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Motivation

Rise in temporary work, part-time work, self-employment =⇒ Part-time

unemployment benefits provided to persons working on non-regular jobs

who are seeking a regular job.

Job seekers who accept a non-regular job while on claim, can cumulate

labor earnings with part of their unemployment benefits.

Part-time unemployment benefits are widespread in Europe.

In France, almost one over two unemployment benefit recipients works

while on claim during his unemployment spell.

↪→ Unfortunately, very little is known on this program.

↪→ Importance of selection effects =⇒ difficult to estimate the

causal impact of part-time unemployment benefits
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Why part-time unemployment benefits?

Effects on unemployment:

May shorten unemployment spells if non-regular jobs act as

stepping stones towards regular jobs

Potential lock-in effects : part-time unemployed look for regular

jobs less intensively
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What we do

Randomized experiment

Send emails to inform job seekers about the program

Rely on administrative data to follow job seekers during 3 years after the

informational treatment

Choice motivated by the lack of knowledge about this program among job

seekers:

40% of job seekers do not know the existence of the program.

Among people unaware of the program:

50% think that they would lose all their unemployment benefits

when working while on claim

81% think that their benefit exhaustion date would not be extended

if they work while on claim
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What’s new

The literature mostly relies on the timing-of-events approach developed by

Abbring and Van Den Berg (2003) and aims to identify the causal impact

of working while on claim

↪→ But knowing the existence of the program may have an impact on

behaviors even without working while on claim

↪→ Cannot identify the impact of the existence of the program itself

Our experiment allows us to get credible identification of the effects of

part-time unemployment benefits on:

Behavior of unemployment insurance recipients

Unemployment insurance expenditure

Related literature
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Institutional background

Aim of the program: provide incentives to job seekers who are looking for

regular jobs to accept non-regular jobs in the mean time.

job seekers who do not work get benefits b

job seekers who earn z from non-regular jobs get benefits b − τz ,

where τ < 1, hence total income is b + (1− τ)z

saved benefits τz are rolled over to the end of the entitlement period
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Institutional background

Benefit	entitlement	=	6	months
Benefits

Initial	exhaustion	date Delayed	exhaustion	date

b

𝜏z

𝜏z

Months

1 2 3 5 6

z	earnings	in	month	4

4 7
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Institutional background

Initial unemployment insurance capital B0

Benefits paid each month, b are deduced from the insurance capital Bt

Benefits exhaustion date T such that BT = 0

Monthly income of a worker whose labor earnings amount to zt in month

t is equal to

min[b + (1− τ)zt , zt ]

where w is the reference monthly wage, and τ is the tax rate on labor

earnings while on claim

Law of motion of Bt

Bt+1 = max [Bt − b + τzt , 0]

Labor earnings and disposable income of unemployment insurance recipients
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Theoretical framework

Job search model in which

look for regular jobs: arrival rate λ(et) depends on job search intensity et

get job offers in a distribution of temp jobs with different wages at exogenous

arrival rate while looking for regular jobs

face a small fixed cost to work while on claim κ

accept temp job offers if the associated wage zt is large enough

↪→ The decision to work while on claim depends on the dynamic marginal tax

rate mt .

(1−mt)zt > κ (1)

Value function of unemployed workers
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Theoretical framework

The dynamic marginal tax rate depends on:

the instantaneous tax τ on earnings from work while on claim

the probability that the taxed earnings will be retrieved after the benefits

exhaustion date

mt = τ

(
1− βT−t

T−1∏
j=t

[1− λ(ej)]

)
where:

β: discount factor, T : benefits exhaustion date

T−1∏
j=t

[
1− λ(ej )

]
: survival probability in unemployment at exhaustion date T
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Theoretical framework

Negative relation between the dynamic marginal tax rate and the

propensity to work while on claim

=⇒ If the informational treatment increases the propensity to work while

on claim, the informational treatment can be interpreted as a drop

in the expected dynamic marginal tax rate to its actual level
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Theoretical framework

What is the impact of a drop in the dynamic marginal tax rate on

unemployment duration?

