
Scaling Skills∗

Maria Sofia Casabianca†, Megan Lang‡, and Julia Seither§

December 30, 2024

Abstract

This paper evaluates whether skills-based programs can scale cost effectively by
training local non-government organizations as implementers. Using two field experi-
ments in Uganda, we compare the impacts of an entrepreneurship and business skills
program when delivered by original program coaches versus local NGOs trained in the
curriculum. Results show no significant differences in business outcomes or skills be-
tween the two types of implementers. Training local NGOs reduces costs per partic-
ipant by 45% due to lower local implementation expenses. These findings highlight
decentralized scaling as a viable method to preserve program impacts while improving
cost-effectiveness, addressing scalability challenges in development interventions.
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1 Introduction

Programs implemented at scale often have smaller impacts than those implemented by re-

searchers during trial periods (Vivalt 2020, Araujo, Rubio-Codina, and Schady 2021). This

“scale-up effect” stems from multiple causes: different populations and contexts, loss of im-

plementation fidelity, and spillovers, among others (Al-Ubaydli, Lee, et al. 2021, Al-Ubaydli,

List, and Suskind 2019, Banerjee, Banerji, et al. 2017). Given these challenges, we consider

an alternative path to scale: teaching local non-government organizations (NGOs) how to

implement an effective program.

We experimentally test the implementation and cost-effectiveness of a skills-based pro-

gram when implemented by the original organization who developed it compared to when

implemented by other local NGOs. The program we consider teaches business and en-

trepreneurship skills. It was originally designed to serve ultra-poor, low-literacy women

in Uganda. Developing skills is an integral part of numerous anti-poverty programs (e.g.,

BRAC, Concern International), but bringing skills-based programs to scale poses unique

challenges. Ability and motivation among both instructors and participants may vary more

as programs scale. Furthermore, if skills-based programs rely on individual mentoring or

small class sizes, costs will rise somewhat linearly as programs scale. Conversely, skills-based

programs may be well-situated to scale in a decentralized manner precisely because they

primarily rely on staff time, which may be easier to reallocate to new programs than other

organizational resources. Local staff may also have existing relationships with participants

or a better understanding of local communities that make them more effective. As such, it is

unclear how well skills-based programs can be scaled through decentralized implementation.

The original program we study is called Street Business School (SBS).1 Over the course

of six months, program coaches teach hard and soft skills for entrepreneurship through eight

1The original NGO that developed and implemented the program is also named Street Business School
(SBS). In the following we refer to SBS locations as those locations where the original NGO implemented the
program and to GCP locations (Global Cooperation Partners) as those where local NGOs that have been
trained on the program implement it.
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classroom modules and individual coaching sessions. The program is purely skills-based, as

it offers no direct capital or financing to participants. In addition to directly implementing

their program, SBS runs a global expansion program in which they train staff from other

NGOs to teach their curriculum. Although coaches trained through the expansion program

have less experience teaching the SBS curriculum than SBS coaches, they often have well-

developed relationships with the communities where they work and already run programs

that potentially complement the skills taught in SBS. Thus, coaches trained through the

expansion program are less experienced with the SBS curriculum, but have skills and local

knowledge that could enhance the curriculum’s effectiveness.

We assess the potential for scale by comparing the results from two randomized control

trials (RCTs). The first RCT measures the effectiveness of SBS when it is implemented

by SBS coaches. The second evaluates the program when implemented by coaches of three

organizations trained through the expansion program. Although both RCTs study program

implementation in Uganda, the population each organization works with differ. We discuss

these differences in detail in section 2.

Our three primary results show that coaches trained through the expansion program are

as effective as SBS coaches. First, we find no significant differences in effects on business

performance between the two RCTs. Second, effects on hard skills (business tracking, price

management, and goal setting) show no significant differences between the two RCTs. Third,

we find similar patterns for soft skills, although qualitatively it appears that the specific soft

skills impacted may differ between groups coached by SBS versus expansion partners.

Having established that there are no declines in program impacts when the SBS cur-

riculum is implemented by expansion partners, we turn to the question of cost-effectiveness.

