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Abstract

Women participate less in politics than men in most developing countries and

it is argued that this di�erence is partly driven by di�erences in formal employ-

ment. We identify the e�ects of formal employment on political participation of

women by collaborating with 27 large companies in Ethiopia to randomly as-

sign jobs to equally quali�ed female applicants. The job o�ers increase formal

employment and earnings and they reduce the participation in community meet-

ings. In the short run analyses it seems as if these results are driven by increased

time pressure for the working women. In the longer run, however, we �nd no ef-

fects on time use but the e�ects on participation remain. In the longer run we are

also able to investigate the mechanisms deeper and we also �nd that internal e�-

cacy is lower for the treated women, suggesting that employment may actually be

politically disempowering. We �nd no e�ects on protest activity nor on political

preferences.
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rial will be available upon journal submission.
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1 Introduction

Women have substantially lower rates of political participation than men in most de-

veloping countries. A prominent explanation for this gender gap is the resource hy-

pothesis, claiming that men have more resources in terms of education and income

and therefore have the capacity to participate more (Isaksson et al., 2014). There is

a strong expectation in the literature that formal employment, in particular, will af-

fect political participation by increasing incomes, changing women's gender attitudes

and identities, by increasing their decision-making power within the household, giving

them access to networks and making them informed about their interests (Isaksson et

al., 2014; Iversen and Rosenbluth, 2008; Robinson and Gottlieb 2019; Ross, 2008).

We identify the e�ects of women's employment on various forms of political partici-

pation in Ethiopia using a large scale �eld experiment where quali�ed job applicants

were randomly assigned to a job o�er. We collect data before randomization, after 6

months, 12 months, 18 months, and �nally after around three years. The job o�ers in-

crease formal employment and earnings. We �nd that job o�ers reduce women's par-

ticipation in community meetings but do not a�ect political interest. In the short run

it appeared as if a likely mechanism for our results was increased time pressure for the

working women. Consistent with such an interpretation we found reductions in leisure

time and in time spent on social and religious activities in the short run for women of-

fered a job. Based on these �ndings we initiated a longer run data collection where we

are able to dig more into mechanisms and to measure e�ects on other outcomes. Our

pre-registered main outcome is attending protest (as intentions to vote has too little

variation in our sample) where we do not �nd any e�ect. We still �nd di�erences in

meeting attendance and we also �nd lower internal political e�cacy for the treatment

group. There are no longer any di�erences in time spent on leisure or social activities.

We interpret these long run results as employment having a politically disempowering

e�ect on women.
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Our paper contributes to a large literature on the determinants of political participa-

tion and most closely to the literature on its relationship with employment. In devel-

oped democracies, the correlation between employment and participation is clear and

positive (Ross 2008, Schlozman, Burns, and Verba 1999). A growing body of literature

on developing, and/or authoritarian contexts presents a di�erent picture. In general,

the factors driving women's political participation in developing countries are much less

clear than in the developed world, and the evidence is mixed, and scarce (Co�e and

Bolzendahl 2010, Isaksson et al. 2014). In contrast to Western societies, research from

Sub-Saharan Africa shows that poor, less educated citizens may participate on an equal

level as others (Bratton 1999). Both cross-national and case studies from authoritarian

contexts show that participation could be less a consequence of individual factors and

behavior than in democracies. Instead, it could be a result of regime-directed mobi-

lization (Bahry and Silver 1990), where participation is deliberately used to strengthen

authoritarian rule instead of giving citizens the chance to in�uence decision making

(Aalen and Muriaas 2018, Benton 2016). Research from Ethiopia on a smaller sample

of women before the political transition in 2018 shows that women with formal employ-

ment are participating equally in meetings, but are actually less interested in politics

than those without (Aalen et. al, 2019).

There is more limited evidence for the causal impacts of employment. Previous stud-

ies, both from the developed and developing contexts and from across political regime

types, often rely on comparisons between workers to non-workers. In this way, the �nd-

ings may be confounded by reverse causality and omitted variable biases. That is, with-

out a credible design for causal inference it is di�cult to rule out that political partici-

pation increases employment opportunities or that there is some third variable driving

both employment and political participation (such as available time, aspirations, or so-

cial norms).

There are some previous studies on the causal e�ects of employment on political par-
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ticipation (see Margalit (2019) for an excellent and up to date overview). These studies

are mostly from developed countries and most of them examine negative shocks, such

as unemployment (Emmenegger, Marx, and Schra�, 2017; Guiso et al., 2017; Margalit,

2013) and labor market disadvantage Emmenegger, Marx, and Schra� (2015). These

studies yield mixed results: Emmenegger et al. (2015) and Margalit (2013) �nd no ef-

fects on turnout, whereas the other studies �nd that unemployment leads to lower po-

litical participation. Marx and Nguyen (2016) use data from 26 European countries

and argue that internal political e�cacy is one important mechanism for the negative

e�ects of unemployment on political participation. There are a few studies investigat-

ing positive changes. Brunner, Ross, and Washington (2011), Charles and Stephens Jr

(2013), and Gay (2012) all �nd lower turnout after positive changes.1 We contribute

to this literature in several important ways. First of all, we are the �rst to identify

the causal e�ects of employment on political participation using random assignment

of jobs. Secondly, we are able to identify e�ects on a wide spectre of political behavior

and over a longer time. The latter is an important aspect as we know that the e�ects

of shocks on attitudes seem to be transient Margalit (2019).

