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Abstract

Integration agreements (IA) outline the efforts the jobseeker should undertake to find
employment and specify the services that the caseworker would provide to assist them in their
job search. The agreements include a declaration of legal consequences, and punitive benefit
sanctions could be imposed based on this declaration. Recent evidence has shown that these 1As
are effective for re-cipients of unemployment insurance (Ul) benefits. Using a randomized
controlled trial, this paper investigates whether IAs support the integration of welfare benefit
recipients into the labor market. This integration is of utmost importance from a policy and societal
point of view. Newly registered recipients of means-tested benefits were randomly assigned to one
of three groups, receiving either a) a standard integration agreement with the accompanying
declaration of legal consequences at the beginning of the welfare spell, or b) an integration
agreement without such a declaration, or c) no integration agreement within the first six months
of the benefit receipt. Findings indicate that, on average, group assignment has no effect on the
transition out of welfare or entry into employment. Based on a Random Forest analysis to capture
heterogeneity, we find no effect by the degree of labor market prospects either.
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1. Introduction

In many countries, unemployed welfare recipients are at a high risk of staying out of work for long
periods and ultimately for losing the connection to the regular labor market (see e.g. Crépon and Van
den Berg, 2016). This leads to persistence in economic inequality and as such it is not only a concern
at the level of the affected individuals but also a major societal concern and a policy challenge. One
way to address this challenge is to evaluate policy measures that have been shown to work well in
other settings.

This paper considers the Integration Agreement (1A) as such a policy measure. 1As are signed con-
tracts establishing the rights and obligations between unemployed persons and their caseworkers at
the agency that takes care of benefits and job search counseling. The contracts aim to increase
transparency and accountability for both parties involved, with the ultimate aim to improve the labor
market outcomes of the unemployed. Their degree of formality varies across countries (Knotz 2018),
with Germany exhibiting a particularly strong emphasis on formal practices (Van den Berg, Hofmann
etal., 2024).

In the absence of empirical evidence, effects of 1As could be labeled as ambiguous. They may clarify
obligations and induce job search efforts, but they can also diminish the trust that unemployed per-
sons have in the system, or can just be incomprehensible to recipients. For the German Ul system, a
randomized controlled trial (RCT) investigated the effects of the timing of I1As on the labor market
prospects of unemployed men (Van den Berg, Hofmann et al. 2024). The results show a significantly
positive effect of early 1As on the average probability to leave unemployment for a job, and this
positive effect is mostly driven by individuals with adverse prospects. Based on these findings, the
Federal Employment Agency reformed its recommendations for handling 1As, providing casework-
ers in the unemployment insurance system with more flexibility regarding the timing of these

agreements, effectively enabling them to omit 1As for workers with good prospects.

Welfare recipients differ as a group from Ul recipients” and they face a different institutional context.
In particular, in the German welfare system, IAs are arguably more intrusive than in the Ul system, as
they are more closely tied to potentially severe sanctions for non-compliance with job search duties.

This paper investigates whether labor market outcomes of unemployed welfare recipients are affected

! In Australia, Gerards and Welters (2022), using propensity score matching techniques, find that exposure to
requirements has negative effects on employment and wages and suggest that exposure decreases job search
motivation and increases stress. Schiprowski et al. (2024) provide descriptive evidence that the time spent on
job search by Ul recipients in Germany increased after caseworker meetings where an 1A was concluded.

2 In Germany, the shares of individuals without any vocational qualifications and/or of foreign origin are much
higher among welfare recipients and recipients of other means-tested social benefits than in Ul. Also,
unemployed welfare recipients have usually experienced less stable employment paths and their unemployment
spells tend to be much longer.



if an 1A is: a) not concluded directly upon entering the welfare system, or b) not immediately ac-
companied by potential legal consequences. To explore this, we conducted a randomized controlled
trial in which we vary the timing and content of 1As in the German welfare system. This design
potentially allows us to disentangle the behavioral aspect of an 1A — commonly signing a contract
about rights and duties — from the monitoring aspect due to the threat of a sanction in case of

non-compliance.

In the light of the higher strictness of the IA regime (as compared to that in Ul), it is interesting to note
that a few recent studies raise questions about the presumption that 1As in the welfare system enhance
transparency and accountability in the relationship between recipients and caseworkers. Bernhard and
Senghaas (2021), Senghaas et al. (2020), and Senghaas and Bernhard (2021) analyze standardized
survey data along with qualitative interviews and group discussions in job centers (these act as em-
ployment agencies for welfare recipients). They conclude that IA texts are overloaded by the number
of objectives, such as monitoring, service provision, and ensuring transparency. The transparency of
the written form of the 1A was harmed by the requirement that the agreements are legally binding,
which necessitates legal jargon.® Van den Berg, Kesternich et al. (2024) examine how self-reported
job search effort among unemployed welfare recipients in Germany varies with idiosyncratic local
variation in the stringency with which IAs are enforced. They find that recipients with negative
reciprocity as a personality trait reduce their search effort in response to an increased stringency.
Ulmestig et al. (2020) carry out a qualitative study of 1As for social assistance applicants in a Swedish
municipality. In their setting, the legal security is weaker, but the authors also identify distinct
problems with that, as the regime tends to reproduce pre-existing inequality.

As a preview, the baseline result of this paper is that we do not find effects of 1As on labor market
outcomes of welfare recipients. Further, the effects of early 1As among welfare recipients are sig-
nificantly lower than the estimated effects for Ul benefit recipients - Van den Berg, Hofmann et al.
(2024) estimate an increase in the average probability of entering employment within one year by
over 4 percentage points, among Ul benefit recipients. The findings in the current paper have been

taken into account in a recent major reform of the German welfare system.*

In the following, Section 2 will give an overview about the German welfare system for unemployed

works. Section 3 describes the experimental design, while Section 4 gives an overview about the data

* In a group discussion, caseworkers noted that the multi-page IA document contains numerous standardized
text elements to ensure that any potential reduction in welfare due to breaches of duty withstands legal scrutiny.
Caseworkers also indicated that the pressure to conclude 1As could hinder the development of trust in the
caseworker-client relationship. Generally, they believed that 1As were least useful for those facing language
barriers and/or severe placement challenges.

* As we observe inaccurate assignments into the project and incomplete compliance, results must be interpreted
as intention-to-treat effects.



and the sample used. Section 5 discusses compliance issues. Section 6 presents our results, while

Section 7 draws some conclusions.

