired out for events. 
1.23. Total household labor earnings: Aggregate of the following: 
1.23.1. Household earnings - casual work: Total monetary value of earnings in cash and in-kind for all household members aged 16 or above from farming another household’s land, tending animals owned by other households and in any other casual work in the last 4 weeks, scaled to 12 months. 
1.23.2. Household earnings - salaried employment:* Total monetary value of earnings in cash and in-kind for all household members aged 16 or above from salaried employment working for someone outside the household in the last 4 weeks, scaled to 12 months. 
1.24. Remittances received from household members who are migrants:* Total monetary value of cash and in-kind transfers received in the last 30 days from household members while they were away for work, scaled to 12 months. 
1.25. Remittances and transfers received from outside the household: The sum of the following three sub-components, all scaled to the last 12 months: (a) the total value of any money, food or goods of value less than KES 4,000 received from any person outside the household in the last 30 days; (b) the total value of any money, food or goods of value over KES 4,000 received from any person outside the household since the intervention; (c) the total value of any pension, insurance, scholarship, government grant or lottery received by the household in the last 30 days. 
Consumption. Per-adult equivalent value of household food consumption, expenditure on non-durable and durable household goods and transport and social expenditures and per-child schooling expenditure, all scaled to 30 days. Excludes housing. Made up of five variables:
1.26. Food consumption: Per-adult equivalent value of household consumption of 18 core food items (scaled by imputed factor to account for consumption of non-core items) and outside-household food consumption (7 day recall, scaled to 30 days) 
1.27. Non-food non-durable consumption: Per-adult equivalent value of household consumption of 9 core non-food non-durable items including household goods, fuel, hairdressing and transport fares, scaled by imputed factor to account for consumption of non-core items (30 day recall) 
1.28. Expenditure on durable goods: Per-adult equivalent value of household expenditure on durable items and the maintenance of durable items (12 month recall, scaled to 30 days) 
1.29. Social expenditure: Per-adult equivalent value of household expenditure on charitable donations, worship contributions, social and entertainment expenditures, weddings and bride price. Regular worship contributions are 30 days recall, wedding expenditures including bride price are since-intervention recall and the other items are all 12 months recall. All are scaled to 30 days.
1.30. Education expenditure: Per-child expenditure on education (including school and activity fees, other school related supplies and uniform cost) in the January to December 2017 school year and since the start of the 2018 school year for all children, divided by the number of months between the start of the 2017 school year and the endline. 
Assets. Total value of non-land household assets. Comprised of the following: 
1.31. Physical assets: Values of physical assets are based on the survey respondent’s estimate of the value of their household’s total holdings of each asset of different types. Respondents were asked what their total holdings of each type of asset would be worth if they were to sell them today in their current condition, and we take the summation of these values. We have objective measures of the quantity of seven assets that were relatively easy for the enumerator to verify. We will use these objective measures to check the robustness of our estimates, by comparing the treatment effects estimated using self-reported quantities for these seven assets with those using quantities observed by the enumerator.
1.32. Value of stocks of dried maize owned by the household:* Total value of stocks of dried maize currently owned by the household, valued using unit prices of dried maize obtained from the village price survey. 
1.33. Total value of livestock currently owned by the household: Households are asked to estimate how much money they would get if they sold all of their mature and immature livestock of different types today. We ask about each livestock type (and mature and immature livestock) individually, and then sum these variables.
1.34. Savings: Includes savings for all current household members held at home, with friends and neighbors, with shopkeepers, with microcredit groups, in mobile money accounts, and in bank accounts. Includes total value of all household ROSCA shares but excludes loans given.
1.35. Net financial liabilities: Loans taken minus loans given by the household, in KES. Loans taken includes those taken from banks, microcredit organizations, other forms of nonprofit or savings groups, employers, merchants, family and friends. Loans made includes all loans the household made to others. Total projected interest is included in the loan value. Includes loans in the form of food; excludes loans with face value under 50 KES.
1.36. Household’s share of assets held in a group: This is the total value of any shares household members have in non-financial group assets (e.g. chairs or tents owned by a group to rent). This does not include shares in ROSCAs or merry-go-rounds. 
Differences From Trial 996
The operationalization of outcomes, aggregates, and sub-components is equivalent to that expected to be used in trial 996, with the following exceptions: 
· Unlike in trial 996, index construction will follow the methodology used in Kling, Liebman, & Katz (2007).
· Unlike in trial 996, a modernization index is created.
· Unlike in trial 996, rental expenditure on land across economic activities excludes the opportunity cost of owned land. 
Data cleaning procedures will be consistent with those used in trial 996.
The tracking of migrated respondents is still ongoing in trial 996. For the purpose of the study presented here, the initial analysis will exclude otherwise eligible endline responses that had not been collected by 15 January 2019, coding these to “not found”. 
Empirical Strategy
The following model will be estimated:

Here is the outcome of interest for individual  in village ;  is a village fixed effect;  is the randomized assignment, coded to 0 (to 1) among participants who are assigned to receive the cognitive test and the psychological intervention before (after) the first lump sum; coefficient  estimates the impact of intended assignment to the 'after' condition;  is a vector of socioeconomic covariates comprised of the respondent's age, the corresponding household’s per capita housing space, and secondary educational attainment (a binary variable); and  is an idiosyncratic error term. The term  is the baseline value of ; it is only available for a subset of aforementioned outcome measures. The analysis of outcomes that are marked with * will not include a baseline covariate. 
Robustness checks
In addition to the above, we will estimate a specification without socioeconomic covariates, and one substituting 𝑋𝑖𝑗 for a vector of three socioeconomic covariates selected using the least angle regression algorithm by Efron et al. (2004). We will also estimate a specification replacing village fixed effects with stratum fixed effects. We will test the sharp null hypothesis using randomization inference (random number seed 98765; 10,000 simulations).
Multiple Inference Adjustments
Separate tables will show treatment effects on the sub-components of each of the eight outcome families, which are: 
1. Cognitive Performance
1. Recall 
1. Psychological Agency 
1. Behavioral / Activity Measures
1. Economic Investment
1. Revenue
1. Consumption
1. Assets
Each table will individually control for the false discovery rate, following Anderson (2008) and Benjamini & Hochberg (1995). In addition, a summary table showing the impacts on the eight outcome families described above will control for the false discovery rate among the aggregates. 
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Impact of Psychological Intervention (Counterfactual: No Psychological Intervention)

Internal Control Index Monthly Cash Outflow Weekly Cash Inflow
Specification (€] ?) (€] ?) (€] ?)
Coefficient 0.036 * 0.049 *** -162.1 -413 23.33 ** 771
Standard Error 0.019) 0.016) (106.0) (86.8) (10.62) 9.47)
Observations 271 326 263 329 268 329

Impact of Psychological Intervention After Loan Disbursement (Conterfactual: Before)

Internal Control Index Monthly Cash Outflow Weekly Cash Inflow
Specification (€] ?) (€] ?) (€] ?)
Coefficient 0.007 0.031 ** 24.0 80.4 -2.92 18.07 *
Standard Error 0.019) (0.015) (74.7) (56.7) (12.41) 9.33)

Observations 213 248 210 249 208 249




