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Abstract

The essential prerequisite for an innovation to wcis creativity. Novel ideas, novel
solutions of problems are the initial stage of mation process, but they are also
indispensable throughout the innovation processovating firms thus must strive to
foster creativity. Literature provides evidencetthapart from personal characteristic of
individuals, other factors play important role imleashing creativity inside firms. Those
include, among others, creativity trainings and aew systems designed to encourage
creativity of employees. The key question addrebsdkde paper is whether creativity
fostering methods increase innovation output in den firms. By utilizing the
Community Innovation Survey 2010 data and propgrssbre matching methods, we
estimate the average treatment effect of the tcedite. firms that employ creativity
stimulation methods). Within this framework, ouraswed outcome is the innovation
activity of the firm and the treatment is the creitif stimulation method used by the firm.

Keywords: innovation, creativity, Croatia.

1. INTRODUCTION

Firms that aim to grow through innovation need moarage and unleash creativity of
employees. Starting with idea generation and furtheoughout innovation process, creative
thinking is indispensable part of innovating. Thdisms strive to encourage innovation by
employing several creativity stimulating methods.

The nature of creativity is rather complex as ifuiees many resources, such as
intellectual skills, knowledge, motivation, persbtyathinking styles and environment (Sternberg,
2006). Sternberg (2006) pointed out environmerdrasof the components relevant for creativity,
but he also advocates that decision to use alkitheabovementioned resources is more important
than possessing them. This indicates that cregiwihot just an intrinsic characteristic that cann
be developed and encouraged. Shalley, Zhou anda®IdB004) argue the employees’ creativity
is a function of personal characteristics, the attristics of work context and interactions among
personal and contextual characteristics. Theseoparsharacteristics have important economic
consequences. Through traditional channel, whictoraing to Swann and Birke (2005) leads
from creativity via innovation and productivity, increases in business performance, firms are
expecting to improve their relative position on tharket. Both researchers and practitioners seek
to find techniques that will foster and nurtureatrégty and hopefully through this process foster



innovation as well. Recent literature favors théiorothat creativity can be stimulated, nurtured
and even taught.

Fostering innovation is relatively more importanttiansition economies, for which the
indicators on innovation activity reveal signifitagap to more advanced market economies
(Eurostat, 2013). The question is whether this g@pbe narrowed by implementation of specific
measures within the enterprises, and in particwiahin the innovative enterprises. Recent
contributions in the literature on transition econes reveal that skill enhancement within the firm
produces more results than improvements in genedakcation. For example, Nazarov and
Akhmedjonov (2012) suggest that further investmémisducation will not lead to improvements
in firms’ innovativeness, while on-the-job trainingll. Furthermore, Gashi and Adnett (2012)
show that firms that undergo technological changemore likely to provide training and to a
greater intensity. Thus, studies show that inneeafirms seem to have recognized the importance
of their employees in transition economies as aglin market economies.

In this paper we explore creativity enhancing mdthased by Croatian firms. Our main
interest is to evaluate whether the implementadibthese methods affects innovation output. The
structure of the paper is following. Section 2 pdes study context within the related literature
and discusses the data sources used in empiriablsis1 Section 3 explains estimation strategy.
Section 4 presents the results and discussion.seaibn brings conclusions.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND PRELIMINARY DATA ANALYSIS

Eurostat (2013) data shows that innovative entegprias a percentage of all the
enterprises in Croatia are below comparative dat&t)-27 average. At the same time, promotion
of innovation seems to be one of the key policylgoamphasized in public debates. This makes
the issue of analyzing policy measures for increasinovation performance in Croatian economy
important. In this paper, we want to address #8sé from the perspective of enterprises and their
activities to increase innovation. One of suchaardicould be to promote the creativity of their
employees.

The creativity stimulation methods used by the gatees might be various in nature and
form. In the present paper, we restrict our analisifollowing six methods:

* Brainstorming sessions (brain)

«  Multidisciplinary or cross-functional work teams (i)

« Job rotation of staff (rotac)

« Financial incentives for employees to develop nésas (fina)
* Non-financial incentives for employees (nefin)

e Training employees on how to develop new ideas)tre

Although the choice of methods analyzed is patigliided by the data available for
empirical analysis, it has to be emphasized thelh &h these methods has been widely discussed
in the literature. We subsequently briefly discties most relevant findings in the literature.