2. Institutional background

In Germany, persons in need who are capable of working can apply for welfare benefits—also known
as unemployment benefits 11 (UB I1) until the end of 2022—paid from the federal budget. This in-
cludes individuals without entitlement to unemployment benefits (UB), individuals whose maximum
UB duration has expired, or individuals whose UB is insufficient to cover their needs. These welfare
benefits are means-tested and administered by local job centers. They cover “"Standardized Needs”’
(SN), such as expenses for food, clothing, personal hygiene, household goods, and other personal
needs, as well as the costs of accommodation and heating, along with various additional needs.
During the year 2017, when our RCT took place, the standardized needs amount was €409 per month

for singles. For individuals living in multi-person households, the amounts per person were lower.

To ensure the cooperation of unemployed welfare recipients in their job search, job centers can
impose sanctions. During the time of our intervention, for individuals aged 25 and older, each sanc-
tion lasted for approximately three months. If UB Il recipients did not attend an appointment with the
job center, their SN could be reduced by 10%. If they failed to meet an obligation outlined in their IA,
their SN could be reduced by 30% for the first sanction and by 60% for a second sanction within a
year. Additional sanctions within the same year could result in a complete cut of UB Il benefits. This

regime is arguably much more stringent than in the Ul system,

Our main interest lies in 1As. 1As are contracts between UB |1 recipients and their caseworkers. At the
time of our intervention, they were legally prescribed by the German Social Code Il. A caseworker
could impose an 1A through a unilateral administrative act if no agreement was reached and the UB 11
recipient refused to sign it. The 1A outlined the rights and obligations of the UB Il recipient, as well as
the legal consequences of non-compliance. Rights could include, for example, access to the online job
board of the Federal Employment Agency or participation in a training program. Obligations could
also include, for instance, the required number of job applications per month or participation in a
training program. The declaration of consequences for neglecting duties in the 1A served as the legal

basis for any potential later sanctions.

The primary goal of introducing IAs was to ensure transparency and commitment while guiding
recipients through the placement process. However, there has since been some criticism regarding the
implementation of 1As within this process. For example, the German Federal Court of Auditors

published a report claiming that during the year 2017, around 20 percent of 1As with UB Il recipients



were missing (Bundesrechnungshof, 2019). The report outlined that deficits have existed for many
years and that previous supervisory and quality assurance measures did not improve the situation. It
concludes that each year, millions of 1As create a significant administrative burden, which is likely
not always matched by corresponding benefits.

3. Experimental design

The development of a concept for an RCT on 1As in the German welfare system was carried out in
close cooperation with the headquarters of the Federal Employment Agency (FEA) and the German
Federal Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs (BMAS).> This concept was subsequently formally
approved by the BMAS. Importantly, written permission was obtained to deviate from legal regula-
tions in the Social Code Il within the project's framework. In particular, as explained below, it was
ruled that sanctions could not be given to those RCT participants in treatment arms that preclude such
sanctions. We view this as a unique achievement in itself. It effectively means that part of the law was
set aside in order to enhance the transparency and clarity of the RCT.

In the analyses, only the individuals who met the following conditions are included. They should be
registered as unemployed on the day of assignment (or be unemployed and sick or in an active labor
market program (ALMP)), have not received welfare for at least six months immediately prior to the
assignment, be between 25 and 61 years old, and be registered at one of the participating job centers.

The RCT has three treatment arms denoted by V1, V2 and V3. Each of these provides a different
approach to handling the IA and the associated “Legal Consequences Declaration” (LCD) in the first
six months after assignment (see Table 1). In V1, the usual IA is supposed to be signed at the first
meeting with the caseworker. In V2, an IA without a LCD was supposed to be signed at the first

meeting. In V3, no 1A was to be established during the first six months of benefit receipt.
[Table 1 about here]

In this context, a temporary waiver of the 1A or the instruction on legal consequences implies a waiver
of the associated sanctions for lack of personal effort, refusal to take up employment or training, and
refusal to participate in measures. According to the experimental protocol, in groups V2 and V3,
so-called "breaches of duty" were not to be sanctioned during the first six months of benefit receipt.
However, if jobseekers did not keep appointments at the job center (known as "missed appoint-
ments"), their unemployment benefit 1l could still be reduced during this period. Proposals for

placement and assignments to ALMPs were also to be made without instructions on legal conse-

% This followed a request from the BMAS to determine whether the findings on 1As in Ul in van den Berg,
Hofmann et al. (2024) can be extrapolated to the welfare system.



quences in groups V2 and V3. Otherwise, access to placement proposals, support services, and
measures, as well as the frequency of contacts, should not differ from the counseling and placement
processes involving a standard 1A to avoid disadvantaging anyone. During the first six months of the
field period, the job centers in these variants were also not to replace the 1A with a unilaterally issued
administrative act if jobseekers refused to sign it.

The project was conducted in seven job centers located in both East and West Germany, as well as in
urban and rural regions. Random assignment occurred between July 2017 and September 2018, with
the exact starting date at the discretion of the job centers. Assigned UB Il recipients should not have
received UB Il during the previous six months, should be unemployed and capable of work, aged

between 25 and 61, and not disabled.®

In each job center, UB Il recipients who met the criteria described above were randomly assigned to
one of three different treatment groups for a period of one year. The random assignment was con-
ducted using an app. Caseworkers had access to the identification number and last name of the UB Il
recipients and needed to press an assignment button. The system then generated a random number to
determine the assigned treatment status. Subsequently, the assignment result was displayed by the
app, and the information was stored in a database that contained the time of randomization, the
outcome, and anonymized identifiers of both the client and the caseworker. Each assigned individual
could only be assigned once to prevent manipulation by the caseworkers. They were instructed to

save the results in predefined fields of their general placement software.

Caseworkers in these job centers received project-related training from 1AB staff. For implementa-
tion and documentation in the main placement software used by caseworkers, central text modules
were provided by the headquarters of the Federal Employment Agency, and language guidelines were

developed for possible inquiries from beneficiaries.’

4. Data, sample, outcome variables, and methods

Our data originate from various register data sources providing information up to the end of De-
cember 2020. First, the Integrated Employment Biographies (IEB V16.00.01-202012) of the IAB

provide information on periods of employment, benefit receipt, unemployment, and participation in

® The inclusion of refugees in the project was left to the discretion of the participating job centers; however, all
of them decided against it.

" The project was overseen by a project board consisting of participating researchers, job centers, and repre-
sentatives from the FEA headquarters and the BMAS. After extensive legal counseling and ethical reflections, it
was decided that informing participants and obtaining informed consent was not required for this particular
project. The reasons for this decision were that no risks for participating individuals were anticipated. Fur-
thermore, informing participants and asking for informed consent might have induced behavioral changes and
selective dropouts, which would have affected the generalizability of the results.



labor market programs. Second, we use data from the Jobseeker History (ASU-EEI
V06.13.00-202104) on the timing of IAs. Third, the Basic Benefits History (LHG
V10.01.00-202104) contains information on sanctions and household structure. Fourth, we incor-
porate information on the reasons for sanctions from the sanction history (ALLEGRO data 2022).
Information about the results of the random assignment from the electronic assignment tool covers
entries from July 2017 to May 2018. For the period from June 2018 to September 2018, assignments

were reconstructed from the general placement tool used by caseworkers.?