Based on estimates provided by SBS and selected expansion partners, we estimate that the

total cost per participant for expansion partners is just 55% the cost for SBS, even accounting

for higher training costs for expansion partners relative to SBS coaches and assuming that

expansion partners will implement the curriculum with fewer participants over the course of
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their careers. Lower implementing costs for expansion partners relative to SBS drive the cost

reductions. Taken together, our results suggest that the expansion model provides a path to

scale that preserves program impacts and improves program cost-effectiveness.

Our work speaks to two related strands of literature on scaling: studies evaluating the

same intervention in different contexts and evaluations of interventions at scale. As Duflo

(2004) points out, evaluations of the same intervention in different contexts speak to external

validity, a key requirement for scalability. Our work joins that of Banerjee, Duflo, Goldberg,

et al. (2015), which evaluates multifaceted poverty reduction programs in different contexts,

unified studies of micro-credit (Banerjee, Karlan, and Zinman (2015), Banerjee, Duflo, Glen-

nerster, et al. (2015), Tarozzi, Desai, and Johnson (2015), Attanasio et al. (2015), Crépon

et al. (2015), Angelucci, Karlan, and Zinman (2015), Augsburg et al. (2015)), and education

programs (Bando, Naslund-Hadley, and Gertler (2019)). Although our work focuses on a

single country, we study the effects of a specific, skills-based intervention implemented by

different organizations and with different populations. Our work shows that skills-based in-

terventions can scale through a training of trainers model even when the trainers and the

final populations being served differ substantially.

Evaluations of interventions at scale typically focus on scaling from researcher or NGO-led

implementation to government implementation, often with smaller effects (Banerjee, Banerji,

et al. (2017) is an important exception). For instance, Araujo, Rubio-Codina, and Schady

(2021) discuss the declining effects found when scaling parenting home visits from Jamaica

to larger programs in Colombia and Peru. In a large meta-analysis, Vivalt (2020) shows that

government-led programs have consistently smaller effects than programs implemented by

researchers or NGOs. Importantly, she finds that the relationship holds even when accounting

for sample size, highlighting the importance of building alternative paths to scale. We study

an alternative path to scale that continues to leverage the expertise of local NGOs rather than

relying on governments. Our results provide a proof of concept for the decentralized scaling

of a program through local organizations, establishing that programs can scale through the
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existing ecosystem of NGOs without eroding program effectiveness.

We proceed by describing the context of both the original RCT with SBS coaches and the

RCT of expansion partners, along with a detailed discussion of the populations participating

in each study. We then describe the curriculum before presenting the experimental design

and empirical results on program impacts in the two studies, then discuss costs. We conclude

by discussing the implications of our work and directions for future research on alternative

models of scaling.

2 Background and Context

Our results on the Street Business School (SBS) curriculum as implemented by SBS coaches

come from an RCT conducted in five communities in central Uganda between 2018 and 2021.

SBS selected the five locations in the same way they would typically select a new community:

by speaking with community leaders, assessing the economic needs in the community, and

determining whether a sufficient number of women would be interested in participating. Of

the five communities in the initial RCT, four are rural and one is peri-urban. This RCT

included two treatment groups. Both followed the same classroom curriculum, but one had

optional mentoring at the training site while the other had “mandatory” mentoring at a

woman’s home or business (although there is still imperfect compliance to the mandatory

mentoring). The version with mandatory mentoring is the one taught to expansion partners,

so we show results both including and excluding participants from the optional mentoring

group.2

From November 2019 to April 2023, we worked with three non-government organizations

(NGOs) in Uganda who had previously taken part in Street Business School’s (SBS) Global

Cooperation Partners (GCP) program. Unlike SBS coaches, expansion partners have existing

programs running in communities, so they run Street Business School within communities
2The pre-analysis plan cited above describes the full design of this research project. The full set of results

(that go beyond the scope of this paper) can be found in Lang and Seither (2022) and Lang and Seither
(2024).
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where they are already working rather than identifying new communities. Importantly, we

instructed the NGOs who participated in our study to run the program precisely as they

usually would. The goal was not to replicate the SBS curriculum as closely as possible but

instead to see whether the ways expansion partners implement the SBS curriculum in practice

is effective.