Brainstorming is one of the most popular and welhkn techniques in business practice.
It is a creativity exercise (Trott, 2003) for gesmg ideas in group. This technique is often used
in innovation development, in particular in eatgges. Since it is wide-spread, we would expect
that it is also frequently used by Croatian enisgs.

Innovative firms widely rely on cross-functionalates when it comes to new product
development, because it has been found that thegdspp the product development process
(McDonough, 2000). It has even been argued thattifted dedicated cross-functional teams are
one of the critical success factors of innovatioojgcts (Cooper, 1999). Cross-functional teams
contribute to innovation projects success, but treynot easy to implement. This is primarily due
to different approaches and goals of team memtserged as possible conflicts that occur among
business functions. Strategic alignment of fundjoteam accountability and organizational



culture that encourages teamwork contribute to essfal implementation of cross-functional
teams (Holland, Gaston and Gomes, 2000).

Job specialization is frequently associated witerapts to avoid boredom and monotony
of performing limited number of operations dailye(fell and Hirt, 2000). In those situations
employing job rotation scheme to ensure better tataieding of activities performed in other
departments (Jones, George and Hill, 2000), mighir €mployees’ creativity. However, job
rotation might have many potential disadvantagesprkers consider some jobs less attractive or
valuable. Additionally, those might be related tee tquestion of adequate wage-rate for
performing work other than previously agreed-upon.

At the first glance, it could be suspected thathimittransition economies, financial
incentives would be most welcomed by employees. [Remation can potentially ensure
accomplishment of various organization goals, idiclg innovation. However, it doesn't
necessarily lead to desirable results and it istiable if it will result in more ideas, invemis
innovations (especially radical innovation). Litien@ even suggests negative effect of rewards on
creativity (Amabile et al., 1996). Therefore, Mae(P012) argued that financial reward scheme
should not aim to achieve specific results but engge desirable behavior that is especially
relevant for innovation and creativity. Zhou andalsy (2003) point out that rewards should
strive to recognize competences, attempts and g@edrments in creativity. Ederer and Manso
(2013 published online) find that pay- per -perfampe that tolerates early failure enables
innovation.

Apart from financial incentives, non-financial imteves such as public recognition,
promotion to more interesting job position, deaisimaking autonomy, job security, and transfer
to attractive location are used for rewarding emeés (Thompson and Strickland, 1996). For
example, Oldham and Cummings (1996) find that eragement from supervisors plays
important role for fostering employee’s creativit®ince these comprise of intangible and
sophisticated measures, without prior analysissithard to speculate how widespread such
measures are in transition economies. In particalgrsome of the measures might be viewed as
incentives by employers, but remained unrecognizesuch by employees.

On the contrary, training methods can encompassifgpeeeds related to the specific
innovation development, and could be most direcigognized by the employees. Basudur,
Wakabayashi and Graen (1990) provide evidenceithiaing programs positively affect creativity
of employees. Naturally, we expect that these @ #sed in Croatian innovative firms.

The above-mentioned methods are some of the mashipent tools for fostering
creativity. Extensive literature provides evidemdeheir relevance for stimulating creativity, and
eventually for having positive influence on enaglinnovation. However, the implementation of
these methods requires skills and competencesnGiee nature of creativity and complexity of
innovation process, positive results are not gueeth Therefore, it is important to explore
whether these methods have proven to be beneffoialinnovation outcome in Croatian
enterprises. In the remainder of this section vek limto implementation of creativity stimulation
methods in Croatian firms.

The empirical analysis in the paper is performedttom level of individual firms. The
original database used for the analysis was themamity Innovation Survey 2010 (CIS 2010) for
the period 2008-2010, as conducted by the Cro&mmtral Bureau of Statistics (CBS). CIS 2010
is conducted according to the same methodologydiviEmber States, which enables comparison
of certain indicators across European countrie€rivatia, the CIS 2010 sample consists of 4500
enterprises. Due to the relatively high response’rahe sample used in the present analysis
comprises of 3390 enterprises.

! More details on methodology can be found in CesatBureau of Statistics, INNOVATION
ACTIVITIES IN CROATIAN ENTERPRISES, 2008 — 2010,r&i release NUMBER: 8.2.2, 13
JULY, 2012 http://www.dzs.hr/.