In total, 8,217 random assignments took place. In addition to the assignment conditions listed in
Section 3, we require that the assignment should not have been subsequently canceled, the assign-
ment date should fall within the assignment period, and a link to the IEB data should be possible.
After applying these criteria, 4,520 individuals remain. The most frequent reasons for dropout are
inaccurate assignments, particularly that individuals were not new benefit recipients or were not

registered as unemployed on the assignment date.

Our focus will be on the moments at which relevant events (e.g., entering employment) occur after the
assignment day, and we are primarily interested in individuals receiving UB Il who were not em-
ployed on the day of assignment. It should be noted that if the application for unemployment benefit
Il was submitted to the job center simultaneously or after the random assignment, a (retroactive)
payment need not have been made in every case after the documents were checked. It should also be
noted that some individuals were employed on the day of random assignment because UB 1l can also
be used to supplement earned income that does not meet needs. We exclude those individuals who did
not receive UB Il or who were employed on the day of random assignment, which leaves us with a

final sample of 2,659 individuals.

Table A.1 in the Online Appendix presents a comparison of the characteristics of the three groups,
including gender, nationality, age groups, educational degree, household type, various indicators of
labor market history, the job center, and the month of assignment. The groups are not significantly

different with respect to these characteristics—as expected due to random assignment.

Our main outcome variables are transitions out of welfare receipt and transitions into employment as
an employee (so while paying social security contributions, including subsidized employment). We
are also interested in the imposition of a benefit sanction due to a failure to report. The latter type of
sanctions (unlike those due to neglect of duty) can occur in all three treatment groups. In each case we

consider events within 720 days following random assignment.

8 Accidentally, the data from the electronic tool for this time period were deleted in the course of server mi-
grations. Additional analysis shows that data origin does not correlate with the group assignment.



First, we present Kaplan-Meier survival functions for the outcome variables. Second, we estimate the
unconditional probabilities of transitions having been made into the relevant new states, within 180,
360, and 720 days following random assignment. In the case of sanctions this poses a methodological
problem as sanctions can only be observed before leaving welfare. The duration until a sanction is
right-censored by the duration until leaving welfare. These two durations constitute potentially de-
pendent competing risks and the type of dependence may be influenced by the assigned treatment
arm, obstructing identification of the effect of the treatment on sanctions (see Abbring and Van den
Berg, 2005, and Van den Berg, Hofmann et al., 2024, for detailed discussions). This can be remedied
by making a Conditional Independence Assumption (CIA). However, this is not straightforward to
justify, as caseworkers may fine-tune the timing of a sanction based on worker characteristics that are
unobserved in the data. A similar problem arises if we consider the timing of other types of sanctions
and the actual timing of 1As in Section 5, because they are also right-censored by exits out of welfare.

These important caveats should be borne in mind when assessing the corresponding results below.

Where we obtain statistically significant point estimates, we additionally apply the Romano-Wolf
multiple hypothesis correction (Romano and Wolf 2005, 2016) using the Stata ado-file rwolf (Clarke
et al. 2021), performing 250 bootstrap replications. This procedure accounts for the actual depend-
ence structure among the test statistics through resampling, resulting in enhanced power compared to
previous multiple-testing approaches. For this analysis, we consider all estimates using the same
specification and sample as a family of tested hypotheses. When relevant, findings from this correc-

tion are discussed in the text.

5. Compliance

Before comparing the labor market outcomes across the three treatment arms, this section examines
the extent to which participants in the field experiment actually received an IA immediately—as
intended for treatment arms V1 and V2 —or only later in the placement process — as intended for
treatment arm V3. In the case of incomplete compliance with the experimental protocol, results

should be interpreted as intention-to-treat effects.’

Figure 1 presents Kaplan-Meier survival probabilities for individuals who received an initial A (with
or without a legal consequence statement) by a certain point in time. We do not censor this data when
individuals leave the welfare system, but the results remain largely unchanged if we treat individuals

as censored upon leaving. However, the caveat in Section 4 about the necessity of a CIA for causal

° Some sort of incomplete compliance is an inherent feature of most field experiments on active labor market
policies. For instance, in an experiment comparing private and public provision of counseling to job seekers,
Behaghel et al. (2014) observed a 40 percent compliance rate for both treatments. In an experiment on the
private provision of counseling services, Bennmarker et al. (2013) reported a compliance rate of 28 percent.



inference also applies here. Therefore the results should be viewed with some caution and are only
tentatively indicative of causal effects of the treatment on the timing of the IA. With this in mind, the
results indicate that, on average, participants in group V3 receive an IA significantly less often and
later than those in the other two groups, V1 and V2, as intended by the experimental protocol. After
180 days, almost all individuals in groups V1 and V2 have concluded an 1A. However, 51 percent of
those in group V3 also concluded an IA within 180 days after random assignment. Figure 2 shows the
survival rates for the second aspect of our design. Although not perfect, compliance rates were sub-
stantially higher regarding the inclusion of a LCD in the IA. Only around 19 percent of individuals in
group V3 and approximately 25 percent in group V2 received a declaration within 180 days after

assignment, while the vast majority of individuals in treatment arm V1 received a LCD.
[Figure 1 and Figure 2 about here]

Table A.2 in the Online Appendix illustrates the extent to which non-compliance is correlated with
the covariates used in our estimates. The strongest impact is observed for the month of assignment:
compliance rates were significantly better for individuals who entered the project up to March 2018.
Therefore, we conduct a sensitivity analysis that restricts the analysis to assignments made up to that
calendar month. Otherwise, there are relatively few significant correlations. Non-compliance with V3
(no 1A) increased with the proportion of time individuals spent employed during the year prior to
random assignment. This may be attributed to caseworkers believing that individuals who worked a
larger share of the previous year have the highest potential for reintegration into the labor market and
that all available means should be used to incentivize their job search. Furthermore, we also observe

some differences across job centers.

The trial was designed so that no sanctions were imposed for the neglect of duties in groups V2 and
V3 during the first six months after allocation; only failures to report could be sanctioned. Table A.3
in the Online Appendix shows that, up to the 180th day after assignment, two percent of individuals in
group V3 were sanctioned accordingly. Two years after assignment, the corresponding proportion is
approximately four percent. Differences across the three groups are consistently shown to be not
statistically significant. Overall, benefit recipients in all three groups received benefit cuts due to
violations of obligations relatively rarely. However, we observe some degree of non-compliance in
groups V2 and V3.