In total, we present results from the five cohorts in the first RCT with SBS coaches

and three cohorts enrolled through three separate NGOs in the second RCT. Although all

three expansion NGOs work in Uganda, the services that they provide apart from the SBS

curriculum differ widely. One is largely focused on raising awareness about disabilities,

providing therapeutic services for disabled persons, and teaching technical skills to caregivers.

One pursues a variety of development projects, including running a health center and school,

promoting agribusiness, and running a communal mill. The last is focused on empowering

women and girls through vocational programs, education, and programs on the environment

and sanitation. Unlike SBS, expansion partners do not always limit participation to women.3

Since expansion partners already run multiple programs, a natural question is whether

adding the SBS curriculum to their program offerings crowds out other activities. Although

we lack direct evidence on changes in expansion partner activities, it is worth noting that

expansion partners seek out training from SBS to learn the curriculum. The typical workshop

for expansion partners lasts for eight days and costs up to US$4,900 for two participants per

organization.4 Given the costs involved, it appears that expansion partners view the SBS

curriculum either as an important complement to their existing programs or as an important

new program to implement as their needs change over time.

When SBS coaches implement the program, they recruit cohorts of participants by dis-

tributing flyers door to door and hiring local advertisers to make announcements on motor-

bikes in the days leading up to an orientation event. Women attend the orientation event to

3From the 1,334 participants we had at baseline only 50 were men, accounting for just 3.7% of our total
sample. Given this small proportion of men, we do not evaluate differential treatment effects by gender.

4Organizations are required to send two participants. Organizations can receive scholarships funded
through donations to SBS, but all organizations must pay at least US$1,500 for two attendees.
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learn more about the program. If they decide to participate, they sign up at the orientation

event. Recruitment among expansion partners can differ because they have have pre-existing

populations they work with in their communities.

Given the number of activities already undertaken by each NGO and differences in the

selection process, we do not expect that the communities in our study of expansion partners

will be directly comparable to the communities where we evaluated the impact of SBS when

delivered by SBS coaches. Examining baseline differences between the two RCTs reveals a

number of differences. Although roughly half of participants in all locations have a business

at baseline, participants in expansion partner locations tend to own fewer businesses than

women in the SBS locations. For those participants with businesses, baseline sales and profits

tend to be lower. Demographically, participants in expansion partner locations tend to be

younger, to have larger families, and are more likely to be employed at baseline.5

3 Experimental Design

3.1 Treatment

The Street Business School curriculum teaches business and entrepreneurship skills with no

requirements for literacy or numeracy. The program runs for six months and includes eight

classroom sessions of around 2 hours each and three one-on-one mentoring sessions. The first

three months focus on starting and running a business and the last three months focus on

skills for firm growth. The first module is called “getting out of your comfort zone” and aims

to show participants that they have untapped potential. The second is “identifying business

opportunities”, which helps participants consider business ideas that may be successful in

their communities. The third is called “finding capital and starting small”. As the program

does not provide capital, this module is designed to help participants understand how to

raise funds to start a business.

5Descriptive statistics on the different samples can be found in Appendix Table A1.
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During the second month, the program involves two modules on management practices.

The first teaches bookkeeping and record keeping using techniques similar to the “rules of

thumb” in Drexler, Fischer, and Schoar (2014). The second is designed to help participants do

“market research” to understand the local market before investing their time and resources to

start a business. The third month only has one module: business planning. In this module,

coaches show participants the steps to planning a business and emphasize the benefits of

developing a plan before trying to start a new business.

Month four of the program has two modules. The first is “growing your customer base”,

which covers topics like actively pursuing customers, customer service, and offering promo-

tions. The second module is “money management”, which teaches the value of saving and

budgeting and provides tools to help participants start separating and prioritizing personal

versus business expenses. Month five is entirely given to implementation. Ideally, participants

start or continue working on their business this month using the skills they have learned. The

program ends with a formal, public graduation ceremony to celebrate the achievements of

the women who participated. During the six-month teaching period, coaches do their best

to schedule three one-on-one, on-site visits at the participant’s homes or businesses. These

visits are meant to give the participant individualized coaching and respond to questions

specific to their business.6,7

SBS explicitly teaches that their curriculum should not include access to capital or cash.

