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Table 2
Matching Test

Worked Hours, Urban Areas Other Than Montevideo, Men

6.290 0.000

0.020 0.983

-4.420 0.000

-0.790 0.472

5.140 0.000

0.560 0.578

-3.850 0.000

-1.240 0.215

1.030 0.302

1.410 0.157

3.840 0.000

0.940 0.345

-1.060 0.289

-2.430 0.015

0.170 0.861

0.880 0.380

-0.980 0.330

-0.170 0.868

-1.680 0.094

-1.290 0.196

-1.680 0.094

-1.290 0.196

0.560 0.573

1.140 0.256

1.050 0.294

-0.170 0.867

-2.040 0.042

0.254

0.252

0.619

0.623

0.866

0.866

0.196

0.197

0.002

0.002

1.735

1.730

0.179

0.179

0.159

0.160

2.442

2.452

0.063

0.063

0.204

0.203

0.707

0.707

0.027

0.027

0.003

0.003

0.224

0.252

0.722

0.639

0.772

0.858

0.217

0.202

0.000

0.000

1.670

1.717

0.199

0.219

0.156

0.147

2.591

2.473

0.049

0.062

0.238

0.225

0.694

0.685

0.019

0.028

0.009

0.006 -1.360 0.173

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Unmatched

Matched

Sewage 4

Older adults >60

Educational environment

Sewage 1

Sewage 2

Sewage 3

Healthh

Members

Children <5

Children >12 and <17

UBNI

2006

Family allowances

Comfort

Treated Control t p>|t|
Variable Sample

Mean t-test
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Annex 2

Table 1
Average Treatment Effect on Labor Market Participation

Individuals Aged 22 to 55

Bootstrap: S.E. based on 1,000 simulations.

Note: S.E. do not take into account that propensity score was estimated.

0.737 0.709 0.029 0.032 0.900 0.367

0.488 0.520 -0.032 0.029 -1.090 0.276

0.748 0.737 0.011 0.021 0.530 0.595

0.468 0.483 -0.014 0.021 -0.700 0.482

0.740 0.749 -0.009 0.025 -0.360 0.720

0.362 0.364 -0.003 0.029 -0.090 0.928

Montevideo

Region Sex Treated Control Difference Boot. S.E. z P>|z|

Other Urban Areas

Rural Areas

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Table 2
Average Treatment Effect on Informality

Individuals Aged 22 to 55

0.741 0.696 0.044 0.044 1.360 0.174

0.741 0.776 -0.035 0.037 -0.930 0.352

0.760 0.736 0.024 0.024 1.060 0.289

0.753 0.727 0.026 0.029 0.890 0.374

0.693 0.473 0.220 0.031 6.980 0.000 

0.694 0.630 0.064 0.052 1.230 0.220

Montevideo

Other Urban Areas

Rural Areas

Men

Women

Men

Women

Men

Women

Region Sex Treated Control Difference Boot. S.E. z P>|z|

Bootstrap: S.E. based on 1,000 simulations.

Note: S.E. do not take into account that propensity score was estimated.
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