As mentioned above, unemployed welfare recipients from all three groups were also expected to have
the same access to services and ALMPs. Table A.3 in the Online Appendix also provides information
on entries into active labor market programs. In group V3, approximately 27 percent of participants

participated in an ALMP within 180 days after assignment, while 43 percent did so during the 720



day period.”® We find no significant effect of group assignment, which is in line with the experi-

mental protocol.

To conclude, the treatment arm affects the probability of receiving an 1A with or without a legal
consequence instruction, but the estimated effects reported in the results section below should be
interpreted as intention-to-treat effects. Although compliance is incomplete, compliance rates are
within the range of what has been observed in other randomized controlled trials on labor market

policy instruments.

6. Results
Main findings

Figure 3 illustrates the transitions of welfare recipients out of UB Il receipt within two years after
random assignment (these exits do not have to be permanent). Panel | of Table 2 presents the results
from linear probability models analyzing exits from welfare receipt within 180, 360, and 720 days,
controlling for a large set of covariates. The results indicate that, in all three groups, approximately 70
percent of individuals were able to leave benefit receipt at least temporarily within two years after
random assignment. However, exit rates do not differ significantly between the three groups; this

holds true both without and with controlling for covariates.

Figure 4 shows the survival curves until taking up employment subject to social insurance during the
two years after random assignment, while Panel Il of Table 2 presents the respective estimates for
exits until 180, 360, and 720 days after random assignment. In all three groups, the cumulative
proportion at the end of the observation period is approximately 62 percent. Once again, the as-
signment had no significant effect on transitions into employment, and this result holds true when

controlling for covariates.™
[Table 2, Figure 3, and Figure 4 about here]

Sanctions for failure to report could also vary as a result of group assignment, as they were not cov-
ered by the experimental protocol. It is conceivable that individuals in groups V2 and V3—who did

not receive a LCD or any IA at all—took their reporting obligations less seriously than those who had

19 Most often, individuals participated in short activation measures. The second largest program category used
are further training programs. Very few individuals took part in other programs.

1 Additionally, Table A.4 in the Appendix presents the covariate effects on exits from welfare benefit receipt
and entries into employment. Both transitions occur less frequently with increasing age and among single
parents with children. They are more commonly observed for individuals with a vocational or university degree
and for those who worked a larger share of the year prior to random assignment. There are also differences
between job centers; however, these are much more pronounced regarding exits from UB Il receipt and are are
predominantly insignificant in relation to entries into employment.

10



concluded a standard IA. It is also possible that placement officers were more inclined to sanction
reporting failures if, in accordance with the guidelines, they did not impose any sanctions for re-
porting failures in the first six months after assignment to these two groups. Indeed, Figure 5 and
Panel I11in Table 2 show that by the 180th day after assignment, around 3 percent in group V1 and 5
percent in the other two groups had received a sanction for failure to report (a different scale is used
here compared to the previous figures). After 720 days, the proportions increased to approximately
10, 11, and 12 percent. However, the overall difference between the transition rates of the groups is

not significant, regardless of whether covariates are accounted for in the regressions.

[Figure 5 about here]
Heterogeneous effects

Even in the absence of average treatment effects, there may be heterogeneous effects for subgroups.
When analyzing the effects of 1As in the unemployment insurance system, Van den Berg, Hofmann et
al. (2024) stratified the sample based on the predicted median unemployment duration until
re-employment, distinguishing between individuals with a predicted median duration of less than or
more than six months. For the prediction model, they used all inflows into unemployment in the same
regions during the year prior to the RCT. They found that 1As did not speed up re-employment for
individuals with good labor market prospects, while early 1As had significantly positive effects for

individuals with lower re-employment prospects.

It is therefore a relevant question whether similar effect heterogeneity arises in the welfare system.
Consequently, we stratify our sample according to predicted labor market prospects. For this, we
utilize a sample of inflows into welfare receipt from the seven job centers that participated in the RCT
during the period from June 2016 to May 2017, the calendar year before our project started. To align
with our analysis sample from the experiment, we consider only individuals who had not previously
received welfare for at least six months, were aged 25 to 61, and were not employed when entering
welfare. As has been observed in Van den Berg et al. (2023), standard parametric prediction models
for long-term unemployment are dominated by Machine Learning predictors based on a Random
Forest. Hence, we advance on the approach in Van den Berg, Hofmann et al. (2024) by making a
Random Forest and conducting out-of-sample predictions regarding exiting the UB Il regime (not
necessarily permanently) within 360 days for our analysis sample. We include all covariates used as
control variables in the main analysis (utilizing the calendar month of welfare entry or assignment,

respectively, to control for potential seasonal effects). We then split the sample at the median of the

11



prediction score obtaining two equally sized groups ordered by their estimated prospects of leaving

the welfare system.'?

Table 3 displays the main results. The constants of the models indicate that the mean share of tran-
sitions out of welfare benefit receipt and into employment during the first year after assignment is
approximately 19 and 16 percentage points higher in the group with predicted better labor market
prospects. However, we do not find significant effects of group assignment for individuals in either
group. There is one exception: longer-term entries into employment seem to be lower in group V2 (1A

without a LCD). However, once we correct for multiple testing, this effect also becomes insignificant.

[Table 3 about here]
Sensitivity analysis

First, as motivated by the non-compliance findings in Section 5, we repeat our main analysis for
assignments to the program that occurred until March 2018. Figure A.1 in the Appendix displays
survival curves until receipt of the first 1A for this group: After 180 days, around 30 percent of indi-
viduals in group V3 (no 1A) had received an IA (contrary to the experimental protocol), providing
tentative evidence that non-compliance is considerably lower than in the full sample.

The corresponding impact estimates can be found in Table 4. Even for earlier assignments we do not
find significant effects among the different treatment groups concerning entries into employment or
exits from UB II. In the short run, we observe a single significant negative effect of an assignment to
the group with the standard 1A (V1) on the share of individuals who received a sanction due to a
reporting failure. This aligns with the previously stated hypothesis that individuals in groups V2 and
V3 may have taken their reporting obligations less seriously, resulting in more sanctions due to
reporting failures compared to those who had concluded a standard I1A. Note, however, that once we

correct for multiple testing, the effect is no longer significant.

Table 5 presents heterogeneous effects based on estimated labor market prospects. The assignment
did not impact exits from welfare benefit receipt. For the group predicted not to leave welfare within
360 days, we identify a significant negative effect of an assignment to V2 (1A without an LCD) on
longer-term exits into employment (or, equivalently, a significant positive effect of assignment to V1

or VV3). Furthermore, the previously mentioned effect of receiving a sanction due to a failure to report

12 We apply the stata ado file rforest (Schonlau and Zou 2020) for a dichotomous outcome. Tuning the model
resulted in choosing the following hyperparameters: 235 iterations, 15 variables randomly selected at each split,
maximum tree depth of 15, and a minimum size of 11 observations per leaf node. As a threshold for the het-
erogeneity analysis we use the median of the predicted probability, which amounts to 0.44. For this threshold,
the accuracy of the model accounts to 59 percent; the true negative rate is 60 percent, and the true positive rate
is 58 percent.