They teach women to finance their business through savings, formal and informal loans, or by

leveraging smaller, less capital-intensive businesses into larger, more capital-intensive ones.

The program teaches that even small amounts of money may be enough to start growing an

enterprise. SBS considers the lack of capital provision to be critical because the women they

work with are often exposed to negative income shocks that can cause their businesses to

6SBS and expansion partners implement on-site mentoring visits. However, we only have compliance
data for the RCT with SBS coaches.

7The RCT with SBS coaches also had an opt-in mentoring group. Results between the two groups are
not statistically significantly different for most outcomes at midline when the program ends. See Lang and
Seither (2022) for results on this group.
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close. By teaching women to raise capital rather than providing it, the curriculum attempts

to ensure that women can restart their enterprises after such shocks. Although we cannot

rule out that expansion partners may have ways of providing access to finance or capital to

their participants, this aspect of the SBS curriculum is central to the decentralized scaling

model. Partner organizations only need to fund or reallocate staff time to implement the

curriculum as intended.

3.2 Sampling Frame

Our sampling strategy maintains the self-selection that typically occurs at the start of SBS.

For the RCT with SBS coaches, women self-select into the program after attending an orien-

tation day where they learn about the program. Selection can differ for expansion partners

if they are only recruiting among populations they already serve or otherwise targeting their

recruitment within the community. As such, our estimated impacts are intentionally inclu-

sive of differences in selection into the program, differences in the populations served, and

differences in coaches’ abilities to implement the program.

We enrolled a total of 1,334 participants in 8 locations in central and western Uganda

over the course of four years. SBS selected the expansion partners we worked with based on

their capacity and willingness to meet the sample size needed for the experiment. SBS also

selected the five communities to work in during the RCT of SBS coaches.

3.3 Assignment to Treatment

We implemented a double-blind, individual-level randomization at the end of the baseline

survey. We gave the enumerators a bag with colored candies, and they asked participants to

select one. After the participant had drawn the candy, they received a matching-colored paper

with information about the time, date, and venue of the first training session. At no point

before the first day of training did we reveal to either the participants or enumerators which

color corresponded to each treatment arm. Participants found out about their treatment
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status during the first session at the venue.8 The control group did not receive any training

during the RCT, but participants in this group met during the first day of the program to

ensure compliance with randomization and to provide an opportunity for them to ask the

research staff questions regarding when they would be eligible to participate in the program.

We assess baseline balance across various factors, including gender, age, marital status,

education level, parental education, employment status, household size, number of minors

living in the household, and business ownership in Table A1. We examine selective attrition

using the same variables in Table A2. The imbalance we observe is in line with what we

would expect by chance given the number of covariates we test. Most of the imbalances

appear on educational attainment of the participant and their parents. We control for these

in our main specification along with gender, household size, and the number of children in

the household. Attrition is correlated with some baseline covariates (see table Table A2).

Participants who were married or cohabitating at baseline are more likely to drop from the

sample, and those participants who report having a business at baseline are less likely to

drop out. There is a marginally significant probability that people in the RCT of expansion

partners are less likely to leave the program.

4 Empirical Strategy & Data

We estimate intent-to-treat (ITT) effects using data collected just after the program ended

(approximately six months after the baseline survey). Our primary results use an ANCOVA

specification of the form

Oit = α + β1SBSit + β2GCPit + δ1Xi + δ2Xi ×GCPLocationit + γ1Oi0 + νj + ϵit, (1)

where β1 gives the ITT of participating in the program when delivered by SBS and β2

8Note that the number of participants in treatment and control is not precisely even as a result of random
chance.
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gives the ITT of the program when delivered by an expansion partner (GCP). We control

for gender, age, household size, number of minors living in the same household, education,

marital status, and location fixed effects.9 We adjust standard errors for multiple hypothesis

testing by family of outcomes for each table following Romano and Wolf (2005).

We additionally report results from a larger dataset that includes the second SBS treat-

ment group with voluntary mentoring at the training center.10 This secondary specification

includes a binary indicator for treatment status and a binary variable indicating whether

participants were in the mandatory or voluntary mentoring group. Since the program im-

plemented in expansion partner locations follows the original SBS implementation strategy

(on-site mentoring at respondent’s homes or businesses), the secondary specification is a less

precise comparison.

