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Abstract

We derive a formal, decision-based method for comparing the performance of
counterfactual treatment regime predictions using the results from randomized
experiments. Our approach allows us to quantify and assess the statistical
significance of differential performance for optimal treatment regimes estimated
from structural models, extrapolated treatment effects, expert opinion, and
other methods. We apply our method to evaluate optimal treatment regimes
for conditional cash transfer programs across countries where predictions are
generated using data from experimental evaluations in other countries and pre-
program data in the country of interest.
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1 Introduction

Social scientists often provide recommendations about the implementation of policies,
which determine whether and in what manner a given treatment should be applied
in some target context. Crucial to this task is generating counterfactual predictions
to inform such recommendations. The methods to which social scientists turn for
this purpose are varied. They include quantitative extrapolations from existing ran-
domized evaluations or observational studies, predictions based on structural models
that interpret behavioral patterns in the target context, and more subjective expert
opinions, among others.

Our goal in this paper is to offer a formal framework for evaluating the relative
success of methods for generating policy recommendations. We evaluate the success
of ex ante policy recommendations that can draw on pre-existing experiments and
descriptive data to recommend a treatment assignment in a target context. Then, we
conduct an ex post evaluation of the recommendation, based on information from ex-
periments in the target context. We are thus able to quantify and assess the statistical
significance, ex post, of the differential performance of various methods for generating
ex ante recommendations. These ex post assessments can inform choices over methods
to produce ex ante recommendations for new contexts where experimental data are
not yet available.

Our framework is decision-based, considering optimal choices for a social plan-
ner seeking to maximize a welfare objective subject. We consider a linear social
welfare function, although the framework could take into consideration preferences
over inequality, uncertainty, status quo bias, or other modifications. The planner is
thought to face constraints that limit the set of policy options. Multiple methods may
yield identical results for basic types of recommendations — e.g., they may agree on

whether the treatment is harmful or helpful on average, in which case they would



make the same recommendation regarding the alternatives of “treat everyone” versus
“treat no one.”

But when it comes to estimating optimal policies, methods may differ in their rec-
ommendations. Such differences in recommendations would be due to different meth-
ods’ predictions about how different types of people respond to treatment (Manski,
2004; |Dehejiay, 2005 [Hirano and Porter) 2009; Imai and Strauss, 2011; Kitagawa and
Tetenov 2017, |Athey and Wager, 2017) . The wider the range of admissible policy
options, the wider is the scope for methods to differ in their recommendations and
thus in their relative performance. Another way to put this is that the more refined
the policy decision at stake, the more we need to ask of the methods, and thus the
more refined will be our judgment about the performance of different methods.

What we refer to as a “method” is an approach for determining which of these
policy options should be implemented. These include reduced form methods that rely
on conditional unconfoundedness to extrapolate conditional treatment effects using
existing experimental or observational evaluations from other contexts, as in [Hotz
et al| (2005) and |Dehejia et al.| (2017). Another class of methods includes meta-
analytical methods that model heterogeneity across contexts, as in |Dehejial (2003)),
Meager| (2016)), and |Vivalt| (2016). A third class of methods includes structural mod-
els. These include models that interpret behavioral patterns among untreated obser-
vations within the target context so as to generate counterfactual predictions about
outcomes under treatment, as in [Todd and Wolpin (2006 and Todd and Wolpin
(2008). They also include approaches that estimate of some structural model param-
eters using untreated units in the target context and others from available experimen-
tal evidence, as in |Attanasio et al. (2012). Hybrids of reduced form and structural

methods are also available, as in |Gechter (2016).[1-] Finally, a fifth class of methods

1Our framework as currently developed does not allow for interval predictions for treatment
effects, like those generated by |Gechter| (2016) and |[Andrews and Oster| (2017) but integrating them



includes the solicitation of subjective opinions of experts, as discussed in Banerjee
et al.| (2016) and applied in DellaVigna and Pope, (2017)).

In our application, we allow methods to draw on existing experimental data from
other contexts as well as data on covariates and untreated outcomes in the target
context. The resulting recommendations are thus “ex ante” insofar as they are made
under uncertainty about the distribution of potential outcomes under treatment. An
assessment is then done ez post, using data from experiments that reveal the distri-
bution of potential outcomes under treatment. Our analysis allows us to determine,
ex post, whether the policy recommendation from one or another method performed
significantly better in terms of promoting welfare.

We use our framework to evaluate conditional cash transfer policies for increasing
children’s school enrollment, a policy subject to widespread consideration around the
world (Parker and Vogl, 2018). We begin with an illustrative example of making
a policy recommendation for a conditional cash transfer program in Morocco. FEz
ante, the methods can draw upon data from a conditional cash transfer experiment
in Mexico—specifically, the PROGRESA randomized evaluation—as well as covari-
ates and untreated outcome data in Morocco. We consider four methods: (1) simple
reduced form extrapolation of conditional treatment effects by age-sex strata from
Mexico to Morocco, (2) more sophisticated conditional average treatment effect ex-
trapolation using Athey et al.| (2019)’s Generalized Random Forest (GRF) algorithm,
(3) a static, semi-parametric structural (SPS) model based on Todd and Wolpin
(2008), (4) a dynamic, parametric structural model based on Attanasio et al. (2012)
(AMS). We then assess, ex post, the performance of the two methods using the results
of the randomized evaluation conducted by |Benhassine et al.| (2015).

The results show that methods (1) and (4) perform best in this particular case

through the theory of treatment choice under ambiguity reviewed in [Manski| (2011) presents no
particular problem.



despite making fairly different policy recommendations. The GRF appears to suffer
from “contextual overfitting” in the sense that the extra heterogeneity it detects is
more idiosyncratic to PROGRESA than the basic heterogeneity captured by a sim-
ple stratification exercise. SPS’s non-parametric component is perhaps too flexible,
leading to a more standard overfitting problem despite some regularization. These
results are preliminary, based on one reference-target pair out of 7 different CCT
contexts we have harmonized data from. Our full set of findings are intended to
speak to the question of whether policy recommendations should rely on internally
valid evidence generated outside the target context, or whether one should rely on
potentially confounded evidence from within the target context, as in [Pritchett and
Sandefur| (2013).

Our methodological contribution is a formal framework for evaluating policy rec-
ommendations based on counterfactual predictions from competing methods. Our
aim is to provide tools that are more general in speaking to policy recommendations
than the relatively informal and case-specific model validation exercises that regularly
appear in the applied microeconomics literature; see, for example, [Todd and Wolpin
(2006)), [Keane and Wolpin| (2007), |Duflo et al.| (2012)), and Wolpin| (2013), who each
use predictions into holdout samples to evaluate the fit of structural models. Our
framework for evaluating policy recommendation methods builds on |[Pesaran and Sk-
ouras| (2002)) and Granger and Machina/ (2006))’s notion of using information on the
intended use of predictions as a basis for judging methods, foundational work on fore-
cast evaluation theory by Diebold and Mariano| (1995), White (2000), and Hansen
et al.| (2011)), as well as work on prediction-based model comparisons by [Keane and
Wolpin! (2007)), Wolpin| (2007, [Wolpin (2013), Schortheide and Wolpin| (2012)), and
Schorfheide and Wolpin| (2016). We see our work as complementary to research by

DellaVigna and Pope| (2017) on evaluating the quality of experts’ ex ante forecasts



by using experimental data ez post. Manski| (1996| 2004)), Dehejial (2005), Hirano and|

Porter]| (2009)), |Tetenov| (2012), Kitagawa and Tetenov| (2017)), and |Athey and Wager|

address the issue of deriving optimal treatment regimes in decision-theoretic
terms in sample; we extend these ideas to the evaluation of methods out of sample
as well.