12



also originates from this group. If we correct for multiple testing, these effects are no longer signif-

icant.®

[Table 4 and Table 5 about here]

7. Concluding remarks

IAs are intended to be a central element of the counseling and placement activities for unemployed
welfare benefit recipients. They also serve as a legal basis for sanctioning neglect of job
search-related duties. By employing a randomized controlled trial that varied the timing and content
of 1As, we aim to uncover whether 1As genuinely enhance employment prospects and reduce de-

pendency on welfare.

For individuals who have newly started receiving UB II, results from our randomized controlled trial
indicate that assignment to the groups expected to receive an 1A (with and without LCDs) had, on
average, no impact on shortening the duration of benefit receipt or the time until welfare recipients
found new employment. Due to incomplete compliance, our results must be interpreted as inten-
tion-to-treat effects. However, even when we restrict the analysis to earlier assignments, which are
much more consistent with the experimental protocol, we do not find evidence that 1As increased the

rate of exits from welfare benefit receipt or entries into employment.

We do not find strong evidence for an effect of signing an IA on welfare exit or employment entry for
unemployed welfare recipients. This may be due to the complex bureaucracy surrounding the IA as a
treatment, or simply to the lack of suitable job opportunities for most welfare recipients. Another
potential reason might be due to the fact that the baseline survival probabilities are simply very high,
such that a sizeable effect on the hazard rate only leads to a small effect on the survival probability.
This phenomenon has been observed in the literature on sanction effects in welfare; see Van den Berg
et al. (2004). However, investigating this would require semi-parametric modeling. Yet another
potential reason could be a lack of power due to a limited number of observations. However, the
precision of the estimates reported in this paper is comparable to the precision in the study on the

effectiveness of 1As for male jobseekers receiving Ul benefits, which reports significantly positive

B An interesting issue is whether we could use the assignment as an instrument for obtaining an 1A and a LCD.
However, the exclusion restriction may be violated if individuals realize that they are not subject to the regime.
In such cases, the assignment could directly affect the outcome if their behavior changes before an 1A or LCD is
finalized. If we assume the exclusion restriction holds, a simple non-parametric Wald estimator would assess
differences in outcome variables between assignment groups default by examining differences in realized
treatments. This approach would inflate point estimates and standard errors—but would not necessarily in-
crease significance. For a general discussion about instrumental variables with duration outcomes in the context
of social experiments see Abbring and van den Berg (2005).

13



effects of being supposed to sign an IA in the first month of the Ul spell on the probability of entering
employment within one year (Van den Berg, Hofmann et al. 2024). Further, the reported average
effect in Van den Berg, Hofmann et al. (2024) of signing an IA early in the Ul spell on exit to em-
ployment within one year is outside of the confidence interval of the estimated effects for welfare
benefit recipients. This does not exclude that we would detect an effect with a larger sample size, but
we can reject the hypothesis that the ITT effect of signing an IA early in the spell is of the same

magnitude as the corresponding effects estimated for Ul benefit recipients.

In either case, the results imply that the success of 1As in Ul does not translate into the welfare sys-
tem. As a topic for further research it may be interesting to consider more specific subgroups of
welfare recipients. However, it may be more promising to consider other ALMPs with a less strong

monitoring flavor as 1As.
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Figures

Figure 1  Duration until the conclusion of the first integration agreement
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Notes: *) For a period of six months since assignment. Survival functions from Kaplan-Meier estimation.
Log-rank test for equality of survival functions: Pr>chi2 = 0.00. 2,659 observations.

Figure 2  Duration until the first LCD
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Notes: *) For a period of six months since assignment. Survival functions from Kaplan-Meier estimation.
Log-rank test for equality of survival functions: Pr>chi2 = 0.00. 2,659 observations.



Figure 3  Duration until exiting UB Il receipt
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Notes: *) For a period of six months since assignment. Survival functions from Kaplan-Meier estimation
(uncensored data). Log-rank test for equality of survival functions: : Pr>chi2 = 1.00. 2,659 observations.

Figure4  Duration until entering employment
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Notes: *) For a period of six months since assignment. Survival functions from Kaplan-Meier estimation
(uncensored data). Log-rank test for equality of survival functions: Pr>chi2 = 0.90, 2,659 observations.
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Figure5  Duration until first sanction due to failure to report
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Log-rank test for equality of survival functions: Pr>chi2 = 0.42. 2.659 observations.
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Tables

Table 1 Treatment variants

V1: Standard IA  V2: No legal V3: No IA*
consequences™

Contents of the integration agreement)
Rights and obligations X X -
Legal consequence information X - -
Sanctions
Neglect of duties from the integration x ) i
agreement**
Failure to report X X X

*) For a period of six months since assignment.

**) Lack of own efforts, refusal to take up work or training or participation in a labor market program.
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Table 2 Intention-to-treat effects, controlling for covariates
Estimated coefficients and standards errors (in parenthesis)
Reference group: V3 (no I1A)

Until day...
180 360 720
I. Exit from UB Il receipt
V1: Standard 1A 0.006 -0.007 -0.016
(0.022) (0.023) (0.021)
V2: 1A without LCD -0.004 -0.017 -0.003
(0.022) (0.022) (0.021)
Mean V3 0.357 0.550 0.698
I1. Entry into employment
V1: Standard 1A -0.000 -0.021 -0.020
(0.022) (0.023) (0.022)
V2: 1A without LCD 0.017 -0.006 -0.014
(0.022) (0.023) (0.022)
Mean V3 0.328 0.492 0.616
I11. Sanction of failure to report
V1: Standard 1A -0.015 -0.013 -0.020
(0.010) (0.013) (0.015)
V2: 1A without LCD 0.005 0.007 -0.010
(0.009) (0.013) (0.014)
Mean V3 0.047 0.088 0.124
Observations 2,659

Notes: Linear probability model. For the list of included covariates, see Table A.1. A = integration agreement,

LCD = legal consequences declaration.
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Table 3 Intention-to-treat effects by predicted labor market prospects, controlling for

covariates

Estimated coefficients and standards errors (in parenthesis)

Reference group: V3 (no I1A)