We test whether the training translates into business outcomes in a similar way when

delivered by an expansion partner compared to SBS. At the extensive margin of business

outcomes we estimate effects on owning a business and earning positive sales revenues and

profits. We differentiate between income generated from the main business, other businesses,

and the combined profit of all businesses.11 We combine these measures in a summary

index of business performance on the extensive margin. To understand whether businesses of

treated participants are more successful than those of participants in the control group, we

estimate intensive margin effects. We estimate treatment effects for the number of businesses

a respondent owns, sales revenues and profits for the main business, profits from all other

businesses, the combined profits from all businesses, and a summary index.

Lastly, we estimate effects on hard and soft skills. Hard skills relate to classical business

practices. We collect data on whether respondents track different business metrics (sales,

9Only 12.6% of participants in expansion partner locations are men, or 3.7% of our total sample.
10Preliminary results on treatment differences by mentoring modality can be found in Lang and Seither

(2022). The results suggest that implementing SBS with office hours is equally effective right after the
program ends - the time frame we consider in this study as well. However, the program with voluntary
mentoring seems more effective than with on-site mentoring in the long-run. A detailed analysis on the
impact of SBS with office hours can be found in Lang and Seither (2024).

11We define the main business as the business earning the highest profits at the time of the survey.
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expenditures, and profits), on a price management index, and on an index built upon multiple

questions about goal setting for the business. We combine these indicators into a single

summary index to assess overall effects on hard skills. Soft skills include self-efficacy, grit,

and three measures of locus of control: internal, powerful others, and chance. Again we

combine these indicators into a single summary index.

5 Results

The program is equally effective at improving rates of profitable business ownership when

implemented by GCP coaches as when implemented by SBS coaches. Columns (1) and

(2) of Table 1 show that, compared to the control group, participants are around 14pp

more likely to own a business independent of the implementer. We find positive impacts on

the likelihood of earning positive sales and profits compared to participants in the control

group, but there is no statistically significant difference between implementers: the program

increases a participant’s likelihood of earning positive profits from their main business by

approximately 13pp in both cases. Although the program when implemented by SBS coaches

also helps participants to generate profits from other businesses, we find no impact on other

business profits for GCP participants, although the difference between the implementers is

not statistically significant. In line with these results, we find that the program increases the

probability of earning positive profits across all businesses, and we find positive impacts of the

program when combining these measures into an index. Although there are no significant

differences between treatment groups in the summary index, effects are slightly larger for

SBS-implemented groups due to qualitatively larger effects on earning positive profits from

other businesses.
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Table 2 shows that the impacts of the program on the intensive margin of business out-

comes are similar. The program increases new business creation under both implementation

modalities. Participants in SBS locations generate approximately 0.2 new businesses over the

course of the program compared to the control group, while those in GCP locations generate

0.14 new businesses. Our estimates on sales and profit levels are noisy, but again we do

not find significant differences in outcomes between implementers. Qualitatively, it seems

that participants in GCP locations focus their efforts on generating higher profits in their

main business rather than increasing profits in other businesses. However, the increase in

profits from all businesses are proportionally similar between implementers at 13%–16% of

respective control mean profits.
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Although business results are similar between implementers, are the underlying mech-

anisms the same? Our results in Table 3 show some differences in hard skills acquisition

between the two implementers. Specifically, while both SBS and GCP coaches improve hard

skills as measured by the summary index in columns (7) and (8), SBS coaches’ impact seems

to be slightly higher. The impact of SBS coaches on business tracking, price management,

and goal setting is positive and statistically significant, with improvements ranging from