Eurostat data on successful implementation of sigatstimulating methods generally
finds that percentage of Croatian enterprises utilegmethod is close to the average of other
European economies for which the data exists. kamele, if we consider the method of training
employees, we will find that 24 percent of innovatiCroatian enterprises have used this method
successfully, comparing to the average of 22 pérceRU countries. The same applies to other
methods, and we can conclude that innovative fim€roatia generally do not lag behind EU
countries in implementation of creativity stimufagi methods. Thus, raising awareness of the
existence of these methods does not seem to bevamepolicy recommendation.

Next, we explore presence of each of the methodsrrs in Croatia based on sample
data. It is worth noting that following table givése data on implementation of creativity
stimulation methods in all firms in the sample aalvas in innovative and non-innovative firms
regardless of the success assessment reportedpmnoents. This is because success of methods
can be assessed in various terms that correspoimditadual perception of creativity and goals
they expect to achieve employing particular methiodthis study we don’t want measure of
creativity to interfere with respondents’ measufecreativity. Thus, it is relevant only that
creativity stimulating method was implemented dgtihe three-year period.

The most implemented method is job rotation (22pE2cent) followed by training
programs (20.29 percent). It appears that firmsChoatia still don't sufficiently recognize
potentials of cross-functional teams for fosterimgativity. This method is implemented in 17.05
percent of respondents. Furthermore, financial and-financial incentives are not strongly
favored when it comes to stimulating creativity.e@tivity stimulation is built around more
sophisticated methods.

Table 1 Implementation of methods for stimulatimgativity in firms in Croatia, in

percent
All Innovators Non-innovators
Brain 19.29 34.23 6.99
Multi 17.05 31.22 5.38
Rotac 22.12 37.10 9.79
Fina 18.41 32.40 6.89
Nefin 18.47 32.58 6.84
Tren 20.29 37.49 6.13

Source: authors’ calculation based on CIS.

As for the innovators, data reveal that the mostlusethods are job rotation and training
programs for stimulating creativity (Table 1). Joftations are widely used method in non-
innovative firms as well. As for financial and néinancial incentives, they are almost equally
popular methods for fostering creativity in bothawative and non-innovative firms. Furthermore,
12.5 per cent of all firms and 21.94 per cent aiowvators implemented both financial and non-
financial incentives simultaneously. As previousigntioned, cross-functional teams are the least
used method in Croatian firms, both innovative aad-innovative.

The method to assess whether these activitieseoftbatian firms have resulted in more
innovation activity is discusses in following secti



3. ESTIMATION STRATEGY

The key question that we want to address in thiep& whether the enterprises that use
creativity enhancing methods for their employee&shaving greater probability of innovation than
enterprises that do not use these methods. Fgrupmse of obtaining quantitative answer to this
question, we estimate the average treatment affettie treated. The basic concepts are following.
If Y, is the outcome without treatment angi¥ the outcome with treatment, D is an indicatbr o
the recipient under the treatment (thus equals under the treatment and zero otherwise), the
overall observed outcome is following:

Y = DY, + (1 — D)Y,
1)

The treatment effect, which we cannot directly obseand thus must estimate with
appropriate method, is:

A: Yl - YO
)

We would like to estimate whether there is a desiedfect of specific creativity
enhancing method, and whether it is significanudlwe are interested in average treatment effect
of the treated (ATT), which theoretically is deriv®r N enterprises from the following:

E(Y, —Y,|D = 1,X)
3)

The best theoretical approach for evaluation ohsftect would be to have the access to
the random sample of enterprises that either redetireatment (i.e. used the creativity enhancing
method) or not. Since we are not conducting theegmgents, but rather rely on the existing data
sources, we have to recreate the control groupvibatd allow us to estimate the effect. To that
end we rely on matching. When using matching procedwe have to check if our sample
consists of enterprises that are under treatmehttese that are not (in our case we have the data
on enterprises that used the creativity enhanciethods and those that have not used those from
CIS). Another assumption is that we have the data set of variables X whose distribution is not
affected by the decision (D) to use the creatighhancing methods. In our case, we have the
variables resulting from the CIS survey which cep@nd to questions answered both by the
treated and control groups of enterprises. In tiage, matching estimators match up the treated
enterprises with observably (according to the Xafetariables) similar untreated enterprises. In
cases when there is a large set of X variablescowdd have various points of similarity and
dissimilarity. To reduce this to a single measygpensity scores Pr (D = 1|X) - can be
assessed following Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983)dhzor

The propensity score matching algorithm entailsmedion of probabilistic or logistic
function of the treatment variable, resulting frahe specific observable characteristics of the
program participants (X variables). In our case ¢joal is to determine the factors behind the
probability to utilize a specific creativity enhamg method specified in Section 2.