Direct effects: stepping stone and lock-in effect (i.e. the job arrival

rate λ depends on the propensity to work while on claim)

Indirect effect : attraction effect

Forward looking nature of the optimization problem: the possibility

to work while on claim in the future influences current job search

behavior.

↪→ The overall effect depends on the magnitude of each effect.

Drop in dynamic marginal tax rate
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Experimental design



The treatment

People in the treatment group received 3 successive emails sent by public

employment services on 31 January, 28 February, and 31 March 2017

The main text of the email focuses on the two incentives created by the

program

It is accompanied by an example which introduces a hypothetical worker

and shows what happens to his benefits if he works while on claim

An attached file with further information and a link to a simulator are also

provided

Screenshot of the email

12 / 44



Sample

Randomization took place on all registered job seekers who were:

Registering for the first time at the Employment Agency between 1 July

2016 and 30 November 2016

Eligible for unemployment benefits and still on claim at the time of the

treatment

Did not experience part-time unemployment before the treatment

Not subject to very specific rules: temporary workers (in temp agencies),

childminders, entrepreneurs, artists, and technicians working in the culture

sector.

↪→ Final sample : 115 547 obs
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Randomization design

2 levels of randomization

Local agency level → Treated vs untreated areas

Job seeker level → Treated vs Control (in treated areas)

Local agency level Treated areas Untreated areas

Assignment prob. 4/5 1/5

Number of agencies 687 171

Number of job seekers 118 724 29 790

Job seeker level Treated (T) Controls (C) Super-controls (SC)

Assignment prob. 1/2 1/2

Number of job seekers 59 370 59 354 29 790

Randomization design

Summary statistics
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Results



Take up

High take up:

85% of treated individuals opened at least one email

3 on 4 people opened the first email

About 7% used the simulator at least once
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Empirical Analysis

In what follows we estimate models of the following form:

yi = α + βZi + δCi + γXi + εi

where

Zi is a dummy for being in the treated group

Ci is a dummy for being in a treated area (i.e. being either in the treated

group or in the control group)

Xi is a vector of covariates that includes the variables reported in the

summary statistics as well as months interacted with regions fixed effects

Thus,

β̂ are estimates of intention to treat (ITT)

δ̂ estimates the potential spillover effects of the information provision
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Treatment effect on part-time unemployment

Treatment effect on the propensity to have worked while on claim at least once

→ Work while on claim increases until six months after the first email by 0.4 %, which

corresponds to an increase of 6% with respect to the control group See Table

→ Negligible impact at the intensive margin Intensive margin
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Treatment effect on part-time unemployment

Treatment effect on the cumulated numbers of hours worked while on claim

→ The impact corresponds to an increase of about 7 supplementary hours after 36

months (i.e. an increase of 5% with respect to the control group) See Table

→ Randomization inference See Table
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Spillover with the control group

Two types of spillover:

transmission of information → increase take-up of the control group

displacement effects → decrease take-up of the control group

No significant differences between the control group and the

supercontrol group See Table

↪→ No spillover or the two effects cancel each other out?

Focus on labor markets with low employment rate, where only the

transmission of information is likely to operate : no transmission of

information See Table

↪→ Absence of both displacement effects and information

transmission
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Heterogeneous effects of the treatment

Heterogeneous effects of the treatment

Machine-learning approach developed by Chernozhukov et al. (2018)

→ from zero effect to positive effects See Figure

→ Most affected: young, intermediate education level, higher reference

wage, shorter employment spells before entry into unemployment
See Table

The heterogeneity of the impact of the informational treatment on

the probability to work while on claim may arise from

differences in dealing with information received by email

differences in the propensity to work while on claim
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Characteristics of individuals working while on claim in the treated

group

Characteristics of treated individuals working while on claim do not

differ from those of other individuals also working while on claim,

except for the duration of the last contract before the entry into

unemployment See Table

the treatment induces individuals to work while on claim whose

observable characteristics are similar as those who have a high

propensity to work while on claim → situation that should arise if

the marginal tax on work while on claim dropped See Table
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Treatment effect on unemployment

Treatment effect on unemployment outcomes

→ Absence of significant effects implies that the increase in the number of days of

work while on claim is annihilated by the drop in the exit rate : lock-in effects

→ We observe even more important lock-in effects for exits longer than 3 months
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Treatment effect on unemployment

Treatment effect on unemployment in the last quarter or last month before the initial benefit

exhaustion date

→ Randomization inference See Table

PBD distribution
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Cost/benefits for Unemployment Insurance

The treatment had no effect on the total amount of benefits payed
See Table

Impact of tax changes on expenditure = sum of 2 effects

1. mechanical effects, i.e. the impact of tax changes keeping behavior

unchanged

2. behavioral effects, i.e. change in behavior

We find that behavioral effects are equal to zero.