Evaluating methods through the lens of a decision problem is in line with
, and presents an attractive alternative to model comparison based on Kullback-
Leibler divergence (as in 1989)). Selection based on Kullback-Leibler superi-

ority may be inadequate for a particular decision problem (Marschak and Miyasawa,

1968) . Finally, our application to the conditional cash transfer programs draws on

the synthesis discussions in Banerjee et al. (2017)) and |Garcia and Saavedral (2017) as

well as the specific data and analyses conducted by De Janvry and Sadoulet| (2006)),

'Todd and Wolpin| (2006), and |Attanasio et al.| (2012) for Mexico and |Benhassine et al.|
(2015)) for Morocco.

2 Setting

Let M define a set of methods under consideration. A method m € M produces
predictions for a set of real-valued treatment conditions, 7, finite. Suppose that the
status quo treatment condition is given by ¢t = 0 € T for all m € M. Considering
our application below, we can imagine that m could be a reduced form extrapolation
method for predicting responses to different subsidy schedules, which are elements in
the set T, including the no subsidy condition, ¢t = 0.

We consider a social planner interested in using data from a set of reference con-
texts to devise welfare-maximizing policies in a set of target contexts. Suppose con-
texts are indexed by ¢ € {1,...,C}. Let D. be an indicator variable dividing the

contexts into target and reference contexts, such that D. = 1 when ¢ is a target



context and D, = 0 when c is a reference context. The planner wants to assess the
methods in M according to their ability to assign individuals to treatments from
within 7 in a way that maximizes the planner’s social welfare function in the target
contexts, subject to potential constraints on feasible treatments.

A set of treatment conditions, 7. C 7T, is active in each context ¢, although
methods may be able to use data from a set 7. to generate counterfactual predictions
for treatments that are outside this set. For example, structural methods can generate
counterfactual predictions for treatment effects with treatments that have never been
implemented. For the target contexts, we suppose that ex ante, 7. = {0}, meaning
only data on the status quo conditions are available. In the reference contexts, ez
ante, T, may contain treatments other than just the status quo. Thus, in the target
contexts, only the £ = 0 treatment is active prior to the implementation of policy,
and the social planner is seeking a recommendation on how to introduce treatments
from a feasible set of options so as to maximize welfare. The recommendations are
based on methods that make counterfactual predictions for the target contexts. We
observe an J-vector of context level characteristics, V., which contains the indicator,
D,, as well as J — 1 other attributes, such that Supp (V) =V C R’.

Within a given context c, let ¢ index individuals. Each context is governed by
a probability distribution, P., on the following: an individual-level treatment vari-
able, Tj., where Supp(T;.) = T.; a K-vector of individual-level covariates, Wj,
with Supp (W;.) = W. C RE; and an individual-level potential outcome function,
Yie : T. — R, that maps treatments to outcomes. These outcomes measure individ-
ual wellbeing from the planner’s perspective. We suppose the following conditions on

the outcome data:
CO. |E [Yiic]| <ocand 0 < V. [Yy] < oo forallt € 7. and c € {1,...,C}.

Let Y; = Yr_ .. be the observed outcome for unit ¢ in context c. The observed
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data consist of the context level characteristics and individual-level data, O,. =
(Ve Wie, Tie, Yie), for random samples of individuals ¢ € {1,...,n.} across contexts
c={1,..,C}

For simplicity, we focus on the case where we can take individual-level treatments
to be binary, in which case 7 = {0, 1}, where ¢t = 0 is a status quo control condition
and ¢t = 1 a treated condition. Then, individuals’ potential outcomes are (Y, Yoic)
and observed outcomes are given by Y. = T;.Yie, +(1 — Tj)Yoie. For a context
c € {1,..,C}, consider the following conditions on the data generating process defining

P,
C1. conditional random assignment, (Y3, Yoic) L Tie|Wie = w for all w € W,;

C2. overlap, where probabilities of assignment, p.(w) := Pr[T;. = 1|W;. = w], are

interior such that 0 < by < p.(w) < by < 1 for all w € W,, and

C3. stable unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA; Rubin, |1980)), such that for

Ti. =t, Y;e = Yy with probability 1.

When conditions C1-C3 hold, the conditional (on covariates) potential outcome dis-
tributions for both the treatment and control groups in the reference contexts are
identified.

In our setting, we suppose that, exr ante, we are working with a random sam-
ple for which conditions C1-C3 hold in the reference contexts (for which D;. = 0).
However, in the the target contexts (for which D, = 1), we suppose that, ez ante,
we have a random sample only for units with 7;. = 0, while the covariate distribu-
tions are also identified. As such, ex ante, the distributions P.[(Ype, Wic)|Ve, D. = 0],
P.[(Yiie; Wie)|Ve, D = 0], and P.[(Y0;.(0), Wi.)|Ve, D. = 1] are identified. The meth-
ods make use of these distributions to derive policy recommendations. Once the

recommendations are submitted, we then suppose that the conditions C1-C3 obtain



in the target contexts, in which case the P.[(Y1e, Wic)|Ve, D. = 1] distributions are
revealed. This allows the planner to judge, ex post, the quality of the methods in
terms of how their recommendations fair with respect to welfare.

Conditions C1-C3 include situations where we have a set of randomized experi-
ments that we can feed into a set of methods to produce ex ante recommendations
for a new target context. These conditions also admit observational studies in which
conditional independence and overlap of treatment assignment holds over the covari-
ate space, W,, although for the time being we focus on randomized experiments.
Our specification of the potential outcomes, combined with assumption C3, rules out
“Interference” (Coxl 1958, p. 19), including general equilibrium effects. We consider
this a starting point for our analysis. Generalizations could consider situations where
interference is present, and derive criteria for judging methods by working with causal
quantities that are identified under interference (Hudgens and Halloran, |2008; |Aronow

and Samii, 2017)).

3 Planner’s Objective and Fx Ante Recommenda-
tions

We can define the planner’s objective in context ¢ in general terms as
max U (P.(m))

where 7 : V x W, — {0,1} is a treatment assignment rule that takes context ¢’s
contextual attributes and an individual’s covariate values and maps them to a treat-
ment assignment. Then, P.(7) is the joint potential outcome-covariate distribution

induced by 7. The restriction to {0, 1} for each individual in the target context fol-



lows from our focus on binary treatments. If a richer set of treatment values T were
under consideration, the rule m could assign distribution functions over this 7 on
the basis of covariate values. Sometimes the set of conditional treatment assignments
that maximizes this objective ex ante is non-unique—i.e., there are ties. For example,
multiple units may share the same covariate value. The treatment assignment that
maximizes the objective may assign some fraction of such units to treatment. Then,
all permutations of assignments would yield the same ex ante value for the objec-
tive. We assume that m encodes a tie-breaker rule that is unconditionally statistically

independent and equalizes probability of treatment for such tied units.