We also contribute to the literature on the relationship between industrialization and

contentious political action. This question has attracted great interest among historians

and social scientists since the 19th century but solid evidence looms large. One plausi-

ble argument contends that industrialization lowers contentious political action by in-

creasing citizens' opportunity costs of political activism. Other arguments suggest that

industrialization conduces such action by spurring political and economic grievances,

or by enhancing the coordination capacities of workers (e.g., Tilly, 2004; Korpi and

Shalev, 1979).2 Hence, systematic empirical studies are needed to adjudicate on the

1On the other hand, studies investigating positive shocks that are more directly induced by some
form of policy, such as cash transfers Pop-Eleches and Pop-Eleches (2012) and foreign aid Knutsen and
Kotsadam (2020), �nd positive e�ects on turnout and in particular on voting for the incumbent.

2A classic position on industrialization and contentious politics, famously espoused by Marx and
Engels in their Communist Manifesto, is that industrialization creates widespread social grievances,
and that this will ultimately lead to a revolution by workers (Marx and Engels, 2010/1848).
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overall direction of this relationship. Most studies on the relation between industrial-

ization and political participation have focused on cross-country evidence. Such studies

face inherent di�culties of safe-guarding against reverse causality and omitted variable

biases. And, even if such issues are resolved�several recent studies explicitly try to

address these issues�cross-national studies may not be well suited for identifying ex-

actly why there is a link between industrialization and contentious political action. A

key reason is that the di�erent theories postulate micro-level mechanisms that suppos-

edly link industrialization to individual-level participation in protests, organizations etc.

These proposed micro-level relationships are rarely investigated empirically in a com-

prehensive and systematic manner at the level of the individual. We �nd no e�ect of

employment on organizing, nor on protests, when job o�ers are randomly assigned to

women.

Finally, our results speak to literatures on the role of material resources in the mal-

leability of political preferences (Margalit 2013; Margalit 2019) and on the role of em-

ployment in explaining gender gaps in political preferences (Finseraas et al. 2012; Iversen

and Rosenbluth 2006; Paxton 2007). Most of this literature is based on �ndings in

western and developed countries and focuses on broad notions of political preferences,

such as positioning on the left-right scale. In a recent contribution, however, Gottlieb

et al. (2018) �nd that employment is correlated with a narrowing of the gender gap in

Africa in two key policy domains: prioritization of infrastructure investment and access

to clean water. In sharp contrast, we �nd that when women's employment is randomly

induced it has no e�ect on these nor on other political preferences.

2 The Setting and Field Experiment

Ethiopia is one of the least developed countries in the world with a majority of the

population working in agriculture. The Ethiopian manufacturing sector is growing

quickly, however, and the Ethiopian Government is actively accommodating foreign di-
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rect investors. One way of doing so is by building industrial parks to provide economies

of scale for the potential investors. We work with 27 �rms within such industrial parks.

More speci�cally, our intervention centers on shoes and garment factories in �ve dif-

ferent regions: Tigray, Amhara, Oromia, SNNP, and Dire Dawa. In our sample, peo-

ple earn on average 1021 ETB (around 38 dollars) per month in the factories and they

usually work for 8 hours 6 days a week. A substantial share of the women also work

overtime. The location of the industrial parks are shown in Figure 1.

^

^

^

^

^

Legend
^ Industial parks

50 km buffer zones

Figure 1: Industrial Parks

The factories' standard procedure of hiring is to advertise bulks of positions by post-

ing on the front gate, word of mouth, and local job boards. The applicants are asked to

gather on a speci�c day and are screened for eligibility using verbal and physical tests.

The companies we are collaborating with were hiring new workers and were willing to

slightly alter their recruitment process. They �rst assess all job applicants and deter-

mine whether each applicant is eligible for the job or not. Then, from the pool of eligi-

ble candidates, we create lists of women having partners.3

3This was done as the initial data collection was centered around a project focusing on intimate
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From these lists with the eligible partnered entry-level applicants we randomly assign

around half (depending on the number of available positions and the number of avail-

able partnered women) to receiving a job o�er in the given factory (treatment) and the

remaining women to a control group. The randomization is possible since there is large

surplus demand for jobs. The applicants are informed about the procedure before the

randomization is conducted.

Using data from round 5 of the Afrobarometer, year 2013 (where Ethiopia is also in-

cluded), we calculate the male-female gender gap in political participation, here having

attended meetings and raised issues last year, for each country.4 We show in Figure 2

that Ethiopia has a relatively large gender gap in these types of participation as com-

pared to the other African countries. We also note that the gender gap is in men's fa-

vor in all countries and that there is a clear correlation between the two types of politi-

cal participation. In Figure 3 we use the Afrobarometer to calculate gaps in voting and

in formal employment. We see that there is basically no relationship between these

gaps at the national level, especially if we disregard the Middle Eastern countries that

have larger gender gaps in employment. Again we notice that Ethiopia has relatively

large gender gaps also in these aspects.