Predicted to leave welfare within 360 days

No Yes
Until day...| 180 360 720 180 360 720
I. Exit from UB Il receipt
V1: Standard 1A 0.023 0.017 -0.004 -0.005 -0.035 -0.033
(0.029)  (0.032) (0.032) (0.033) (0.032) (0.028)
V2: 1A without LCD -0.021 -0.036 -0.012 -0.004 -0.017 -0.005
(0.030)  (0.033) (0.032) (0.032) (0.031) (0.027)
Mean V3 0.267 0.458 0.623 0.453 0.649 0.778
I1. Entry into employment
V1: Standard 1A 0.018 -0.023 -0.029 -0.015 -0.019 -0.019
(0.029) (0.032) (0.032) (0.034) (0.034) (0.031)
V2: 1A without LCD 0.003 -0.025 -0.067** 0.011 -0.009 0.016
(0.029) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.030)
Mean V3 0.248 0.414 0.553 0.413 0.576 0.684
I11. Sanction of failure to report
V1: Standard 1A -0.022 -0.024 -0.026 -0.007 -0.001 -0.009
(0.015)  (0.020) (0.023) (0.012)  (0.016) (0.019)
V2: 1A without LCD 0.017 0.018 0.007 -0.003 0.003 -0.017
(0.015)  (0.021) (0.023) (0.011)  (0.015)  (0.018)
Mean V3 0.060 0.114 0.153 0.033 0.060 0.093
Observations 1,330 1,329

**) g = 0.05, ***) o = 0.01.

Notes: Linear probability model. For list of covariates, see Table A.1. IA = integration agreement, LCD = legal

consequences declaration.
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Table 4 Intention-to-treat effects, controlling for covariates, for individuals who were as-
signed until March 2018
Estimated coefficients and standards errors (in parenthesis)
Reference group: V3 (no 1A)

Until day...
180 360 720
I. Exit from UB Il receipt
V1: Standard 1A 0.013 -0.009  -0.030
(0.028) (0.029) (0.027)
V2: 1A without LCD -0.019 -0.024  -0.010
(0.028) (0.028) (0.026)
Mean V3 0.354 0.547 0.707
Il. Entry into employment
V1: Standard 1A 0.016 -0.001 -0.014
(0.028) (0.030) (0.029)
V2: 1A without LCD 0.002 -0.009  -0.017
(0.027) (0.029) (0.028)
Mean V3 0.319 0.477 0.613
I11. Sanction of failure to report
V1: Standard 1A -0.028**  -0.021  -0.018
(0.012) (0.017)  (0.019)
V2: 1A without LCD -0.007 -0.006  -0.016
(0.012) (0.016)  (0.018)
Mean V3 0.056 0.095 0.127
Observations 1,657

Notes: Linear probability model. For list of covariates, see Table A.1. IA = integration agreement, LCD = legal

consequences declaration.
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Table 5 Intention-to-treat effects by predicted labor market prospects, controlling for

covariates, for individuals who were assigned until March 2018
Estimated coefficients and standards errors (in parenthesis)
Reference group: V3 (no 1A)

Predicted to leave welfare within 360 days

No Yes
Until day... 180 360 720 180 360 720
I. Exit from UB Il receipt
V1: Standard 1A 0.019 -0.012 -0.035 0.025 -0.010 -0.031
(0.038) (0.042) (0.040) | (0.043) (0.041) (0.036)
V2: 1A without LCD -0.056 -0.067 -0.043 -0.001  -0.007  0.006
(0.039) (0.042) (0.041) | (0.039) (0.038) (0.033)
Mean V3 0.270 0.470 0.646 0.436 0.622 0.766
I1. Entry into employment
V1: Standard 1A 0.026 -0.006 -0.029 0.016 0.004  -0.015
(0.037) (0.041) (0.042) | (0.043) (0.043) (0.040)
V2: 1A without LCD -0.025 -0.044  -0.096** | 0.011  -0.002 0.026
(0.038) (0.042) (0.043) | (0.040) (0.039) (0.036)
Mean V3 0.232 0.386 0.540 0.405 0.567 0.684
I11. Sanction of failure to report
V1: Standard 1A -0.046**  -0.045* -0.036 -0.009  0.000  -0.002
(0.020) (0.027) (0.030) | (0.015) (0.020) (0.024)
V2: 1A without LCD -0.000 0.009 0.004 -0.006 -0.011 -0.024
(0.020) (0.028) (0.030) | (0.014) (0.019) (0.022)
Mean V3 0.074 0.126 0.158 0.038 0.065 0.096
Observations 805 852

Notes: Linear probability model. For list of covariates, see Table A.1. IA = integration agreement, LCD = legal

consequences declaration.
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Appendix

Table A.1 Means of selected variables for the three treatment arms and p-values from F-tests
for equal means (dichotomous variables) and y*tests on equal distributions (cat-

egorial variables)

V2: No legal

V1: Default consequeces V3: No IA p-value
Gender and nationality
Female 0.33 0.34 0.35 0.70
Non-German nationality 0.34 0.37 0.36 0.43
Age group
Age group 25-29 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.61
Age group 30-39 0.36 0.34 0.34
Age group 40-49 0.20 0.22 0.20
Age group 50-61 0.17 0.17 0.20
Vocational education
No vocational degree 0.36 0.36 0.35 0.54
Vocational degree 0.50 0.50 0.53
University degree 0.14 0.12 0.11
Information missing 0.01 0.02 0.02
Household type
Single 0.70 0.71 0.71 0.61
Partners without children 0.09 0.08 0.10
Single parent with children 0.08 0.07 0.07
Partners with children 0.13 0.13 0.11
Information missing 0.01 0.01 0.01
Position last job
Helper activities 0.34 0.35 0.37 0.24
Professional activities 0.45 0.46 0.48
Complex specialist activities 0.06 0.05 0.05
Highly complex activities 0.06 0.06 0.04
Information missing 0.09 0.08 0.07
During the last year before random assignment: Share of year in
Employment 0.14 0.16 0.15 0.35
UB receipt 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.46
UB Il receipt 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.09
During the five years preceding the last year before random assignment: Years in
Employment 1.28 1.28 1.29 1.00
UB receipt 0.30 0.27 0.28 0.55
UB Il receipt 1.23 1.21 1.24 0.95
Jobcenter
1 0.30 0.31 0.30 0.72
2 0.22 0.19 0.22
3 0.11 0.10 0.10
4 0.15 0.16 0.14
5 0.05 0.04 0.05
6 0.04 0.04 0.05
7 0.14 0.16 0.14
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Table A.1 continued