Current approaches to this problem (as in Manski, 2004, and Tetenov, 2012) con-
sider social welfare that is linear in expected treatment and control outcomes, what
Hirano and Porter| (2019) refer to as utilitarian welfare. We adopt the same approach.ﬂ
We also incorporate treatment opportunity costs by adding a cost-effectiveness term
to the planner’s objective. This increases the planner’s sensitivity to over- and under-
estimation of the treatment effects in generating treatment rules. We suppose that
we are operating in context ¢, and therefore suppress the associated indexing except

when necessary for clarification. Thus, we define

UP(r)) =
E {W(Wi)E [Yl — Yoi — C(WKY” W,-] + (1 —7(W;))E [C(Wﬁm — (Y15 — Yos) Wi] }
=2FE {W(Wi)E [Yu — Yoi — C(W:Yh) Wi:| } -E [Yu — Yo — C(W:Yh)} ;

where xk > 0 is the level of cost effectiveness at which the planner is indifferent be-
tween allocating funds to treat an individual and using the funds for some alternative

purpose (Garber and Phelps, 1997; |Dhaliwal et al., [2011), and C(w,y) > 0 is the

2For the current analysis, we put to the side considerations related to the planner’s sensitivity to
inequality or uncertainty (Dehejia;, |2008]), as well as asymmetry in the planner’s preferences toward
different treatments, such as status quo bias (Tetenov} 2012).
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marginal cost function for treating an individual with covariate value w and treated
outcome y. Choice of a treatment assignment with this specification will be equiva-
lent to operating under a budget constraint that must be satisfied in expectation ex
ante (cf. Bhattacharya and Dupas, 2012, versus ez post, as in [Kitagawa and Tetenov,
2017), where the marginal value of relaxing the budget constraint is 1/x.

The prediction method m translates the planner’s objective into an ex ante rec-
ommendation for a treatment assignment rule, 7,,. Method m does not have access

to P and rather must rely on some approximation, ]IADm As such, method m solves,
Tm = arg maxlxl(@m(ﬁ)),

where ]IADm(ﬂ) can be informed by samples from the reference contexts and status quo

data from the target. Under our specification of the welfare function, we have

w)

In practice, we will use a “plug-in” rule where Em[] is generated from model m

Tm = a'rgmaxjim {W(VVz)ﬁm |:Yiz — Yo —
™ K

estimated on the reference data and status quo data from the target (Hirano and
Porter, 2019)). The problem that method m solves generates a decision rule analogous
to |[Manski| (2004)’s conditional empirical success rule:

Tm(w) =1 {Em {Yu — Yo —
K

u] =0},

In our application to conditional cash transfer programs, the cost function takes a

form that allows for further simplifications. Those details are presented below.
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4 FEz Post Inference
The welfare contrast for two methods, [ and m, is given by

Au = {(MW» — mn(W)E | Vi = Yo — ——

W]}

where 24\, would correspond to the difference in utilities as per our specification of
U(P(m)) above. In constructing this ex post contrast, we condition on any data used
to generate the Ps. The welfare constrast A, is non-zero for values of w for which
the methods disagree on treatment assignment (i.e., w for which m(w) # 7, (w)). It
equals the marginalized value of the minimum-benefit-adjusted conditional average
treatment effects when m says to treat and [ says not to (or the reverse).

Ex post, we suppose that we obtain a random sample of experimental units in
the target context for which conditions C1-C3 hold. We assume that in this ez post
experiment, treatment assignment probabilities are given by p(W;), and that these
probabilities are known. The experimental data in our target context allow us to
estimate this welfare contrast. Given a random sample of size N in the target context,
we consider an estimator for the linear welfare contrast based on inverse-probability
of treatment weighting with normalized weights. This estimator is efficient among
consistent estimators that avoid modeling of either the potential outcome surfaces
or conditional treatment probabilities (Hirano et al., |2003; Lunceford and Davidian,

2004; Imbens and Wooldridge, 2009, 35). We define the estimator as

A Ziil p(jt;f/i) (m(W;) — w0 (W) <YZ. _ C(“ﬁ%))

Ilm

XL i (@) = ma (W) Vi

i=1 1—-p(W;)
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Inference for this estimator is based on the random sampling of (Y;, T;, W;) values

from P under conditions C0-C3:

Proposition 1. Under conditions CO-C3, as N — oo

where
12
L S e [V = (W) (v - €
vAiqm = ZN Ti
i=1 p(W;)
12
S i | (W) = mn(W))Y: — b
+ ZN 1-T; 9
i=1 1—p(W5)
and

T g (W) = ma (W) (; - SO
"= SN L
i=1 p(W;)

Y R (m(W) = (W) Y

i =1 1—p(W;)

" Sr L
i=1 1—p(W;)

All proofs are contained in the appendix. Conditional on W; = w, the recommen-
dations, 7, (w) and m;(w), are fixed. Our uncertainty about the welfare contrast is due
to sampling and treatment assignment variation in the experimental data gathered
in the target context that we use for the ez post assessment [

The ex post situation that we consider is simple in that all randomization and

sampling occurs at the unit level and there is no causal interference in the outcome

3Treating the treatment assignment rules as fixed means that we can have expert opinion among
the methods considered in M. makes this point in reviewing Diebold and Mariano|
and the literature following it, drawing a distinction between Diebold and Mariano| (1995)
and , which additionally considers uncertainty arising from the samples on which models
are fitted to generate predictions.
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data generating process. Certainly the analysis could be extended to consider cluster
randomization or cluster sampling, covariate adjustment, and targeting quantities
that are identified under interference. For the present analysis, we stick with this
relatively simple case.

Proposition [1] is sufficient to perform inference for any pair of methods. Hansen
et al.| (2011) provide a sequential multiple testing algorithm for establishing a “model
confidence set” (MCS) of level 1 — «, which allows one to distinguish a set of best

performing algorithms with an asymptotic error rate of a.

5 Empirical Application

For an empirical illustration, we use data from Mexico and Morocco on the effects of
conditional cash transfers (CCTs) on primary school enrollment. We consider a policy
scenario where a planner in Morocco is seeking recommendations for implementing a
conditional cash transfer (CCT) program. The planner’s objective is defined as above,
accounting for opportunity costs. We use data from randomized evaluations of the
PROGRESA program in Mexico (Schultz, [2004; Behrman et al., [2005; De Janvry and
Sadoulet} |2006; Todd and Wolpin) 2006; |Attanasio et al) 2012) and the TAYSSIR
program in Morocco (Benhassine et al., 2015). To construct the ex ante evaluations,
we are limited to using the full data from Mexico and then the covariate and control
group outcome data from Morocco. The ex post assessment is done using the full

experimental data from Morocco.

5.1 General Setup

The outcome, Yj., is the school enrollment of child 7. The covariate set, W,, is defined

as the intersection pre-treatment characteristics on the PROGRESA and Moroccan

14



questionnaires. The cost-effectiveness benchmark, x, is based on gains from school
enrollment. Montenegro and Patrinos| (2014)) report a 10% Mincerﬁ earnings premium
for each additional year of schooling in Morocco. The average market earner in the
Benhassine et al. (2015) sample gets $1578.20 per year. At a 5% discount rate, the
net present value of an additional year spent in school is approximately $1,000H The
treatment cost function, C(W;, Yy;), is based on the value of the conditional transfer.

In Morocco, for 6-7 year olds, this amounts to the following:

0.1 years of ed. 1 USD B ~ C(w, Yy)
100050 < g MaAp < N1 = 009 = ===

60 MAD per month x 12 x

Correspondingly, for 8-9 year olds the transfer value is 80 MAD per month, which

C(w,Yq;

means 0.12Yy; = == ), and for 10+ year olds, the transfer is 100 MAD per month,

and so 0.15Y}; = @ If we define these age specific multipliers as g(Age;), then

the objective for model m reduces to,
Tm = maxE,, {W(Wz)Em [(1—g(Age;))Y1; — YE)Z-|WZ-]} :
generating the decision rule

) = 1{ . | (1 Age)) i~ Yo

u] 2o},

This implies evaluating the signs of estimated conditional treatment effects on the

adjusted outcome,

Y = Ty(1 — g(Age;)Yie + (1 = Tie) Yie.