3 Data

Pre- and post- longitudinal data is collected using a detailed structured survey instru-

ment. The women were interviewed before they started working and the �rst follow up

data collection was around 6 months after the �rst interview. The dates for the base-

line data collection varies and depend in particular on when the �rms hired. Some of

partner violence.
4The Ethiopian version of the Afrobarometer has been criticized and it is cautioned against com-

paring questions regarding democracy with the same questions in other countries (Mattes and Teka,
2016). It is argued that Ethiopians interpret democracy di�erently. In addition, a high share of the
respondents report that they think the survey enumerators in the Afrobarometer are part of the state.
This implies that we should probably not put too much weight in the answers to sensitive questions
such as protests either. Whether the gender di�erence in responses is a�ected is an open question.
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Figure 2: Gender gaps in meeting attendance and raising issues across African coun-
tries
The gender gaps are average values for men minus average values for women within

each country. Own calculations based on data from the Afrobarometer.
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Figure 3: Gender gaps in voting and formal employment across African countries
The gender gaps are average values for men minus average values for women within

each country. Own calculations based on data from the Afrobarometer.
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the �rms hired new batches of workers several times during the period. We have also

�nalized data collection for a second and third follow up, 12 and 18 months after base-

line. Out of our 1498 randomly assigned women in our baseline sample we have man-

aged to interview 1262 for the �rst follow up. We show in Appendix Table A1 that at-

trition is unrelated to treatment status. The only variable correlated with attrition is

age whereby older women are more likely to be included in our longitudinal sample.

Finally, we have interviewed 893 of these women in a three year follow up (we are still

waiting for around two hundred interviews). In Appendix Table A2 we show that attri-

tion is still not correlated with Treatment for this sample.

In addition to questions on politics, the survey instrument includes modules gathering

demographic and background information, including socioeconomic variables, and a

module on domestic violence and female empowerment.

The surveys included a set of questions about political participation. We follow Aalen

et al. (2018) and code the variables Meeting last year and Interested in the same way

as they do and we also add several variables to the analysis. At baseline, we have two

questions about the respondent's participation during the last year. These questions

were asked as follows:

"Here is a list of actions that people sometimes take as citizens. For each of these,
please tell me whether you, personally, have done any of these things during the past
year.

Attended a community meeting

Got together with others to raise an issue"

The answers can be "1=Yes, often", "2=Yes, several times", "3= Yes, sometimes",
"4=yes, rarely", and "5=Not at all".

We create the dummy variables Meeting last year and Raise issue last year as 1 if the

answer is 1-4 and 0 if it is 5.

We create a dummy variable, Interested based on the question: "How interested would
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you say you are in politics and government?" The possible answers are "1= very inter-

ested", "2=somewhat interested", "3= not very interested", and "4= not at all inter-

ested". Interested equals 1 if the answer is 1 or 2 and 0 if the answer is 3 or 4.

We also ask about participation in neighborhood/ward meetings (these are called Ke-

beles in Ethiopia and are the smallest administrative unit). Based on the question, "Do

you attend meetings in the Kebele?" The possible answers are "Yes", and "No". We

create a dummy variable, Kebele meetings, that equals 1 if yes and 0 if no.

The vector of individual level controls are similar to the controls included in a pre-

analysis plan for Kotsadam and Villanger (2020), whom registered their plan before

any follow up data was collected. They investigate the e�ects of employment on Abuse

and therefore they control for attitudes towards abuse and baseline values of Abuse.

We instead control for the baseline values of our outcomes. The variables are all taken

from the baseline survey. Employment at baseline is based on the answer to the survey

question: "Have you ever had a formal salaried job with salary before?". From this we

create the variable Any formal wage job (ever), which equals one if the answer is yes.

Table 1 shows that around 31 percent of women have ever had a formal job at any time

before the survey.

We include a set of demographic variables. We retain the continuous coding of age in

years. We dummy code the religious a�liation of our respondents. The majority are

Orthodox Christians and we let that be the base category (together with the few peo-

ple answering Catholic or Other and create dummies for the other two main denomina-

tions (Muslim and Protestant). We recode the years of schooling variable into low (<10

years), medium (10 years), and high (>10 years) and use low education as the base cat-

egory.

In column one of Table 1 we present the summary statistics at baseline. We see that

almost 50 percent attended a community meeting last year, and the number for Kebele
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for various waves

Baseline Wave 2 Wave 5

(1) (2) (3)

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Political outcome variables

Meeting last year 0.49 (0.50) 0.47 (0.50) 0.46 (0.50)
Raised issue last year 0.27 (0.45) 0.22 (0.41) 0.31 (0.46)
Interested in politics 0.37 (0.48) 0.33 (0.47) 0.37 (0.48)
Kebele meetings last year 0.53 (0.50) 0.48 (0.50) 0.42 (0.49)
Other outcome variables