For each of the six treatment variables, a propersiore matching algorithm was
applied using the same set of initial potential larptory variables. Since there are no prior
empirical estimates of these phenomena in Croditiarature, we have included a larger set of
independent variables in our specifications in oitdebe able to detect the counterfactuals with
similar characteristics. That implies that we rgedio use all the possible variables. In terms of
CIS questionnaire, this means all the answersdladhe participants had to provide. Additional
reason for this approach can be found in Hecknammiura, and Todd (1997), who warn against
omitting important variables in the procedure, sitkis can seriously increase bias in resulting
estimates.

The dependent variable in propensity score matchiggrithm is binary, with obtaining
value 1 if the method was used in the enterprissgafdless of its successful implementation or
not) and value O if the method has not been uske choice of independent variables in our probit



equations is guided by the data source (i.e. G, consists of variables specified in Appendix
Al.

For each of the six treatment variables, a sepgraibit model was used to identify
propensity scores, due to the fact that propensityre matching algorithm requires that the
balancing score property is satisffedThe propensity scores when then used to iderkiéy
enterprises belonging to the control group and stinate the average treatment effect of the
treated based on the differences between treatbda@rtrol groups. The outcome variable in our
case is defined as overall innovation activitylsf enterprise This is also dummy variable which
obtains value 1 if enterprise had any type of tivation activity:

e Products innovation: new or significantly improveuoducts, new or significantly
improved services

* Process innovation: new or significantly improvedethods of manufacturing or
providing services, new or significantly improvedgistics, delivery or distribution
methods for inputs, goods or services and new gmifgiantly improved supporting
activities for the processes

e Ongoing innovation projects (product and proceesvation)

e Organizational innovation: new business practices drganising procedures, new
methods of organising work responsibilities andiglen making and new methods of
organising external relations with other firms abfic institutions

e Marketing innovation: significant changes to thethetic design or packaging of a good
or service, new media or techniques for productmation, new methods for product
placement or sales channels and new methods dfigpgoods or services.

Due to the fact that this issue has not been aedlpzeviously in Croatian literature, we
have estimated the ATTs based on two methods: steaegghbour matching and kernel matching.
The nearest neighbour algorithm iteratively fingsr pf subjects with the shortest distance. We
also use Epanechnikov kernel funcfiowhich allowed us to perform post-estimation dissfics.

For example, to further elaborate the relevancewfindependent variables selection, we have
performed matching covariates balancing propesy.t&@he purpose of the test is to identify the
differences between the treated and control grafprb and after the matching, with the desirable
result that reduction of the bias in the differenéehe mean between target and control group is
large as a consequence of the performed matchimila8y, even though the number of treated
and control variables were large enough to utiédimelytical standard errors, we have also checked
whether bootstrapping of standard errors mightltésuless significant treatment effect. Since
bootstrapping only confirmed the results obtaineaimf analytical errors, we do not present
additional data here as well

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results of average treatment of the treategcefistimated according to the nearest
neighbour and kernel matching algorithms are ptesein Table 2 and subsequently discussed.

“Estimated probit for each creativity enhancing rodtls shown in the appendix A2.

® The method used relies on rather strong assumptianall variables that influence treatment
assignments (i.e. covariates in probit regressem) potential outcomes are observable and
available in dataset (Caliendo and Kopeinig, 200}, there might be factors that affect both
innovation and creativity, which are not covered ®goatian CIS dataset. To deal with this
potential endogeneity issue, we would require leticataset.

“This has been obtained by following psmatch2 proceéh STATA 11.

®Results available from the authors upon request.

%1t could be obtained from the authors upon request.