4controlling only for potential experience and its square.
5Over 40 years of work.
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We allow each method all observations and variables from PROGRESA (D, = 0),
and observations from TAYSSIR with D, = 1,T;. = 0,U;. < 0.5 where we assign
Ui ~ UJ0,1] independently from all other variables once (i.e., a random 50% split
of the TAYSSIR control group). The methods use these data to compute 7, (w) as

defined above and then for methods [ and m, we compute ﬁlm as

A iD=t Ty oty (m(Wi) — 7 (W) (1 — g(Age:))Y;

Z{i:Dc:l,Ticzl} pe(W5)
1-T;
_ Z{ichil,Tic:07Uic>0'5} 1£Pc(wzvi) (ﬂ—l(VVZ) B ﬂ-m(VVZ)) }/Z

Z (1-T3)
{i:De=1,T;c=0,U;c>0.5} T—p, (W)

)

where for the TAYSSIR experiment, p.(w) is known = p.. The estimate for the

variance is constructed analogously.

Methods We consider methods that are already available from the current liter-
ature and that are straightforward to implement. We highlight assumptions on the
joint distribution of random variables for each method. However, we are not con-
cerned with testing these assumptions directly, as in |Allcott| (2015a), Dehejia et al.
(2017). Instead, we list them as part of the specification of each method. We are
interested in assessing the relative empirical performance of the methods, all of which
we view as likely misspecified (Wolpin, |2007)).

The first two methods rely on reduced-form extrapolation of conditional treatment
effects, as per, e.g., Hotz et al| (2005) and [Dehejia et al. (2016]). The reduced form
approaches we use include a “low-tech” version that simply takes the age-sex-specific
treatment effects from PROGRESA and extrapolates them using the age-sex distri-
bution in the TAYSSIR sample. We also use a “high-tech” approach that applies the
generalized random forest estimator for heterogeneous treatment effects, as proposed

by |Athey et al.| (2019).
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The next two methods include structural counterfactual predictions. This includes
a static semi-parametric structural model for PROGRESA based on|Todd and Wolpin
(2008) as well as a dynamic, parametric structural model for PROGRESA based on

Attanasio et al. (2012).

5.2 Method 1: Extrapolating Age-Sex Conditional Effects

The “low-tech” reduced form approach uses the adjusted outcomes (Yi‘;dj ) from the
PROGRESA data to estimate conditional treatment effects in age-sex strata for girls
and boys with ages ranging from 6 to 16. These conditional treatment effects are

then extrapolated to Morocco, which is justified given the following assumption.

Age-Sex 1. Unconfounded location (Hotz et al. (2005))) given age and sex.

E[(1— g(Age;))Y1, — Yoi|De, Age;, Sex;] = E[(1 — g(Age;)) Y1, — Yoi|Age;, Sex;].

Table [I] shows the raw treatment effects for the age-sex strata in PROGRESA.
Almost all of these are positive, so any treatment assignment based on them will be
very liberal. We see exactly this in the second column of Table [3| which compares
the effects of treatment assignments based on age-sex extrapolation to simply treat-
ing everyone, as a researcher might be inclined to recommend after seeing the large
effect of TAYSSIR on enrollment. Without adjusting for cost-effectiveness, age-sex
extrapolation recommends treating 97% of the Moroccan sample.

Table [2| lists the enrollment gains by age-sex strata, after adjusting for cost-
effectiveness. The cost-effectiveness threshold we’ve imposed in Morocco is quite
stringent: only a few subgroup effects remain positive. The first column of Table
shows the implications. Now the age-sex extrapolation only recommends treating 13%

of children in Morocco. This results in a statistically significant 3.5 percentage point
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decrease in enrollment gain (the third row and forth row), but a 6.5 percentage point
increase in cost-effectiveness-adjusted enrollment gain (the fifth and sixth row). The
increase comes from the fact that age-sex based-extrapolation avoids recommending
treatment for younger children whose enrollment is already almost universal. Univer-
sal untreated enrollment has to be paid for, which is expensive, and leaves little room

for enrollment gain so the cost is not worth it.

5.3 Method 2: Generalized Random Forest-Based Extrapo-

lation

The “high-tech” reduced form approach fits generalized random forest (GRF) models
to the adjusted outcomes in the PROGRESA data. At present we include as covari-
ates the child’s pre-treatment enrollment status, years of education, literacy status,
age, and sex, and then for the child’s household, the number of children, whether
the head is male, whether it is single-parent, whether the father is alive, whether
the mother is alive, whether the child lives with the father, or whether the child lives
with the mother. In cases of item-level missing data, we impute a zero for the missing
value and then accompany the variable with a separate indicator variable for whether
the value is missing. Defining W; the vector of variables described above, GRF-based

extrapolation is justified under the following assumption.

GRF1. Unconfounded location given W;.

E[(1— g(Age:))Yii — Yoi| De, Wi = E [(1 — g(Age:))Yi; — Yoi | Wi].

Using these variables, we fit a generalized random forest (GRF) using the algo-
rithm written by |Athey et al.| (2019). We set the number of trees to 2000 with a

minimal leaf size of 2 units. We use 50% splits of the data to build trees on one ran-
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dom split of the data and then select the error-minimizing tree pruning by evaluating
predictions with different candidate pruning levels on the data from the other split.
These settings do not depart very much from the defaults set by Athey et al. (2019).

There are two approaches to using GRF's to characterize effect heterogeneity. The
first is to fit GRF's to the treated and control outcomes separately, and then combine
those fits to construct estimates of unit-level treatment effects. This approach targets
loss on the level of treated and control outcomes, and then indirectly targets effect
heterogeneity. The second is to fit a GRF with a loss function that is specifically
targeted to effect heterogeneity. In simulations and various empirical tests on the
PROGRESA sample, we found that the first approach was substantially better for
our application. This was surprising, but the reason seemed to be that the approach
targeting effect heterogeneity directly tended to regularize too heavily, and therefore
did not discriminate strongly enough between classes of units with large or small (or
even negative) effects. As such, our analysis applies the method that models the
treated and control outcomes separately.

Tables 4] and [5| show variable importance summaries provided by [Athey et al.
(2019) for random forests fitted to enrollment without and with cost-effectiveness ad-
justment, respectively. The summaries essentially count instances where a variable
is used in a split, where instances at the top end of the tree get higher weight than
at the lower end. Age, baseline enrollment, and number of years of education com-
pleted emerge as most important but several other variables matter as well, including
parental education and presence.

Tables [6] and [7] display treatment effects on enrollment, aggregated by age-sex
strata to allow for comparisons to the “low-tech” reduced form approach. The GRF
detects a great deal of treatment effect heterogeneity within strata, with positive and

negative effects for all strata. Table[10|show the share in each stratum recommended
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for treatment, which increases quickly with age.

Tables [§ and [0 gives treatment effect predictions within strata, after adjusting the
treated outcome for cost-effectiveness. The average treatment effect is predicted to
be negative in most strata, with the exception of those including children aged 13
and up. Table [11] shows the treatment recommendations. Despite negative average
effects within strata, the treatment rates are still quite high.

Table [12] evaluates GRF’s treatment recommendations relative to simple age-sex-
based extrapolation from PROGRESA. The results are perhaps surprising. GRF
treats more individuals, resulting in 1 percentage point more enrollment gain. But the
cost outstrips the gain and the adjusted enrollment gain is negative and statistically
significant.

We believe this disappointing performance of GRF versus a much simpler method
is due to a kind of “contextual overfitting”. While the GRF’s regularization guards
against within-context overfitting, the dimensions of heterogeneity generating a large
share of positive treatment effects even after adjusting for cost-effectiveness may rep-
resent quirks of PROGRESA’s implementation in Mexico. It remains to be seen
whether this problem persists when we add reference contexts and context character-

istics to our exercise.