30%–65% of control means. When the program is implemented by GCP coaches, price man-

agement practices improve at similar rates as SBS coaches but business tracking and goal

setting show qualitatively small effects, significantly so for goal setting.
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We observe a slightly different pattern for soft skills. Although the program qualita-

tively increases soft skills for most outcomes among both implementers, treatment effects

are relatively small and statistically insignificant. The one exception is that GCP coaches

significantly improve the dimension of locus of control that relates a respondent’s belief about

whether “powerful others” affect their life outcomes. Qualitatively, the implementers appear

to affect different types of soft skills, with expansion partners showing larger effects on self-

efficacy, grit, and the “powerful others” and “chance” dimensions of locus of control and SBS

coaches showing larger effects on the “internality” dimension of the locus of control. How-

ever, there are no statistically significant differences in the effectiveness of SBS versus GCP

coaches when examining the index of soft skills and the magnitude of the effects on the index

are very similar between implementers.
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Taken together, results on hard and soft skill acquisition between the two RCTs suggest

that the mechanisms underlying overall improvements in business creation and performance

may differ between SBS coaches and expansion partners. Importantly, control means across

our measures of hard and soft skills are similar between SBS and GCP locations, suggest-

ing that these differences are not driven by dramatically different pre-existing skill levels.

Although overall impacts on hard and soft skills are similar between implementers, quali-

tatively we observe larger impacts on most soft skills outcomes for expansion partners and

larger impacts on hard skills from SBS coaches.

5.1 Cost-Benefit

We obtained detailed cost estimates from SBS on the costs of training partner organizations,

running the program themselves, and the costs partner organizations report from adding the

SBS curriculum to their program. The cost of training one partner coach is USD 5,000.12

We assume that the cost is the same for an SBS coach, although in reality the cost is likely

lower since it does not include travel and accommodation. The highest reported estimate of

implementation costs among partner organizations in Uganda is US $95 per participant, while

the cost when SBS runs the program itself is US $230 per participant. These differences arise

due to costs associated with identifying new communities to serve, higher recruitment costs,

and the need to find and rent space to implement the program, all of which are costs that SBS

faces but partner organizations do not, or face at lower levels. Finally, SBS estimates that

each partner organization will coach around 150 participants. Assuming that each SBS coach

implements SBS in 6 communities per year with 50 participants, on average, per community,

and that the average SBS coach works for around 5 years, SBS coaches train around 900

participants each.

Putting these estimates together, the per-participant cost of implementing the SBS cur-

riculum averages to US $236 for SBS and US $128 for partner organizations. The difference
12Note that the program is currently subsidized in the sense that expansion partners are asked to pay at

most US $4,900 for two coaches to be trained even though the total cost to train two coaches is US $10,000.
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is driven by the substantially lower recruitment and implementation costs for partner orga-

nizations. Even if we assume that each SBS coach trains 2000 women over her career and

costs only USD 1,000 to train, costs are still 80% higher for SBS than they are for partner

organizations. The lower costs associated with running SBS as part of existing programs

dramatically improves the cost-effectiveness of the intervention.

6 Conclusion

The results of the two studies we conducted indicate that expansion partners are equally

effective at implementing the SBS curriculum, and can do so at a substantial cost savings.

Our results provide a first proof of concept for a decentralized model of scaling skills-based

programs through existing NGOs.

Our study carries limitations. First, we cannot attribute impacts for either SBS or expan-

sion partner coaches to specific mechanisms. For instance, it is not clear whether expansion

partners are slightly worse at teaching the curriculum but better at recruiting the partic-

ipants who will benefit the most from the program, or whether they are more effective at

the one-on-one mentoring but less effective at delivering the classroom modules. Second, we

cannot observe what activities expansion partners may have undertaken in place of SBS. If

we view local NGOs as socially motivated organizations who are capable of identifying and

implementing the interventions with the highest social returns, then we can interpret their

choice to implement SBS as optimal. However, it may be difficult for such organizations to

identify the programs with the highest social returns. Better understanding how local NGOs

decide on which programs to implement is central to fully accounting for the impacts of the

program.

Given that our work merely presents an initial proof of concept, there are a multitude of

open questions remaining for future research. First, it will be important to continue testing

and expanding the external validity of our results. The program scaled well in Uganda, where
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it was developed, but SBS currently has expansion partners throughout Africa as well as in

Asia and South America. Another dimension of external validity is to study the scalability of

other skills-based programs. Are the effects we observe unique to the manner SBS teaches its

curriculum to expansion partners? Our results also raise questions about the most effective

way to scale programs in partnership with governments. If government-led programs scale

through decentralized local governments rather than national-level initiatives, can they better

preserve impact? Building and testing different decentralized paths to scale will illustrate the

most effective elements of the scaling model we study and provide answers to the pressing

issue of how to scale effective programs for economic development.
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A Appendix

A.1 Figures

Note: This figure is taken from Lang and Seither (2022).