Table 2: Average treatment of the treated effect

Method Nearest Neighbour Matching Kernel Matching
Treatment treala\'ig(rjr}gg:ltrol ATTe(rsrtir)]dard ATTe(ﬁﬁ?dard I (Q_mh+)
Brain 654/2308 ‘(36_1532;; ’ 0.179** (0.028) >59
Multi 568/377 (()d.lc?sg; ’ 0.224%+%(0.024) >7.0
Rotac 740/899 ?d.lgfg; " 0.177% (0.021) >47
Fina 612/664 ?d.lc?;jj " 0.193%(0.021) >58
Nefin 613/634 26.1033};; " 0.163% (0.023) >59
Tren 675/755 ?5.1&95; " 0.230% (0.021) >83

Notes: *** denotes significance at the level ofdrgent. For testing Mantzel-Haenszel bounds we
report the value df associated with p-values larger than 10 percent.

Source: authors’ estimates.

The results confirm that using each of the creigtienhancing methods has a positive
impact on innovation activity in Croatian enterpgs|t is reassuring that the treatment effect is
found positive and significant by two alternativethods. To confirm these results, we have also
performed sensitivity analysis to check if there anobservable variables that affect assignment
into treatment and outcome simultaneously. If shaden bias existed, it might reduce the
robustness of matching estimators (Becker and @ddie 2007). To examine this possibility,
Mantzel-Haneszel bounds test was performed, wigitshthe researcher determine how strongly an
unmeasured variable must influence the selectiaotgss to undermine the implications of
selection process. Given that the estimated effeqtositive, we are more interested in the
possibility of overestimating the treatment effant the presented Gamma values in Table 2 refer
to that case. Our results typically imply that bwid require high values of Gamma for the result
not to be significant. Thus we conclude that theéreted models provide enough evidence to
draw some conclusions.

So, what can we infer from these estimates? Thepadsons of the estimated treatment
effects are presented in Figure 1. First, it sedms we can fairly conclude that non-financial
incentives to employees are the least likely taltés more innovation. Brainstorming sessions as
well as job rotation schemes seem to be the naxtith slightly higher innovation performance.
For the last three methods — multidisciplinary teafimancial incentives and training — we cannot
give clear answer which is the most effective. @@rage, it seems that financial incentives are the
least effective of these three. However, they aostroonsistent across the different methods of
treatment effect estimation. The other two — midtighlinary work teams and training methods —
have higher average and also higher variationtimaged treatment effect.
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If we reconsider the data presented in Table 1willenotice that innovators use job
rotation methods relatively less than non-innowatae. both types of enterprises find this method
favourable). Yet, relatively least effective is Atimancial stimulation, which has approximately
the same relative usage ratio as financial stirafafThe fact that the ranking of effectiveness of
methods used is different than rankings of relatigage of the same methods, points to the
additional information obtained from the empirieatimates.

It can be speculated that within Croatian busireds#e domain, methods such as
training and job rotation, are well-established amedognized by the employees as those with
strictly defined goal. Another well-established ar@tognized measure is related to financial
incentives. Yet, our results seem to be in conawdawith the literature claiming that financial
incentives are less appropriate for creative té&kigly, Kamenica and Prelec, 2008), than for less
creative tasks.

Similar explanation could be related to the relateast effectiveness of the non-financial
methods. Although they are frequently emphasizethénliterature as being neglected, but still
important social incentives (Heyman and Ariely, 2))0they might not be clearly enough
communicated to the employees. So, the effectsesiet methods might be smaller.

Even though we have speculated some of the redsottse ranking of the effectiveness
of the analyzed methods, we have to emphasizetltbae are far from being firm conclusions.
Additional research efforts, which are beyond tbepg of the present paper, are required to be
able to support these arguments. Thus, this offecmdmap for future research on this interesting
topic.

5. CONCLUSIONS

The analysis of Croatian enterprises has revealgtthe relative frequency of creativity
stimulation methods resembles those in other Eanogeonomies. Thus, it seems that Croatian
enterprises are familiar with methods used by theerprises in their geographical vicinity.



Awareness of importance of such measures is thableshed, so the main contribution of this
paper is on the effectiveness of the methods impieed.

The creativity enhancing methods have been coresides treatment variables in the
empirical analysis, while the outcome has beerirthevation activity of the firm. The analysis of
effectiveness of such methods for innovation afstiias proved that each of the method analyzed
in the paper has been associated with positive sigdificant effect on the innovation
performance. This finding is not surprising as pwsi effects of these methods are proven in
business practice and confirmed in studies in atbentries. However, in the context of Croatian
firms this is an important finding because it irati&s that firms are capable to implement these
methods adequately to foster innovation.