5.4 Method 3: Semi-Parametric Structural Approach
5.4.1 |[Todd and Wolpin| (2008))’s Non-Parametric Structural Model

The third method takes as a starting point the non-parametric structural (NPS)
model of school attendance proposed in [Todd and Wolpin| (2008)). For parsimony in
the non-parametric step of our own approach (described in the next section) we use
the simplest version of the NPS model, which considers the enrollment decision for

each child independently. In this version of the model, households solve the following
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static utility maximization problem with utility depending on household consumption

¢, the child’s enrollment status y.

max Ul(c,y;w,
yG{O,}l{} ey 2

subject to c =n +e(1 —y). (1)

Abusing notation slightly, W; is here redefined as W; \ E;, N; where E; represents the
child’s wage offer, N; household income for child i excluding i’s own earnings. The
redefined W; and V, are observed shifters in preference for child schooling and ¢; is
an unobserved shifter.

Optimal school attendance is given by

Yo = d(n,e;w,€) = H{U(n, L;w,e) > U(n+e,0;w,€)}.

Now modify the budget constraint by introducing the treatment, a grant g paid only

when the child attends school:

c=n+e(l—y)+gy

=(n+g)+(e—g)1—y).

It is easy to see that y;, optimal school attendance with the grant program in place,
can be obtained by plugging a modified version of non-child income (n + g) and

modified child wage offer (e — g) into the same ¢(-) function as before:

Y1 :¢(n+g,e—g;w,€).

In addition to this structure, NPS imposes a key assumption on the distribution
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of random variables:
NPS1. Exogeneity of non-child income and child wage offers: ¢; 1. N;, E;|W,.

The NPS CATE for children with characteristics w, n, e is identified as

E[Yy|N; =n, E; = e, W; = w|=E [Yy;|N; = n, E; = e, W; = w]
=EYu|Ni=n+g E=e—g,W; =w|-E[Yy|N; =n, E; = e, W; = w]
=EY;|T;, =0,N;=n+g,Ei=e—g, W, =w|-E[Y;|T;, =0,N; =n, E; = e, W; = w|

(2)

Crucially, (2) is identified in the data provided to predictors for context c.

5.4.2 Our Implementation: the Semi-Parametric Structural (SPS) Ap-

proach

As in Todd and Wolpin| (2008), we do not observe wages for most children in our con-
texts. In addition, in some of our contexts non-child income is not directly observable
since households are smallholder farmers. We therefore make some modifications to
the NPS model.

Each child’s wage offer is given by exponentiating the conditional expectation of

her earnings given her age, gender, industry of Workﬁ7 and locality of residenceﬂ

SPS1. Conditional expectation wage offers:

E; = exp(E [log(E;)|Age;, Sex;, Industry;, Locality;])

= eg(Age;, Sex;, Industry;, Locality;).

6If observed, otherwise we set this to the most common industry for child workers.

1Todd and Wolpin| (2008)), in contrast set children’s wage offers to the village-level wage for an
agricultural worker but this variable is not available in many of our contexts, and in fact in only
half of the PROGRESA evaluation villages they consider.
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This is very close to how we handle wages in the dynamic parametric structural model
(DPS) described in except that in the DPS model agents optimize with respect
to (1) the sample mean function E [Ei|Agei, Sex;, Industry;, Locality;] rather than
(2) the population expectation function E [E;|Age;, Sex;, Industry;, Locality;] (use of
(1) in DPS exactly follows AMS). We handle non-child income in the same way: by
computing the sum of the expected earnings of all the members in i’s household,

excluding i.

SPS2. Conditional expectation non-child income:

Ni = Z exp(E [log(E;)|Age;, Sex;, Industry;, Locality;])

j€Household;,j7#i

= no(Household;).
Additionally, assume F; is missing at random, effectively following [Todd and
Wolpin| (2008).

With industry and locality indicators, the set of conditioning variables is high-
dimensional. We therefore estimate the conditional expectation function by LASSO,

which is justified under the following assumption.

SPS3. Approximately sparse linear representation of expected wages.

E [log(E;)|Age;, Sex;, Industry;, Locality;]

~ o + 7]1A9€z‘ + n2<Ag€2 - 21)+ + 773malei + Cindustry + )\prom'nce + glocality + v

where approximation is in the sense of Belloni et al.| (2012)). The notation (-)4
indicates the positive part of the expression in parentheses. Cingustry, Aprovinces

and &ocaity are fixed effects. Province is the top level subnational geographic
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unit (like a US state), which is defined for each context following IPUMS-
International. Locality is the smallest geographic level available in each dataset.
We do not subject the linear spline in age to the LASSO penalty because the
substantial positive gradient of wage in age for youths is a key driver of the
opportunity cost of enrollment. Similarly, we always include the industries

employing the majority of children in each contextﬁ

We select the LASSO penalty term by 5-fold least squares cross-validation. Finally,

we replace assumption NPS1 with

SPS4. E [g;leq(Age;, Sex;, Industry;, Locality;), no( Household;), Sex;] = 0 where ¢;

is defined in the conditional expectation equation

Y; = mo(eo(Age;, Sex;, Industry;, Locality;), no(Household;), Sex;) + ;. (3)

Our approach is the following. We estimate eq(Age;, Sex;, Industry;, Locality;)
in a first stage and use the resulting é in place of ey in ng. We then estimate my,
our analog of E [V;|T; = 0,N; = n, E; = e,W; = w| from equation (2)), with é and
n in place of ey and ng. é and n are generated regressors in the sense of Mammen
et al. (2012)) who show that the second stage estimate is consistent for mgy. Our
second stage implementation is by mixed datatype kernel regression with bandwidth
selected by cross-validation using the np package in R (Hayfield and Racine, (2008))).
We then use the second stage estimate to generate the predicted SPS CATE just as

in equation ([2)).

8We exclude education following AMS. In practice, and echoing AMS’s findings, education has
little effect on earnings in our rural contexts. Education is never selected by LASSO and its inclusion
has almost no impact on other variables coefficients or the selected penalty term.
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5.4.3 Results

Figures [1} 2| and [3] provide some intuition for how SPS works in practice. Figure
shows the bivariate density of child wage offers in the held out portion of the control
group on the y-axis and non-child income on the x-axis. Figure [2| shows how the
model predicts the effect of the TAYSSIR grant. Effective child wage offers decrease,
shifting the density down, and non-child income is increased slightly, moving density
slightly right.

The impact of this shift depends on the non-parametric regression of enrollment
as a function of child wage offer and non-child income in the portion of the control
group (non-holdout) available to predictors, which is depicted in Figure 3] The plot
shows that non-child income has little association with enrollment conditional on a
child’s wage offer. child wage offers do matter, however, particularly in the region
where probability mass is being moved.

Table 13| shows that the SPS approach tends to overstate the magnitude of treat-
ment effectsf] Relative to age-sex based extrapolation from PROGRESA, SPS is
only slightly better in cost-adjusted enrollment gain terms than making all children
in Morocco eligible for TAYSSIR grants. We think this is because the non-parametric
second step is simply too volatile, despite having been regularized by cross validation

based bandwidth selection.

5.5 Method 4. Dynamic Parametric Structural

Model Our Dynamic Parametric Structural (DPS) model is largely based on At-
tanasio et al.| (2012)), with a few modifications made to fit data availability and improve

in-sample fit in our contexts, following standard practice (see e.g. Wolpin| (2013)).

9This turns out to be true for both positive and negative treatment effects, with specifics to be
included in later drafts.
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The main dynamic features of the model are (1) a finite horizon - children can only
be enrolled until age 17 and so can only accumulate subsidies up to this point and
(2) persistence of education choices - the flow utility of enrollment is affected by the
number of years the child is behind her age-appropriate grade level. Uniquely among

our methods, the DPS model allows modeling of the entire subsidy schedule by age.