V2: No legal
V1: Default consequeces V3: No IA p-value

Month of assignment

Up to September 2017 0.08 0.07 0.09 0.35
October 2017 0.07 0.10 0.09

November 2017 0.09 0.09 0.08

December 2017 0.06 0.06 0.08

January 2018 0.11 0.11 0.11

February 2018 0.09 0.10 0.08

March 2018 0.10 0.11 0.08

April 2018 0.13 0.09 0.11

May 2018 0.08 0.08 0.09

June 2018 0.08 0.07 0.07

July 2018 0.05 0.04 0.06

August 2018 and later 0.05 0.06 0.06

Observations 832 894 933
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Table A.2 Determinants of non-compliance (within 180 days of random assignment)
Estimated coefficients and standards errors (in parenthesis)
Dependent variable: Non-compliance with prescribed treatment arm

V1: Default V2:No LCD V3:No IA
Gender and nationality
Female -0.017 0.005 0.030
(0.026) (0.034) (0.032)
Non-German nationality -0.019 -0.018 -0.026
(0.026) (0.034) (0.033)
Age group (reference: up to 29)
Age group 30-39 0.001 0.019 0.035
(0.030) (0.041) (0.037)
Age group 40-49 -0.037 0.050 -0.010
(0.035) (0.046) (0.045)
Age group 50-61 -0.060* -0.005 -0.025
(0.036) (0.049) (0.045)
Vocational education (reference: no vocational degree)
Vocational degree 0.022 -0.013 -0.011
(0.027) (0.036) (0.033)
University degree 0.091** -0.032 -0.003
(0.038) (0.054) (0.053)
Information missing 0.067 -0.079 0.319***
(0.112) (0.127) (0.119)
Household type (reference: single)
Partners without children 0.058 0.006 -0.017
(0.042) (0.055) (0.050)
Single parent with children -0.020 -0.112* -0.033
(0.046) (0.063) (0.061)
Partners with children 0.044 -0.014 0.000
(0.035) (0.048) (0.048)
Information missing 0.327** -0.175 -0.051
(0.145) (0.161) (0.134)
Position last job (reference: helper activities)
Professional activities 0.014 -0.023 0.019
(0.026) (0.035) (0.031)
Complex specialist activities -0.019 -0.027 0.048
(0.051) (0.070) (0.071)
Highly complex activities -0.007 0.021 0.067
(0.052) (0.069) (0.078)
Information missing -0.053 -0.069 0.097
(0.046) (0.064) (0.064)

Continued next page
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Table A.2 continued

V1: Default V2:No LCD V3: No IA
During the last year before random assignment: Share of year in
Employment 0.089* -0.037 0.186***
(0.051) (0.064) (0.061)
UB receipt -0.092** -0.109* 0.002
(0.044) (0.060) (0.058)
UB Il receipt 0.016 0.138* 0.113
(0.062) (0.074) (0.070)
During the five years before the last year before random assignment: Years in
Employment 0.017 -0.001 0.010
(0.011) (0.015) (0.015)
UB receipt -0.023 -0.029 0.018
(0.028) (0.036) (0.035)
UB Il receipt -0.010 0.008 -0.001
(0.008) (0.012) (0.011)
Jobcenter (reference: 1)
2 -0.022 0.055 0.019
(0.032) (0.046) (0.042)
3 0.030 0.299*** 0.121**
(0.040) (0.055) (0.053)
4 -0.051 -0.050 0.005
(0.036) (0.047) (0.048)
5 0.270*** 0.015 0.041
(0.057) (0.082) (0.070)
6 -0.040 0.017 0.041
(0.057) (0.079) (0.0712)
7 -0.007 0.151*** 0.073
(0.038) (0.048) (0.048)
Month of assignment (reference: up to September 2017)
October 2017 -0.152%** 0.086 0.077
(0.057) (0.073) (0.068)
November 2017 -0.137** 0.142* 0.236***
(0.054) (0.075) (0.070)
December 2017 -0.130** 0.085 0.269***
(0.060) (0.081) (0.071)
January 2018 -0.080 0.272*%** 0.051
(0.052) (0.071) (0.064)
February 2018 -0.051 0.193*** 0.094
(0.054) (0.072) (0.069)
March 2018 -0.029 0.183** 0.364***
(0.053) (0.072) (0.070)
April 2018 -0.055 0.164** 0.688***
(0.049) (0.074) (0.066)

Continued next page
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Table A.2 continued

V1: Default V2:No LCD V3: No IA
May 2018 -0.072 0.201*** 0.725***
(0.056) (0.077) (0.068)
June 2018 -0.105* 0.216*** 0.609***
(0.055) (0.079) (0.073)
July 2018 -0.023 0.297*** 0.677***
(0.063) (0.092) (0.079)
August 2018 and later -0.109* 0.258*** 0.625***
(0.066) (0.085) (0.080)
Constant 0.188*** 0.091 0.053
(0.056) (0.076) (0.073)
R-squared 0.090 0.102 0.309
Observations 832 894 933

*) o = 0.10, **) o = 0.05, ***) o = 0.01.

Notes: Linear probability model. For list of covariates, see Table 2. IA = integration agreement, LCD = legal

consequences declaration.
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Table A.3 Intention-to-treat effects on entries into active labor market programs, controlling

for covariates
Estimated coefficients and standards errors (in parenthesis)
Reference group: V3 (no 1A)

Until day...
180 360 720
I. Sanction of duty neglect
V1: Standard 1A 0.007 0.011 0.010
(0.006)  (0.009) (0.010)
V2: 1A without LCD -0.001 0.005 0.002
(0.006)  (0.009) (0.010)
Mean V3 0.016 0.030 0.044
Il. Entry into ALMP
V1: Standard 1A 0.005 -0.012 0.002
(0.020) (0.022)  (0.023)
V2: 1A without LCD -0.016 -0.028 -0.027
(0.020)  (0.021)  (0.023)
Mean V3 0.272 0.346 0.427
Observations 2,659

Notes: Linear probability model. For the list of included covariates, see Table A.1. A = integration agreement,

LCD = legal consequences declaration, ALMP = active labor market programs.
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Table A.4 Covariate effects on exits from UB |1 receipt and entries into employment
Estimated coefficients and standards errors (in parenthesis)