→ Reducing the dynamic marginal tax rate on earnings from work while

on claim would raise UI expenditure
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Conclusion

Providing information to job seekers about part-time unemployment insurance

program induced:

Job seekers to work more while on claim but also to remain unemployed

longer

Empirical literature suggests stepping stone effects of working on

non-regular jobs in France

↪→ Accounting for the attraction effect is very important to assess the full

impact of part-time unemployment benefits

Policy implication

Behavioral reactions to informational treatment did not increase labor

supply and unemployment insurance expenditure at 3-year horizon

Informational treatment ∼ reduction in the dynamic marginal tax rate →
increase in UI expenditure

↪→ But ambiguous impact on welfare
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Labor earnings and disposable income

Go back
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Theoretical framework

Job search model in which

the per period utility derived from consumption c ≥ 0 and search effort e ≥ 0 is

equal to: v(c)− e

job seekers look for regular jobs: arrival rate λ(et) depends on job search

intensity et

earnings zt associated with non-regular jobs are drawn in a stationary

distribution in each period t

accept these jobs if the associated wage is large enough

job seekers face a small fixed cost to work while on claim κ

The value function of unemployed workers is :

U(Bt) = E
{

max
(et ,Ωt )

v(ct)− et + β [λ(et)W + (1− λ(et))U(Bt+1)]

}
where:

ct = b(Bt) + [z(1− τ)− κ] Ωt

subject to the law of motion:

Bt+1 = max [Bt − b + τzt , 0]

Go back
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Drop in dynamic marginal tax rate
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Screenshot of the email

Go back
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Summary statistics

Summary statistics across experimental groups Go back
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PBD distribution

Potential benefits duration at registration date (left panel) and treatment date (right panel)

Go back
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Prob. to work while on claim

Treatment effect on the probability to work while on claim

Go back
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Extensive margin

Treatment effect on part-time unemployment: extensive margin

Go back
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Intensive margin

Treatment effect on part-time unemployment: intensive margin

Go back
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Randomization inference

Treatment effect on part-time unemployment : model vs. randomization based inference

Go back
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Randomization inference

Treatment effect on unemployment : model vs. randomization based inference

Go back
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Extensive margin

Treatment effect on part-time unemployment: extensive margin

Go back
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Spillover effects

Spillover effects on part-time unemployment

Go back
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Heterogeneous effects (ML)
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GATES of prob. to work while on claim at least once

Note: The outcome - probability to work while on claim at least once - is measured 12 months after the treatment date. Point

estimates and 90% adjusted confidence intervals uniform across groups based on 100 random splits in half. Heterogeneity

groups are formed using ML proxy distribution S which we cut at 50th , 75th , 90th , 95th percentiles. For example, Group 1

corresponds to the bottom 50% of S and Group 5 to the top 5%.

Go back
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Characteristics of the most and least affected by the treatment

Outcome: Prob. to work while on claim at least once

Go back
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Comparison of individuals working while on claim

Summary statistics on individuals working while on claim at least once 6 months after the start of

the treatment

Go back
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Predicted part-time unemployment activity

Treatment heterogeneity conditional on predicted part-time unemployment activity

Note: “Above median” designates individuals for whom predicted outcome is above the median. For each outcome duration, the predicted

outcome is estimated by an OLS regression using individuals from the super control group only. Individuals from the super control group are

not included in the regressions presented in this table to avoid potential bias coming from endogenous stratification as described in Abadie

et al. (2018).
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Cost/benefits for Unemployment Insurance

Treatment effect on UI payments

Go back
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