Flow utility The in-period utility for child ﬂ at age a in school and work are u,

and u/V

L, respectively:

ufa = Y0Gia + ti + V' zig + b - yrs_behind,, + 1 (pje = 1) P2t + 1 (sia = 1) 8525, + €44

W

uly = 0Wiq

Jia Tepresents the grant ¢ is entitled to given her completed years of schooling and other
characteristics (for example gender). p; is a child-specific shifter to the preference
for enrollment, drawn from a discrete distribution with K points of support. We
will refer to each point of support as an unobserved child “type”. In practice, we
estimate the model with three types. z;, includes other observed covariates affecting
preference for enrollment. Specifically it includes a and a dummy variable for whether
1’s father received any formal schooling. yrs_behind;, is a three-element vector of
dummy variables with indicators for being behind grade level by 1 year, 2 years, or
> 3 years. p;, is a dummy variable measuring whether i’s years of schooling at age a
make her eligible for primary school and 2%, measures distance to school, proxying for
cost of attendance. s;, is a dummy variable equal to one if ¢’s years of schooling make
her eligible for secondary school and z;, is a constant. e;, is i’s wage offer. ¢, is an
ITD idiosyncratic shock to the utility of ¢’s attending school at age a, which follows

the logistic distribution[!]

10 Again, schooling decisions are made by the household for each child independently.
HNote that this €; has no relation to the ¢; from equation .
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We allow some of the coefficients to vary by ¢’s sex. In particular, 5° and the
component of 1) multiplying age vary by gender. The unobserved type probability

also depends on the sex of the child.

Wage offer Log wage offers are computed according to the same sparse linear re-
gression representation equation described in assumption SPS3 of the SPS model.
The only difference is that in the SPS model predicted values from the LASSO re-
gression are treated as estimates of the true wage offer. In the DPS model, agents

are assumed to use the same predicted values as the econometrician.

Terminal value The value of having accumulated ed; g years of school in the ter-

minal period (when the child is 18) is given below.

o

V (ed;1s) =
(edi15) 1 + exp (—aged, 1)

+ a3 - 1{ed; 15 > sec}.

a3 measures the additional value of having completed secondary school, measured by

ed; 15 being greater than the last year of secondary school, sec.

Value functions The value of choosing to have ¢ attend school after having com-

pleted ed,, years of education by age a is:

Vi (edia) = us, + B{p} (edia + 1) E max [V (edig + 1), VI, (ediq + 1)]

+ (1 — pf (edy + 1)) E max [V;iH (ediq) , VJXH (edit)} }o(4)

We implicitly condition on covariates W, redefined as W;, \ ed;, and ;. ps(ed) is
the probability of successfully passing grade ed at age a conditional on enrolling. We
estimate it non-parametrically, outside the model (like the wage offer function). If

1 successfully passes the grade, she expects to receive the maximum of the value of
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enrolling or choosing to work in the next year with her education equal to ed;, + 1.
The expectation is taken over possible realizations of the ¢; ,+1 shock. If 7 does not
pass, she expects to get the maximum of the value of enrolling/working being one
year older and with education still equal to ed;,. The term in braces in equation
is thus the next-period expected value. From the point of view of this period, the
expected value is discounted by g which we set equal to 0.95, following AMS. We add
the flow utility of being enrolled to complete the definition of the value function when

enrolling. The value of having ¢ work this period is simpler since ed;, stays fixed:
VZZV (edia) = uzt + BE max{ ia+1 (edia) Vif/g-s—l (edia)} .

Given a set of parameters, we solve for the outputs each value function (enroll, work)
for of all possible combinations of age and years of education completed by back-
ward induction, beginning by calculating the terminal value for each set of candidate

parametersE

Likelihood With the value function in hand and the logistic error distribution as-
sumption, it is straightforward to compute the likelihood of each child’s being enrolled

given observed characteristics W; and unobserved type u;: Pr(Y; = 1W;, i = i) [P

12Note that since the only error term e;; follows an IID logistic distribution, then
E max {V;5, (edir), Vi,  (edit)} has a closed form (see Keane et al| (2011)). Our closed form is
slightly different from theirs because they use two Type 1 Extreme Value random variables instead
of one logistic draw. We simply subtract €5 in both equations in their function to derive our closed
form:

E max {V;; (edia) , Vi (edia)} = p{log[(exp(Vi3)/p + exp(Vi)")/p]}.

We normalize the scale p of the error term to 1 in estimation.
13We drop the a subscript because the model is estimated on a single cross-section so age does
not vary with 4.
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The full likelihood associated with Y; = 1 is given by:E|

K
1
Pr(Y; = 1|W;) =
" W) kz:; 1+ exp(VilY (edi|puw, Wi) — Vg (eds| px, Wi

M Pr(p; = p|Wi, p).-
(5)

Since the utility shock ¢; is IID across time and individuals, we could in principle
derive the conditional type probability as a function of the history of characteristics
and education decisions of 7 starting at the age when ¢’s enrollment was first considered

(min-a): Wia1,- s Wimina) and (Yia—1,. .., Yimina) respectively:

Pr(ﬂz - /Lk|<Y;,zz—17 s 7}/’L’,min,a)7 (VVi,a—h ceey V[/i,min,a))
_ Pr(}/ia’VVia; Hi = Mk) te Pr(Y;,min,a“/Vi,min,av Hi = Mk) Pr(,uk:)
Zle Pr(na|Wia7 i = ,uk) e Pr(}/i,min,a|VVi,min _ay i = Mk) Pr(ﬂk)

(6)

Actually estimating @ is infeasible, however, since it requires knowledge of the full
histories (W o—1, ..., Wimina) and (Y .1, ... 7Yi,min,a)E and, furthermore, would be
very high-dimensional.

Following [Todd and Wolpin| (2006), we instead use a multinomial logit approxi-

mation:

Pr(lu’z = ,U/k|(Yi,a—17 cee 7§/i,min,a)7 (I/Vi,a—la ceey ‘/Vi,min,a))

~ Pr(u; = prla, ed;q, gender, father_ed)

exp(By, - (1, a, ediq, gender, father_ed))
T 1+ > exp(Bf - (L, a, edq, gender, father_ed)’

kel...,K—1

Age proxies for the length of the history, ed;, for (Yia—1,...,Yimina) and gender

and father_ed for (Wi a—1,..., Wimina) (specifically W in). Importantly, ed;, is

YM1f Y; = 0 the likelihood contribution is 1 - (]).
15These would be included in W;, but unfortunately we do not have them.
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excluded from flow utility so there is independent variation to identify the condi-
tional type probabilities. We estimate the parameters described above, along with

the support points (pg, - - , ) by maximum likelihood.

5.5.1 Results

Figures [4] and [5{ show that the model fits well in the portion of the Moroccan control
group made available to predictors. Figure [] shows the fit to enrollment rates by
age. The size of each point on the graph representing the sample size in that age-sex
stratum. The model captures delayed entry into school, near-universal enrollment at
young ages, and the sharp drop in enrollment for teenagers. Figure || illustrates the
fit by number of years of education completed. It captures the drop in enrollment at
the transition to secondary school (year 7 in Morocco).

Table [14] shows the results from using the DPS model to predict the effect of
the TAYSSIR program. For all but a tiny fraction of the Moroccan holdout sample,
predicted enrollment gains - while reasonable - are too small to exceed the cost-
effectiveness threshold. We show this visually in Figure [6] plotting the CDF of pre-
dicted treatment effects due to observables. A key point from Table [14] is how close
TAYSSIR is to being non-cost-effective for any child. Age-sex based extrapolation
from PROGRESA only provides a small, statistically insignificant increase in welfare

relative to DPS’s no-treatment recommendation.