The empirical analysis of average treatment eftédcthe treated across two different
estimation algorithms applied reveals that the mefé¢ctive measure seems to be training,
followed closely by multidisciplinary working team®n the other hand, non-financial creativity
enhancing methods seem to be least effective. Thahgse rankings slightly differ when each
estimation method is considered, it could be arghet the results that we have obtained follow
some stylized facts related to Croatian enterpridesvever, since this paper provides first attempt
of the analysis of these issues, future reseafohigfire required to substantiate our findingse On
possible extension should take into consideratamtofs affecting simultaneously creativity and
innovation, such as management style, exposureat@us business practices, and general
business environment. Another extension would Hetee to incorporating time factor into the
analysis.
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APPENDIX

Table Al Independent variables in propensity scoséching

Variable Definition

Gp =1, if enterprise belongs to a group

Market =1, if the enterprise established sales drakd other international markets
Univer50 =1, if the share of employees with uniitgrdegree is larger than 50 percent
Emp_ch = employment change 2010/2008

Turn_ch = turnover change 2010/2008

In-house and external skills available in the grise 2008-2010 period:

Sgalal =1, graphics, layout, advertising — withiteeprise

Sgala2 =1, graphics, layout, advertising — extesonakces
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Sdos1 =1, design — within enterprise

Sdos2 =1, design — external sources

Smed1 =1, multimedia — within enterprise

Smed2 =1, multimedia — external sources

Swds1 =1, web design — within enterprise

Swds?2 =1, web design — external sources

Sswdl =1, software development — within enterprise

Sswd?2 =1, software development — external sources

Smkrl =1, market research — within enterprise

Smkr2 =1, market research - external sources

Senapl =1, engineering, applied sciences — withiierprise

Senap?2 =1, engineering, applied sciences — extsonates

Smsdm1 =1, mathematics, statistics, database miaueafje- within enterprise
Smsdm?2 =1, mathematics, statistics, database maueaje- external sources

Source: Central Bureau of Statistics, CIS.

Table A2 Probit estimates for propensity scores

Dependent variables
Variable brain multi rotac fina nefin tren
o 53 05 02 07
P (.06) (.06) (.07) (.06)
. 22%% 23 09
Market (.06) (.06) (.06)
onverso | 39 19 23* 297 22
(11) (12) (11) (11) (12)
o o 02 01 02% 02%
P_ (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
~.00
Turn_ch (.00)
45 13
Sgalal |7 g (.09)
soalaz | 32 08 ~.03
9 (.08) (.07) (.08)
Sd 1 .40*** .25*** .29*** .38***
0s (.08) (.08) (.08) (.08)
.38*** .28*** .49*** .35***
Sdos2 (.08) (.07) (.08) (.09)
20% 39 38
Smed1 (.10) (.10) (.10)
21+ 19% 14
Smed2 | 5g) (.08) (.09)
17 -01 -01 -.06
Swdsl (.08) (.09) (.09) (.09)
235 405 10
Swds2 (.07) (.06) (.08)
SSWd 1 i 66*** '53*** '57*** '43*** i 50***
(.08) (.08) (.09) (.09) (.09)
stdz '47*** '51*** '45*** i 35***
(.06) (.06) (.07) (.07)
. 13% 36+ 29+ 1% 4%+
(.07) (.06) (.07) (.07) (.07)
Smkr2 57 18% 05 21%
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(.08) (09) (09) (09)
.27*** .24*** .24*** .30*** .31*** .23***
Senapl |7 7y (.07) (.06) (.07) (.07) (.07)
conans 03 34 16 17 33+
P (.10) (.10) (.10) (.10) (.10)
d .33*** .73*** .22***
Smsdml |7 g (.07) (.08)
Sedra 1w 03 06 10 ~02
(.09) (.09) (.09) (10) (.05)
1665 | 18l | -1.36%% | -Le6L™* | -1.70%% | -157%%
Constant| ™ gy (.05) (0.04) (.05) (.05) (.05)
Diagnostics
N 3390 3303 3308 3306 3305 3306
PSFf;dO 25 22 14 15 20 20
LogL | -1249.28 | -118051| -1514.87  -134326  -1275.17 1343.37

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Coefficiaatked *** are significant at level of 1%, ** at
level of 5%, and * at level of 10%. Restricted tmromon support. The balancing property of the
propensity score procedure is satisfied.

Source: authors’ estimates.
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