Social and religious activities last 7 days (hours) 6.77 (6.54) 5.53 (5.60) 4.58 (4.11)
Leisure time last 7 days (hours) 30.35 (21.80) 26.87 (21.22) 28.25 (19.59)
Empowerment index 0.49 (0.34) 0.36 (0.33) 0.45 (0.36)
Nr empowerment items 5.85 (4.13) 4.33 (3.92) 5.46 (4.31)
Equality index 0.16 (0.16) 0.13 (0.14) 0.12 (0.12)
Nr equality items 1.64 (1.62) 1.26 (1.36) 1.22 (1.18)
Employment and income variables

Any wage job last 6 months 0.20 (0.40) 0.45 (0.50) 0.48 (0.50)
Earnings from wage job last 6 months (in Birr) 806 (2544) 2114 (3244) 3691 (5938)
Earnings last 6 months (in Birr) 1558 (3706) 2818 (3919) 5487 (7706)
Main baseline variables

Treatment 0.50 (0.50) 0.49 (0.50) 0.49 (0.50)
Any formal wage job (ever) 0.30 (0.46) 0.31 (0.46) 0.31 (0.46)
Age 24.77 (5.80) 24.91 (6.14) 25.64 (6.56)
Muslim 0.13 (0.34) 0.14 (0.35) 0.17 (0.37)
Protestant 0.30 (0.46) 0.23 (0.42) 0.27 (0.44)
Medium education 0.49 (0.50) 0.51 (0.50) 0.49 (0.50)
High education 0.24 (0.43) 0.21 (0.41) 0.21 (0.41)
N 1618 1262 893

Notes: All variables are measured by wave except for the Main baseline variables, which are only measured at baseline

and held constant.

meetings is very similar (the correlation between the two types of meetings is 0.63).

Around one in four of the respondents have raised an issue last year and around two in

�ve are interested in politics. By comparing column 1 to columns 2 and 3 we see that

the political outcome variables are relatively stable over time, with the exception of

Kebele meetings that has decreased.

We test for baseline balance between treatment and control group on these variables

both individually and together by regressing Treatmenti on the variables one by one

while controlling for the blocking variables (Lists, i.e. the �rm-batches). As many vari-

ables are tested we do not necessarily expect all of them to be statistically insigni�cant.

We see in columns 5 and 6 of Table 2 that being Muslim is statistically signi�cantly
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Table 2: Prediction of control variables and balance tests.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Meeting last year Interested Treatment
1st follow up 1st follow up

Meeting last year (B) 0.29*** 0.25*** 0.063** 0.041 -0.0022 -0.0079
(0.029) (0.030) (0.027) (0.028) (0.030) (0.031)

Interested in politics (B) 0.090*** 0.043 0.20*** 0.18*** -0.0036 -0.0075
(0.033) (0.032) (0.031) (0.031) (0.034) (0.034)

Any formal wage job (ever) 0.068** 0.042 -0.060** -0.060** 0.039 0.035
(0.033) (0.031) (0.029) (0.029) (0.033) (0.033)

Age 0.023*** 0.018*** 0.0051* 0.0037 0.00063 -0.0012
(0.0028) (0.0028) (0.0026) (0.0028) (0.0030) (0.0031)

Muslim -0.056 0.059 -0.038 -0.0033 -0.13** -0.12**
(0.056) (0.055) (0.048) (0.050) (0.054) (0.058)

Protestant -0.053 0.0082 -0.054 -0.067 0.12* 0.094
(0.067) (0.065) (0.064) (0.064) (0.065) (0.067)

Medium education -0.046 -0.055 0.046 0.12** -0.061* -0.063
(0.034) (0.049) (0.030) (0.045) (0.034) (0.052)

High education 0.0031 -0.085 0.0053 0.072 0.056 -0.00045
(0.037) (0.054) (0.032) (0.048) (0.037) (0.056)

No. of observations 1262 1196 1260 1194 1196 1196
R-squared NA 0.17 NA 0.20 NA 0.07
F-test NA 3.94 NA 4.53 NA 0.24
P-value of F-test NA 0.05 NA 0.03 NA 0.62

Notes: Columns 1, 3 and 5 show coe�cients when we include the variables one by one. All regressions control

block �xed e�ects. Robust SE in parentheses.

correlated with treatment. When we include all variables at the same time we �nd that

the variables cannot predict treatment status together in an F-test (F=1.26 p=0.26).

We therefore view the randomization as successful. In columns 1 and 2 we test how

the same control variables predict Meeting last year at follow up and in columns 3 and

4 we do the same thing for Interested. We note that the control variables predict the

outcomes, in particular the baseline values of the outcome variables. We also note that

ever having been employed is positively correlated with Meeting last year and nega-

tively correlated with Interested.

In order to test di�erent mechanisms we collected information on potential mediators

for the e�ects on political participation. We include the following question about time

use: "How many hours did you or your family member spend on the following activities

over the last seven days?". We use the reported hours on "household work", "Social

and religious activities", and "Leisure time (watching TV, reading magazine, playing,
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exercising, recreation etc.)". We also measure female empowerment and gender equality

and create scales whereby higher values imply less empowerment and less equal atti-

tudes(see Appendix Section A.4.