Figure A1: SBS Module Content

A.2 Tables

1



Ta
bl

e
A

1:
D

es
cr

ip
ti

ve
St

at
is

ti
cs

-
M

ai
n

R
C

T
(O

nl
y

In
te

ns
iv

e
M

en
to

ri
ng

)
vs

.
G

C
P

P
ar

ti
ci

pa
nt

s

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

F
-t

es
t

fo
r

ba
la

nc
e

M
ai

n-
C

on
tr

ol
M

ai
n-

T
re

at
m

en
t

G
C

P
-C

on
tr

ol
G

C
P

-T
re

at
m

en
t

ac
ro

ss
al

l
gr

ou
ps

V
ar

ia
bl

e
N

M
ea

n/
(S

D
)

N
M

ea
n/

(S
D

)
N

M
ea

n/
(S

D
)

N
M

ea
n/

(S
D

)
N

F
-s

ta
t/

P
-v

al
ue

M
al

e
28

5
0.

00
0

33
9

0.
00

0
20

3
0.

08
4

19
1

0.
17

3
10

18
36

.8
11

**
*

(0
.0

00
)

(0
.0

00
)

(0
.2

78
)

(0
.3

79
)

0.
00

0

A
ge

28
5

37
.8

70
33

9
37

.4
54

20
3

35
.6

70
19

1
37

.2
67

10
18

1.
28

9
(1

2.
91

9)
(1

2.
27

4)
(1

3.
17

9)
(1

2.
68

6)
0.

27
7

M
ar

ri
ed

28
5

0.
61

8
33

9
0.

62
2

20
3

0.
61

1
19

1
0.

69
6

10
18

1.
39

4
(0

.4
87

)
(0

.4
85

)
(0

.4
89

)
(0

.4
61

)
0.

24
3

D
iv

or
ce

d
28

5
0.

18
2

33
9

0.
20

1
20

3
0.

13
3

19
1

0.
12

0
10

18
2.

64
5*

*
(0

.3
87

)
(0

.4
01

)
(0

.3
40

)
(0

.3
26

)
0.

04
8

Si
ng

le
28

5
0.

08
4

33
9

0.
07

1
20

3
0.

16
3

19
1

0.
09

4
10

18
4.

41
9*

**
(0

.2
78

)
(0

.2
57

)
(0

.3
70

)
(0

.2
93

)
0.

00
4

W
id

ow
ed

28
5

0.
11

6
33

9
0.

10
6

20
3

0.
09

4
19

1
0.

08
9

10
18

0.
37

9
(0

.3
21

)
(0

.3
09

)
(0

.2
92

)
(0

.2
85

)
0.

76
8

P
ri

m
ar

y
E

d.
28

5
0.

48
8

33
9

0.
52

2
20

3
0.

59
6

19
1

0.
64

4
10

18
4.

74
3*

**
(0

.5
01

)
(0

.5
00

)
(0

.4
92

)
(0

.4
80

)
0.

00
3

Se
co

nd
ar

y
E

d.
28

5
0.

90
2

33
9

0.
95

0
20

3
0.

93
6

19
1

0.
94

8
10

18
2.

23
7*

(0
.2

98
)

(0
.2

19
)

(0
.2

45
)

(0
.2

23
)

0.
08

2

Fa
th

er
P

ri
m

ar
y

E
d.

28
5

0.
76

5
33

9
0.

78
5

20
3

0.
81

3
19

1
0.

86
9

10
18

2.
88

6*
*

(0
.4

25
)

(0
.4

12
)

(0
.3

91
)

(0
.3

38
)

0.
03

5

Fa
th

er
Se

co
nd

ar
y

E
d.

28
5

0.
93

3
33

9
0.

92
6

20
3

0.
98

0
19

1
0.