6 Conclusion

We develop a decision-based approach to comparing the relative performance of meth-
ods for generating counterfactual predictions that are then used to make policy rec-
ommendations. We consider a social planner who is operating in a target context and

is seeking recommendations on what policy to choose from a set of feasible options.
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The richness of the space of policy options determines the nature of the recommen-
dations being sought — e.g., whether a simple up-or-down recommendation to treat
everyone or no one, or a more refined recommendation about who should be treated
and who not. Recommendations could be based on econometric estimates, whether
reduced form or structural, or expert opinions. Our leading application is one where
the planner maximizes a linear welfare objective in assigning treatments on the basis
of available covariate information. In this case, the success of a method for generat-
ing recommendations depends on how accurately it can predict conditional treatment
effects in the target context.

We define a welfare contrast to use for conducting an ex post analysis of how well
different methods performed with respect to the planner’s goals. We estimate this
welfare contrast by using experimental data that reveals how a treatment affects the
outcome distribution in the target population. The welfare contrast is straightforward
to compute, and it allows us to judge whether one method outperforms another in a
manner that is statistically significant.

We provide an empirical illustration that considers a planner seeking a recom-
mendation on how to implement program using conditional cash transfers (CCTs) to
boost school enrollment in Morocco. The data available for generating recommen-
dations include a randomized evaluation of CCTs in Mexico as well as data from
Moroccan households under the status quo ex ante, in which no CCTs have been
applied. We generate recommendations from reduced form methods and structural
models. We then perform an ex post evaluation of these methods using data from a
randomized evaluation of CCTs in Morocco. We view this toy example as helping
build intuition for how to specify methods to evaluate in a full-featured empirical
portion of the paper including the contexts from Banerjee et al. (2017) which we will

pre-specify.
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We see this exercise as making three contributions. First, as our application
attempts to show, it provides a clear framework to assess internal validity versus ex-
ternal validity trade-offs. In particular, our application allows us to assess how robust
and internally valid estimates from external contexts fare relative to within-context
estimates that may be biased due to model misspecification (Pritchett and Sandefur,
2013). Second, it provides a principled basis for assessing the performance of differ-
ent methods by tying the assessment to welfare considerations. This is important,
because different objective functions can imply different rank orderings of methods.
Our approach thus forces one to first consider the welfare objective so as to be clear
about the relevant objective. Third, we show that each experiment or observational
study may contain much more decision-relevant information than would be contained
in a single treatment effect estimate.

We are undertaking a number of extensions to what we have done here. Model
selection or model averaging approaches based on our welfare criteria may lead to
better predictions. We also plan to work with evidence bases that include more
external contexts. In doing so, we would want to account for site selection, as per

Allcott| (2015b)) and |Gechter and Meager| (2018)).
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A  Proofs

Proof of Proposition[]. By the weak law of large numbers, Slutsky’s theorem, and

conditions C2 and C3, Algm has the same limit as

A9 1 . T; P
A, = Z Sy (MY = 7 (W) g (V7 (1))
- 2 T (MO = w2 oV (0),

Take the first term on the right-hand side. By the weak law of large numbers, iterated

expectations, and condition C1,

N

iz Ti, (m(W3) = m(W3)) 9 (Y77 (1))
N i—1 p(W3)

rg |k [Ti]W]ﬁE (1 (W) — 7 (W) g (Y (1)) W]

=E [(m(W;) — mn(W)) g(V;F (1)],

and similar for the second term. Thus as N — oo, E[A? — AY | % 0. Having
established that AY is asymptotically unbiased for A? inference follows from the
usual generalized method of moments results (Newey and McFadden, |1994; Lunceford
and Davidian, 2004). To see this, first note that AY = 4§ — do for (by,0,) that solve

the score equations

N N
Z¢1(51) =0 and Z¢0(50) = O,
i=1 i=1

T | (m(W3) = mn(W)g(i) = ]
p(Wi) ’

(1= T) [ (m(W3) = (W) g () = o]

1 — p(Ws) .

where ¥,(6;) =

and wo (50) =
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Then, given random sampling, bounded first and second moments, and conditions
C1-C2, we have
VN (A%, - A7)

\V Var,

4 N(0,1), (7)

N [(7(W;) — 0 (W) g (Y (0)) — 8]
p(Wi) 1— p(W;) ’

with 6; = E[(m(W;) — 7 (Wi)g(Y:7(t))]. Then, by the same conditions for which

AY,, is consistent for Aj , Vas is consistent for Vi . ]

lm>
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Figure 2: SPS model: counterfactual density for boys
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Figure 3: SPS: regression function
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Figure 4: DPS: in-sample fit by age
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Age Male Treated Control CATE PEN_ub PNE_ub
6.00 1.00 0.93 0.91 0.02 0.09 0.07
7.00 1.00 0.96 0.96  -0.00 0.04 0.04
8.00 1.00 0.97 0.96 0.01 0.04 0.03
9.00 1.00 0.98 0.96 0.02 0.04 0.02
10.00  1.00 0.97 0.96 0.01 0.04 0.03
11.00  1.00 0.96 0.93 0.03 0.07 0.04
12.00  1.00 0.91 0.86 0.05 0.14 0.09
13.00  1.00 0.83 0.76 0.07 0.24 0.17
14.00  1.00 0.74 0.60 0.14 0.40 0.26
15.00 1.00 0.53 0.46 0.07 0.53 0.46
16.00  1.00 0.35 0.32 0.03 0.35 0.32
6.00  0.00 0.90 0.89 0.01 0.11 0.10
7.00 0.00 0.95 0.95 0.00 0.05 0.05
8.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 0.00 0.04 0.04
9.00 0.00 0.97 0.95 0.01 0.05 0.03
10.00  0.00 0.97 0.96 0.00 0.04 0.03
11.00  0.00 0.94 0.92 0.03 0.08 0.06
12.00  0.00 0.88 0.79 0.09 0.21 0.12
13.00  0.00 0.74 0.68 0.05 0.32 0.26
14.00  0.00 0.65 0.52 0.13 0.48 0.35
15.00  0.00 0.41 0.35 0.06 0.41 0.35
16.00  0.00 0.33 0.25 0.07 0.33 0.25
Table 1: Age-sex Outcomes for Mexico
Age Boys treated Boys control Girls treated Girls control
6.00 0.84 0.91 0.82 0.89
7.00 0.87 0.96 0.87 0.95
8.00 0.85 0.96 0.85 0.96
9.00 0.86 0.96 0.85 0.95
10.00 0.83 0.96 0.82 0.96
11.00 0.82 0.93 0.80 0.92
12.00 0.77 0.86 0.75 0.79
13.00 0.70 0.76 0.63 0.68
14.00 0.63 0.60 0.56 0.52
15.00 0.45 0.46 0.35 0.35
16.00 0.30 0.32 0.28 0.25

Table 2: Adjusted Age-sex Outcomes for Mexico
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w/ CE w/o CE

Share treated (age-sex)  0.126 0.966
Share treated (all)  1.000 1.000
Enrollment difference -0.035 -0.005
SE enroll. diff. 0.011 0.004
Welfare difference  0.065 -0.002