We have several measures intended to investigate the e�ects of job assignment on job

take-up and earnings. In the 6 months follow up analysis we create a variable, Any

wage job last 6 months, which equals one if the respondents answer a�rmatively on

either one of the two questions: "Did you start working at Factory X" (the one where

the respondent applied) or "Have you had any other formal salaried job with salary

since the last interview". For the later follow up analyses we instead create a dummy

variable based on earnings from any wage job (where 1 equals positive earnings). For

all of these variables we see large increases over time.

In wave 5 we added new questions to the survey in order to explore mechanisms of our

�ndings. All these variables and coding choices were described in a pre-analysis plan

that was �led before data collection started.

Intend to vote: Based on the question, �Would you vote if there was an election next

week?�. The answers will be Yes or No and we will dummy code them so that Intend to

vote equals 1 if yes and 0 if no.

Voted in X : Based on the questions: �Did you vote in the election year X�, where X

will be 2005, 2010 and 2015. The answers will be Yes or No and we will dummy code

them so that Voted in election X equals 1 if yes and 0 if no. If we conduct a survey

after the planned 2020 election we also add a question about that election in the follow

up wave.

Protest : We add �Attended a demonstration or protest march� and �Expressed a po-

litical opinion through social media� to the questions about political participation last

year and we will code the variables, Protest last year and Express last year, the same

way as we coded the other two variables.
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Political e�cacy: We create a measure of Internal e�cacy based on the question. �Some-

times politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me cannot really

understand what is going on�. Our measure of External e�cacy is based on the ques-

tion: �People like me don't have any say in what the government does�. Both of these

questions have the answer categories 1 = Strongly agree 2 = Agree 3 = Disagree 4=

Strongly disagree. The binary variables will be set in order to create 2 groups, as simi-

lar in size as possible, while respecting the order of the answers (from 1 to 4).5 We will

only consider the answers of the respondents in the control group when creating the

coding rules for the binary variables.

Pressured now : Based on the question, "Do you feel pressured nowadays to attend

community meetings?" The possible answers are "Yes, often", "Yes, several times",

"Yes, sometimes", "Yes, rarely", and "Not at all". We create a dummy variable, Pres-

sured now, that equals 1 for any of the yes alternatives and 0 for "Not at all".

Pressured before: Based on the question, " What about before the regime of Abiy, did

you feel pressured to attend community meetings? " The possible answers are "Yes,

often", "Yes, several times", "Yes, sometimes", "Yes, rarely", and "Not at all". We cre-

ate a dummy variable, Pressured now, that equals 1 for any of the yes alternatives and

0 for "Not at all".

Lose in�uence: Based on the question, "Do you think that people that cannot attend

community meetings due to work get less in�uence in the community?" The possible

answers are "Yes", and "No". We create a dummy variable, Lose in�uence, that equals

1 if yes and 0 if no.

Lost in�uence before: Based on the question, "What about before Abiy came to power,

do you think that people that could not attend community meetings due to work got

5For example, if 25% answer 1, 25% answer 2, 25% answer 3 and 25% answer 4, then the binary
variable will be equal to 1 if the respondent answers 1 or 2 and zero otherwise. On the other hand, if
for example 20% answer 1, 10% answer 2, 5% answer 3 and 65% answer 4, then the binary variable
will be equal to one of the respondent answers 1, 2 or 3.
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Table 3: Descriptive statistics for variables col-
lected in wave 5

(1)

Mean SD
Newly collected outcomes

Would vote 0.95 (0.23)
Voted in 2015 0.71 (0.45)
Voted 2010 0.43 (0.50)
Voted 2005 0.25 (0.43)
Protested last year 0.17 (0.38)
Express last year 0.19 (0.39)
Internal e�cacy 0.41 (0.49)
External e�cacy 0.50 (0.50)
Feel pressured to attend meetings 0.21 (0.41)
Felt pressured before regime change 0.24 (0.43)
Lose in�uence if not attending meetings 0.16 (0.36)
Lost in�uence before regime change 0.17 (0.38)
Roads and Infrastructure 0.30 (0.46)
Reduce di�erences 0.38 (0.48)
Tax houses 0.38 (0.49)
Tax work 0.38 (0.49)
New employment variables

Months with factory job 9.10 (12.76)
Any month with factory job 0.47 (0.50)
N 893

Notes: All variables exist in wave 5 only.

less in�uence in the community?" The possible answers are "Yes", and "No". We cre-

ate a dummy variable, Lost in�uence before, that equals 1 if yes and 0 if no.

In the longer run follow up we also pre-registered two additional employment variables

to be used in an instrumental variables analysis. These are Any factory job (Dummy

variable equal to one if the respondent has worked in a factory job for at least one

month since the �rst interview) and Months factory job (in months).

We had also planned to collect data on Party choice but this was deemed to sensitive

to ask for at this point in time.6

6We also collected data on political priorities and preferences. We describe these and present re-
sults for them in Appendix Section A.5.
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4 Empirical speci�cation

As we have shown that baseline characteristics are balanced across those receiving a

job o�er and those not, and as attrition is not related to treatment, our main speci�ca-

tion is the following intention to treat (ITT) model:

(1) Y i,t1 = αYi,t0 + βTreatmenti + γXi,t0 + δListi + εit,

where i indexes individuals, t0 refers to baseline values, and t1 is the �rst follow up.