98
4

10
18

4.
82

1*
**

(0
.2

50
)

(0
.2

62
)

(0
.1

39
)

(0
.1

25
)

0.
00

2

M
ot

he
r

P
ri

m
ar

y
E

d.
28

5
0.

82
8

33
9

0.
88

5
20

3
0.

90
1

19
1

0.
90

1
10

18
2.

84
5*

*
(0

.3
78

)
(0

.3
20

)
(0

.2
99

)
(0

.3
00

)
0.

03
7

M
ot

he
r

Se
co

nd
ar

y
E

d.
28

5
0.

95
4

33
9

0.
97

3
20

3
0.

98
5

19
1

0.
99

5
10

18
2.

92
6*

*
(0

.2
09

)
(0

.1
61

)
(0

.1
21

)
(0

.0
72

)
0.

03
3

E
m

pl
oy

ed
28

5
0.

53
7

33
9

0.
49

6
20

3
0.

61
1

19
1

0.
59

2
10

18
2.

88
3*

*
(0

.5
00

)
(0

.5
01

)
(0

.4
89

)
(0

.4
93

)
0.

03
5

H
H

Si
ze

28
5

4.
22

5
33

9
4.

23
0

20
3

4.
93

1
19

1
5.

02
1

10
18

6.
35

9*
**

(2
.4

88
)

(2
.6

20
)

(2
.6

78
)

(2
.9

73
)

0.
00

0

M
in

or
s

in
H

H
28

5
2.

92
6

33
9

2.
99

1
20

3
3.

41
9

19
1

3.
58

6
10

18
5.

42
0*

**
(2

.1
01

)
(2

.0
99

)
(2

.0
26

)
(2

.3
04

)
0.

00
1

O
w

n
a

B
us

in
es

s
28

5
0.

55
1

33
9

0.
49

0
20

3
0.

51
7

19
1

0.
46

6
10

18
1.

32
4

(0
.4

98
)

(0
.5

01
)

(0
.5

01
)

(0
.5

00
)

0.
26

5

N
ot

es
:

M
ea

n
ba

se
lin

e
co

va
ri

at
es

by
tr

ea
tm

en
t
gr

ou
p.

St
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

ns
ar

e
in

pa
re

nt
he

se
s.

C
ol

um
n

5
re

po
rt

s
p-

va
lu

es
as

so
ci

at
ed

w
it

h
F
-t

es
ts

of
jo

in
t

eq
ua

lit
y

be
tw

ee
n

th
e

th
re

e
gr

ou
ps

.
*
p
<

0
.1
0
,*

*
p
<

0.
0
5,

**
*
p
<

0
.0
1
.

2



Table A2: Attrition

(1) (2)
At Exit At Exit

SBS OnSite M. 0.039 0.046∗
(0.021) (0.021)

GCP OnSite M. -0.050∗∗ -0.042∗
(0.017) (0.018)

Male -0.029
(0.031)

Age -0.000
(0.001)

Married 0.058∗
(0.024)

Divorced 0.033
(0.028)

Single 0.085
(0.043)

Primary Ed. -0.004
(0.019)

Secondary Ed. -0.031
(0.043)

Father Primary Ed. 0.013
(0.026)

Father Secondary Ed. 0.030
(0.046)

Mother Primary Ed. 0.014
(0.031)

Mother Secondary Ed. 0.005
(0.063)

Employed 0.040
(0.022)

HH Size -0.001
(0.009)

Minors in HH -0.010
(0.011)

Daily Expenditure HH 0.000
(0.000)

Savings -0.000
(0.000)

Remittances -0.000
(0.000)

Own a Business -0.064∗∗
(0.022)

Sales - MB -0.000
(0.000)

Profits - MB -0.000
(0.000)

Profits - OB -0.000
(0.000)

Locus - Internal 0.006
(0.003)

Locus - PO -0.001
(0.002)

Locus - Chance 0.002
(0.003)

Observations 1018 968

Note: For the marital status, the omitted dummy is the Widowed status.
The following are abbreviations used in the table: MB stands for Main
Business, OB stands for Other Businesses, HH stands for Household. For
the definitions and descriptions of all other variables, see Appendix.
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