Exit from UB Il receipt

Entry into employment

until day... until day...
180 360 720 180 360 720
Gender and nationality
Female -0.014 -0.026 -0.011 -0.027 -0.035 -0.017
(0.020) (0.021) (0.019) (0.020) (0.021) (0.021)
Non-German nationality -0.001 -0.007 0.006 -0.007 -0.006 0.017
(0.021) (0.022) (0.020) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021)
Age group (reference: up to 29)
Age group 30-39 -0.102*** -0.074***  -0.036 |-0.095*** -0.094*** -0.055**
(0.024) (0.025) (0.023) (0.024) (0.025) (0.024)
Age group 40-49 -0.122*** -0.151*** -0.116*** | -0.100*** -0.116*** -0.090***
(0.028) (0.029) (0.027) (0.028) (0.030) (0.029)
Age group 50-61 -0.190*** -0.231*** -0.222%** | -0.171*** -0.225*** -0.223***
(0.029) (0.030) (0.028) (0.029) (0.031) (0.029)
Vocational education (reference: no vocational degree)
Vocational degree 0.070***  0.037*  0.045** | 0.065*** 0.060***  0.054**
(0.021) (0.022) (0.020) (0.021) (0.023) (0.022)
University degree 0.140*** 0.152*** (.150*** | 0.111*** (.158*** (.162***
(0.032) (0.033) (0.031) (0.032) (0.034) (0.033)
Information missing 0.102 0.166** 0.079 -0.036 -0.004 0.082
(0.080) (0.082) (0.076) (0.080) (0.084) (0.081)
Household type (reference: single)
Partners without children 0.076**  0.089***  0.052* -0.031 -0.006 -0.018
(0.033) (0.033) (0.031) (0.032) (0.034) (0.033)
Single parent with children -0.090** -0.114*** -0.115*** | -0.087**  -0.054 -0.018
(0.038) (0.039) (0.036) (0.038) (0.040) (0.039)
Partners with children 0.003 -0.008 -0.007 0.068** 0.039 0.042
(0.029) (0.030) (0.028) (0.029) (0.031) (0.030)
Information missing 0.023 0.135 0.044 0.115 0.080 0.036
(0.097) (0.099) (0.092) (0.096) (0.101) (0.098)
Position last job (reference: helper activities)
Professional activities 0.012 0.036* 0.015 -0.000 -0.009 -0.030
(0.021) (0.021) (0.020) (0.020) (0.021) (0.021)
Complex specialist activities | -0.001 0.035 0.009 -0.029 -0.050  -0.095**
(0.043) (0.044) (0.041) (0.043) (0.045) (0.044)
Highly complex activities 0.050 0.048 0.037 -0.026 -0.054 -0.044
(0.044) (0.045) (0.042) (0.044) (0.046) (0.045)
Information missing -0.087**  -0.062 -0.000 0.054 0.051  0.161***
(0.039) (0.040) (0.037) (0.039) (0.041) (0.039)
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Table A.4 continued

Exit from UB Il receipt

Entry into employment

until day... until day...
180 360 720 180 360 720
During the last year before random assignment: Share of year in
Employment 0.202*** 0.270*** (0.185*** | 0.258*** (.312*** (.346***
(0.040) (0.041) (0.038) (0.039) (0.042) (0.040)
UB receipt 0.006 0.049 0.058* 0.068*  0.107*** 0.144***
(0.036) (0.037) (0.035) (0.036) (0.038) (0.037)
UB Il receipt -0.135*** -0.188*** -0.160***| 0.000 0.022 -0.033
(0.046) (0.047) (0.044) (0.046) (0.048) (0.047)
During the five years before the last year before random assignment: Years in
Employment -0.013 -0.013 -0.009 -0.003 -0.006 -0.009
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.009)
UB receipt -0.011 -0.024 -0.008 -0.001 -0.008 -0.022
(0.022) (0.023) (0.021) (0.022) (0.023) (0.022)
UB Il receipt -0.031*** -0.030*** -0.027*** | -0.031*** -0.032*** -0.032***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Jobcenter (reference: 1)
2 -0.044 -0.053* -0.006 -0.016 -0.033 0.001
(0.027) (0.028) (0.026) (0.027) (0.028) (0.027)
3 0.104***  0.036 0.057* | 0.086***  0.030 0.070**
(0.033) (0.034) (0.032) (0.033) (0.035) (0.034)
4 0.094***  (0.088*** (0.137*** | 0.041 0.042 0.047
(0.029) (0.030) (0.028) (0.029) (0.031) (0.030)
5 0.112** 0.160*** 0.154*** | 0.072 0.063 0.012
(0.047) (0.048) (0.045) (0.046) (0.049) (0.047)
6 0.077*  0.127*** 0.101** 0.041 0.063 0.081*
(0.046) (0.048) (0.044) (0.046) (0.049) (0.047)
7 0.026 0.036 0.066** 0.028 0.050 0.057*
(0.030) (0.031) (0.029) (0.030) (0.032) (0.031)
Month of assignment (reference: up to September 2017)
October 2017 -0.053 -0.044 -0.052 -0.019 -0.010 0.029
(0.045) (0.046) (0.043) (0.044) (0.047) (0.045)
November 2017 -0.072 -0.050 0.005 -0.049 -0.082* 0.001
(0.044) (0.046) (0.042) (0.044) (0.047) (0.045)
December 2017 -0.043 -0.054 -0.050 -0.024 -0.012 0.046
(0.047) (0.049) (0.045) (0.047) (0.050) (0.048)
January 2018 0.021 0.027 -0.020 -0.022 -0.047 0.016
(0.042) (0.043) (0.040) (0.042) (0.044) (0.043)
February 2018 0.014 -0.045 -0.025 0.043 0.007 0.100**
(0.044) (0.045) (0.042) (0.044) (0.046) (0.045)
March 2018 0.002 -0.019 -0.023 0.011 -0.055 -0.008
(0.044) (0.045) (0.042) (0.044) (0.046) (0.044)
April 2018 0.052 0.040 0.023 0.086** 0.046 0.102**
(0.042) (0.043) (0.040) (0.042) (0.044) (0.043)
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Table A.4 continued

Exit from UB Il receipt

Entry into employment

until day... until day...
180 360 720 180 360 720

May 2018 -0.043 -0.029 -0.056 -0.037 -0.048 -0.022

(0.045) (0.046) (0.043) (0.045) (0.047) (0.046)
June 2018 -0.015 -0.013 -0.002 -0.003 -0.016 0.019

(0.046) (0.048) (0.044) (0.046) (0.049) (0.047)
July 2018 -0.062 -0.025 -0.076 -0.049 -0.041 0.019

(0.052) (0.054) (0.050) (0.052) (0.055) (0.053)
August 2018 and later -0.028 -0.079 -0.062 0.009 0.013 0.051

(0.052) (0.053) (0.049) (0.015) (0.020) (0.024)
Constant 0.434***  (.638*** (0.741*** 0.020 0.033*  0.057***

(0.047) (0.048) (0.045) (0.014) (0.019) (0.021)
R-squared 0.088 0.106 0.093 0.068 0.075 0.093
Observations 2,659 2,659

*) a = 0.10, **) a = 0.05, ***) o= 0.01.
Notes: Linear probability model. Treatment effects: See Table 3.

33



Figure A.1 Duration until the conclusion of the first integration agreement for individuals who
were assigned until March 2018
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Notes: *) For a period of six months since assignment. Survival functions from Kaplan-Meier estimation.
Log-rank test for equality of survival functions: Pr>chi2 = 0.00. 2,659 observations.
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