We will also show results for longer run follow up surveys. Treatmenti is a the dummy

variable equal to 1 if the woman was randomized to get the job o�er and zero if not.

This captures the so called ITT e�ect and it gives us an estimate of the e�ect of being

randomized to get a job o�er. We always include list �xed e�ects (blocking variables)

as women are randomized within this unit. As long as treatment status is randomly as-

signed we do not expect any baseline di�erences between treated and control women.

We include control variables in some speci�cations to see if we can increase precision.

In particular we include our measures of the outcome variables at baseline and our vec-

tor of individual level controls X (described in the data section). We use heteroscedas-

ticity robust standard errors in all estimations. In Appendix Section A.2 we also de-

scribe and present results from instrumental variables regressions.

5 Results

We divide the result section into di�erent parts. We start with showing the e�ects of

randomization on the employment related variables. We then move on to present the

main results on the political participation outcomes.
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Table 4: E�ects of treatment on employment and earnings during the last 6 months.

(a) Panel A: Wave 2 (�rst follow up)

(1) (2) (3)
Any wage job Any factory job Earnings from wage job

Treatment 0.40*** 0.37*** 1726.8***
(0.025) (0.024) (172.6)

Control mean 0.29 0.16 1292.02
N 1262 1262 1262
R-squared 0.29 0.28 0.22
Controls Block Block Block

(b) Panel B: Wave 5 (fourth follow up)

(1) (2) (3)
Any wage job Any factory job Earnings from wage job

Treatment 0.10*** 0.19*** 926.7*
(0.037) (0.035) (479.9)

Control mean 0.42 0.23 3243.61
N 742 696 669
R-squared 0.19 0.26 0.11
Controls Block Block Block

Notes: All regressions control for List �xed e�ects. Robust SE in

parentheses.

5.1 E�ects on Employment related outcomes

We start by showing the e�ects of the randomization on employment related variables

during the last six months in Table 4. We do this separately for the �rst follow up

(Panel A) and the last follow up (Panel B) separately. After six months we see a large

e�ect on the probability of having had any wage job during the last six months. While

29 percent in the control group have had such a job, this share increases to 69 percent

for the treatment group. We also see large e�ects on earnings. In Panel B we present

the long run results. We still see an e�ect of randomisation on the probability of having

had a wage job and on having had a factory job during the last 6 months. The di�er-

ences are now smaller, which is as expected since the control group consists of employ-

ment seeking women eligible for a factory job. Indeed, many more control women have

now been working and earnings have increased for everyone. Figure 4 shows the evolu-

tion of the �rst stage over time.

In Table 5 we present results using variables collected in the fourth follow up only.
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Figure 4: Evolution of employment and earnings over time for treatment and control

Table 5: E�ects of treatment on months in factory employ-
ment since baseline and any month in factory employment
since baseline.

(1) (2)
Months with factory job Any month with factory job

Treatment 9.14*** 0.37***
(0.82) (0.030)

Control mean 4.86 0.29
N 893 893
R-squared 0.30 0.33
Controls Block Block

Notes: All regressions control for List �xed e�ects. Robust SE in parentheses.

These variables are based on the total number of months employed in a factory since

baseline. We see that the treatment group has worked on average around 9 months

more than the control group in a factory since the �rst randomization. They are also

37 percentage points more likely to ever have worked in a factory. The control group

has also worked in factories (29 percent of them) and they have worked for 5 months

on average.
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5.2 E�ects on main variables of interest

In Table 6 we show the e�ects of treatment on our main political outcomes. Starting

with the �rst follow up results in Panel A, we see a clear negative e�ect on attending

meetings. First we show results without any controls other than the block variables and

then we add controls for a set of baseline variables including the baseline value of the

dependent variable. We see that there is no e�ect on political interest (columns 3 and

4). We note that the e�ect on Kebele meetings is similar as the e�ect on meetings in

general and there is no e�ect on raising an issue (columns 5-8). In Panel B we see that

there is still a di�erence in meeting attendance in the longer run.

In Figure 5 we show these results graphically. Interestingly we see that the control

women start attending more meetings between baseline and the �rst follow up but the

treatment group attend less. For raising issue we see that there seem to be di�erences

in some waves whereby the control women are more likely to raise issues. With re-

spect to Kebele meetings there seems to be an imbalance at baseline but the di�erences

increase over time.7
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Figure 5: Main political outcomes over time for treatment and control

7Note that the numbers in the �gures do not take into account the List �xed e�ects.
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Table 6: E�ects of treatment on participation and related variables.