SE welfare diff. 0.010 0.004

Table 3: Welfare comparison for age-sex extrapolation vs. treat all

Variable Importance Y1 Importance YO
ml_base_enrolled 0.21 0.19
ml_age 0.33 0.32
ml_n_child 0.02 0.01
ml_male 0.01 0.01
ml_hh_head_male 0.00 0.00
ml_single_parent 0.00 0.00
ml_al_father 0.00 0.01
ml_al_mother 0.00 0.00
ml_lw_father 0.00 0.00
ml_lw_mother 0.00 0.00
ml_literacy 0.03 0.04
ml_n_total 0.01 0.01
ml_yrs_educ 0.16 0.18
ml_hh_head_edu 0.07 0.07
ml_father_educ 0.05 0.04
ml_mother_educ 0.07 0.08
ml_base_enrolled_mi 0.01 0.01
ml_male_mi 0.00 0.00
ml_al_father_mi 0.00 0.00
ml_al_mother_mi 0.00 0.00
ml_literacy_mi 0.01 0.01
ml_yrs_educ_mi 0.01 0.01
ml_father_educ_mi 0.01 0.00
ml_mother_educ_mi 0.00 0.00
ml_hh_monthly_consump 0.00 0.00
ml_n_child_mi 0.00 0.00
ml_lw_father_mi 0.00 0.00
ml_hh_monthly_consump_mi 0.00 0.00

Table 4: GRF variable importance: no cost-effectiveness adjustment
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Variable Importance Y1 Importance YO

ml_base_enrolled 0.19 0.19
ml_age 0.28 0.27
ml_n_child 0.02 0.01
ml_male 0.01 0.01
ml_hh_head_male 0.01 0.00
ml_single_parent 0.00 0.00
ml_al_father 0.01 0.01
ml_al_mother 0.03 0.03
ml_lw_father 0.00 0.00
ml_lw_mother 0.01 0.01
ml_literacy 0.03 0.04
ml_n_total 0.01 0.01
ml_yrs_educ 0.16 0.15
ml_hh_head_edu 0.08 0.08
ml_father_educ 0.05 0.04
ml_mother_educ 0.06 0.08
ml_base_enrolled_mi 0.01 0.01
ml_male_mi 0.01 0.00
ml_al_father_mi 0.00 0.00
ml_al_mother_mi 0.00 0.00
ml literacy_mi 0.01 0.02
ml_yrs_educ_mi 0.01 0.02
ml_father_educ_mi 0.00 0.00
ml_mother_educ_mi 0.01 0.00

Table 5: GRF variable importance: Y1 adjusted for cost-effectiveness

Age Male Avg. TE Min. TE Max TE SD TE

6.00 1.00 -0.06 -0.20 0.08 0.06
7.00 1.00 -0.05 -0.18 0.12 0.06
8.00 1.00 0.03 -0.07 0.12 0.04
9.00 1.00 0.06 -0.04 0.16 0.04
10.00  1.00 0.06 -0.10 0.16 0.03
11.00  1.00 0.04 -0.07 0.15 0.03
12.00 1.00 0.05 -0.14 0.18 0.05
13.00  1.00 0.07 -0.19 0.19 0.09
14.00  1.00 0.15 -0.11 0.41 0.08
15.00  1.00 0.20 -0.16 0.45 0.11
16.00  1.00 0.09 -0.26 0.32 0.14

Table 6: GRF CATE predictions for Morocco: Boys, no cost-effectiveness adjustment
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Age Male Avg. TE Min. TE Max TE SD TE

6.00 1.00 -0.04 -0.21 0.14 0.05
7.00 1.00 -0.02 -0.14 0.12 0.05
8.00 1.00 0.01 -0.09 0.17 0.05
9.00 1.00 0.03 -0.12 0.17 0.06
10.00  1.00 0.03 -0.09 0.14 0.04
11.00  1.00 0.02 -0.08 0.15 0.03
12.00 1.00 0.04 -0.14 0.16 0.04
13.00  1.00 0.05 -0.18 0.19 0.09
14.00  1.00 0.14 -0.08 0.41 0.09
15.00  1.00 0.14 -0.12 0.39 0.13
16.00  1.00 0.06 -0.18 0.38 0.11

Table 7: GRF CATE predictions for Morocco: Girls, no cost-effectiveness adjustment

Age Male Avg. Adj. TE Min. Adj. TE Max Adj. TE SD Adj. TE

6.00 1.00 -0.10 -0.22 0.05 0.06
7.00 1.00 -0.08 -0.18 0.06 0.05
8.00 1.00 -0.03 -0.11 0.09 0.03
9.00 1.00 -0.00 -0.07 0.12 0.04
10.00  1.00 -0.02 -0.13 0.09 0.03
11.00  1.00 -0.03 -0.12 0.08 0.03
12.00  1.00 -0.01 -0.16 0.11 0.04
13.00 1.00 0.01 -0.24 0.11 0.07
14.00 1.00 0.07 -0.11 0.26 0.06
15.00 1.00 0.14 -0.17 0.33 0.10
16.00  1.00 0.05 -0.23 0.23 0.11

Table 8: GRF CATE predictions for Morocco: Boys, adjusted for cost-effectiveness

Age Male Avg. Adj. TE Min. Adj. TE Max Adj. TE SD Adj. TE

6.00 1.00 -0.08 -0.24 0.06 0.04
7.00 1.00 -0.06 -0.16 0.05 0.04
8.00 1.00 -0.05 -0.17 0.09 0.05
9.00 1.00 -0.04 -0.14 0.11 0.05
10.00  1.00 -0.05 -0.14 0.04 0.03
11.00 1.00 -0.05 -0.13 0.12 0.02
12.00  1.00 -0.03 -0.16 0.05 0.04
13.00 1.00 -0.01 -0.22 0.10 0.07
14.00  1.00 0.07 -0.08 0.28 0.06
15.00  1.00 0.09 -0.12 0.31 0.11
16.00  1.00 0.02 -0.21 0.27 0.09

Table 9: GRF CATE predictions for Morocco: Girls, adjusted for cost-effectiveness
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Age Girls share Girls treat rate Boys share Boys treat rate

6.00 0.05 0.18 0.06 0.17
7.00 0.07 0.28 0.07 0.23
8.00 0.09 0.55 0.08 0.81
9.00 0.08 0.73 0.08 0.94
10.00 0.10 0.86 0.12 0.94
11.00 0.12 0.78 0.12 0.88
12.00 0.13 0.86 0.13 0.91
13.00 0.12 0.71 0.12 0.83
14.00 0.09 0.95 0.10 0.98
15.00 0.09 0.91 0.08 0.94
16.00 0.06 0.80 0.05 0.79

Table 10: GRF treatment rates for Morocco, no cost-effectiveness adjustment

Age Girls share Girls treat rate Boys share Boys treat rate

6.00 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.04
7.00 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.04
8.00 0.09 0.14 0.08 0.20
9.00 0.08 0.27 0.08 0.41
10.00 0.10 0.09 0.12 0.27
11.00 0.12 0.03 0.12 0.12
12.00 0.13 0.19 0.13 0.39
13.00 0.12 0.51 0.12 0.62
14.00 0.09 0.89 0.10 0.93
15.00 0.09 0.79 0.08 0.91
16.00 0.06 0.58 0.05 0.73

Table 11: GRF treatment rates for Morocco, adjusted for cost-effectiveness

w/ CE w/o CE

Share treated (GRF)  0.377 0.772
Share treated (age-sex)  0.126 0.966
Enrollment difference  0.011 -0.002
SE enroll. difft.  0.010 0.008
Welfare difference -0.018 0.014

SE welfare diff. ~ 0.009 0.008

Table 12: Welfare comparison for GRF vs. age-sex extrapolation
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w/ CE

Share treated (SPS)  0.447
Share treated (age-sex)  0.126
Enrollment difference -0.018
SE enroll. diff. 0.010
Welfare difference -0.046

SE welfare diff. 0.009

Table 13: Welfare comparison for SPS vs. age-sex extrapolation

w/ CE

Share treated (DPS)  0.001
Share treated (age-sex)  0.151
Enrollment difference -0.017
SE enroll. diff. 0.008
Welfare difference -0.004

SE welfare diff.  0.008

Table 14: Welfare comparison for DPS vs. age-sex extrapolation
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