(a) Panel A: Wave 2 (�rst follow up)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Meeting Meeting Interested Interested Raise issue Raise issue Meet Kebele Meet Kebele

Treatment -0.12*** -0.12*** -0.00056 0.0052 -0.034 -0.031 -0.100*** -0.090***
(0.028) (0.027) (0.026) (0.025) (0.023) (0.023) (0.028) (0.027)

Control mean 0.52 0.52 0.34 0.34 0.23 0.23 0.52 0.52
N 1262 1262 1260 1260 1262 1262 1261 1261
R-squared 0.07 0.17 0.17 0.21 0.11 0.17 0.09 0.20
Controls Block Controls Block Controls Block Controls Block Controls

(b) Panel B: Wave 5 (fourth follow up)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Meeting Meeting Interested Interested Raise issue Raise issue Meet Kebele Meet Kebele

Treatment -0.058* -0.063* 0.0042 0.00072 -0.046 -0.048 -0.088*** -0.074**
(0.034) (0.033) (0.029) (0.030) (0.031) (0.031) (0.034) (0.033)

Control mean 0.48 0.48 0.37 0.37 0.32 0.32 0.45 0.45
N 893 893 893 893 893 893 893 893
R-squared 0.13 0.16 0.31 0.32 0.16 0.18 0.12 0.17
Controls Block Controls Block Controls Block Controls Block Controls

Notes: All regressions control for List �xed e�ects. Robust SE in parentheses.

Table 7: E�ects of treatment on newly collected variables.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Vote Vote Protest Protest Internal Internal External External

Treatment -0.0073 -0.0079 0.00077 0.0027 -0.095*** -0.095*** -0.048 -0.047
(0.017) (0.017) (0.024) (0.024) (0.030) (0.030) (0.031) (0.031)

Control mean 0.95 0.95 0.17 0.17 0.45 0.45 0.54 0.54
N 893 893 893 893 883 883 885 885
R-squared 0.04 0.04 0.19 0.21 0.28 0.29 0.29 0.30
Controls Block Controls Block Controls Block Controls Block Controls

Notes: All regressions control for List �xed e�ects. Robust SE in parentheses.

In Table 7 we show the e�ects of randomization on our newly collected longer run out-

comes of interest. There is no e�ect on Vote intentions. But as stated in the pre-plan,

if 95 percent of the respondents answer the same we will not see this variable as the

main one. We see no e�ects on protests either, however.

In trying to understand why there is a negative e�ect of employment on meeting at-

tendance we investigate the e�ects on time use, as working reduces the time left to do

other activities. In Panel A of Table 8 we see a clear short run di�erence in leisure time

and a decrease in the amount of hours spent on social and religious activities. This

may be a likely mechanism for why employment causes participation in community
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Table 8: E�ects of treatment on time use.

(a) Panel A: Wave 2 (�rst follow up)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Leisure Leisure Social and religious activities Social and religious activities

Treatment -3.36*** -2.91*** -0.60** -0.52*
(1.15) (1.10) (0.28) (0.28)

Control mean 28.50 28.50 5.97 5.97
N 1261 1261 1262 1262
R-squared 0.17 0.25 0.17 0.20
Controls Block Controls Block Controls

(b) Panel B: Wave 5 (fourth follow up)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Leisure Leisure Social and religious activities Social and religious activities

Treatment -0.11 0.29 -0.0084 0.028
(1.24) (1.22) (0.25) (0.25)

Control mean 28.49 28.49 4.59 4.59
N 893 893 893 893
R-squared 0.29 0.31 0.26 0.29
Controls Block Controls Block Controls

Notes: The time use is measured as number of hours in a week. All regressions control for List �xed e�ects. Robust SE

in parentheses.

meetings to decrease in the short run. We note, however, that in the longer run there

is no di�erence in time use but there is still a di�erence in meeting attendance. Either

the initially reduced time use has persistent e�ects or that something else is driving

the di�erence in meeting attendance. One possibility is of course that the meetings are

of little value to the participants and that non-participation may actually be seen as a

sign of empowerment. In Table 3 we see that 21 percent feel pressured to attend meet-

ings, but it is di�cult to know what this means as it may be a social pressure that still

implies that meeting attendance is meaningful. We also note that 16 percent of women

think that those missing meetings due to work lose in�uence. In Table 7 we do see ef-

fects on Internal political e�cacy. We also see lower External political e�cacy. These

variables were collected in order to investigate if e�cacy may explain the low meeting

attendance and it seems indeed as if the jobs reduce meeting attendance and has an

e�ect on political e�cacy.8

8We have done some analyses of heterogenous treatment e�ects and we �nd no statistically signi�-
cant heterogeneity for the e�ects on meetings and interest with respect to any of the baseline variables.
We have also analyzed e�ects on membership and leadership in various networks but do not �nd much
on these. Finally, as seen in Appendix Section A.5 we �nd no e�ects on political preferences.
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6 Conclusion

The present project is the �rst to identify the individual level causal e�ects of jobs on

female political participation using a �eld experiment. We identify the e�ects of jobs

on political participation by collaborating with 27 large companies in Ethiopia to ran-

domly assign jobs to equally quali�ed female applicants. We already have data from 6,

12, 18 months follow ups and we have some data from the fourth follow up collected

around three years after baseline. The �nal data from the fourth follow up is expected

in early March.

We �nd that the job o�ers increase formal employment and earnings. Job o�ers reduce

the participation in meetings but do not a�ect political interest. These results are in

sharp contrast to previous correlational analyses, in particular to Aalen et al. (2019)

who �nd that political interest is negatively correlated with employment and that there

is no di�erence in meeting attendance.

In the short run, we found reductions in leisure time and in time spent on social and

religious activities. We then posited that a likely mechanism for our results is increased

time pressure for the working women. We preregistered a longer term data collection in

order to more fully understand the mechanisms and it indeed changes our interpreta-

tion. We do not �nd a time use di�erences in the longer run but we still �nd di�erences

in meeting attendance. Another hypothesis could be that participation in meetings are

not meaningful and that non-participation is actually a sign of empowerment. There

are two auxiliary pieces of evidence that speaks against that interpretation. First of all,

when asked directly, a substantial share of women think that missing meetings is cor-

related with losing in�uence. Secondly, and more importantly, we �nd that women's

internal political e�cacy is substantially lower in the treated group. We argue that the

factory jobs seem to lead to political disempowerment.

Being the �rst study of the e�ects of employment on political participation using a
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randomized �eld experiment, our results have strong internal validity. How externally

valid the e�ects are is another question and we have several reasons to urge for cau-

tion in generalizing the results. First of all, we investigate the e�ects of employment

for women in a context with massive other changes going on. Furthermore, the types of

jobs we are investigating are likely to be less empowering than other jobs, even as com-

pared to other manufacturing jobs in developing countries. Similar to garment work in

Asia, as documented by Evans (2017), the working conditions are poor and the occupa-

tions are both vertically and horizontally segregated by gender. All managers are men

and our interviews with these managers suggest that they view women as submissive

and docile. Such "gendered discourses of work" (Caraway, 2005) are likely to a�ect the

internal political e�cacy of women. Furthermore, there are no independent unions at

the factories and in our qualitative interviews the workers report managerial surveil-

lance and fears of dismissal if they speak up against bad conditions. We strongly urge

future studies to conduct similar �eld experiments in di�erent settings so that we will

learn whether the pessimistic results we �nd are indeed general or whether there are

important moderators that may unleash the empowering potential of employment that

is so often assumed.
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Table A1: Attrition.

(1) (2)
Attrition Attrition

Treatment -0.0030 0.00092
(0.018) (0.019)

Meeting last year (B) -0.017
(0.019)

Interested in politics (B) -0.016
(0.022)

Any formal wage job (ever) -0.0073
(0.021)

Age -0.0075***
(0.0021)

Muslim -0.0060
(0.036)

Protestant -0.026
(0.046)

Medium education -0.013
(0.034)

High education 0.0076
(0.037)

Control mean 0.14 0.14
N 1463 1385
R-squared 0.07 0.08
Controls Block Full

Notes: All regressions control block �xed e�ects. Robust SE

in parentheses.

A.1 Attrition
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Table A2: Attrition 4th FU.

(1) (2)
Attrition Attrition

Treatment 0.0021 -0.00032
(0.025) (0.026)

Meeting last year (B) -0.015
(0.026)

Interested in politics (B) 0.030
(0.029)

Any formal wage job (ever) 0.020
(0.029)

Age -0.014***
(0.0025)

Muslim -0.062
(0.049)

Protestant -0.046
(0.061)

Medium education 0.011
(0.044)

High education 0.034
(0.048)

Control mean 0.38 0.39
N 1463 1385
R-squared 0.14 0.16
Controls Block Full

Notes: All regressions control block �xed e�ects. Robust

SE in parentheses.

A.2 Instrumental variables regressions

As not all women o�ered a job start working and as some women not o�ered a job at

this time are able to �nd another job we do not expect treatment to perfectly predict

job status. To measure and to some extent account for imperfect compliance we also

estimate an IV model of the following form:

(2) Any wage job last 6 months i,t1 = αYi,t0 + βTreatmenti + γXi,t0 + δListi + εit;

(3) Y i,t1 = αYi,t0 + β Predicted(Any wage job last 6 months)i,t1 + γXi,t0 + δListi + εit

That is, we predict recent formal wage employment with the randomization and use

the predicted values for formal employment in the second stage to calculate the local

average treatment e�ect of having a formal job on political participation. We view the

ITT speci�cation as the main speci�cation but the IV model is interesting as it scales

iii



Table A3: IV estimates of the e�ects of being employed last six months.

(a) Panel A: Wave 2 (�rst follow up)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Meeting Meeting Interested Interested Raise Raise Kebele Kebele

Any wage job last 6 months -0.29*** -0.29*** -0.0014 0.011 -0.086 -0.080 -0.25*** -0.24***
(0.071) (0.069) (0.063) (0.063) (0.057) (0.058) (0.069) (0.067)

Control mean 0.52 0.53 0.34 0.34 0.23 0.24 0.52 0.54
N 1262 1196 1260 1194 1262 1196 1261 1195
R-squared 0.49 0.55 0.44 0.46 0.30 0.35 0.52 0.58
Controls Block Full Block Full Block Full Block Full

(b) Panel B: Wave 5 (fourth follow up)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Meeting Meeting Interested Interested Raise Raise Kebele Kebele

Any wage last 6 months -0.47 -0.37 -0.30 -0.49 -0.50 -0.56 -0.54 -0.37
(0.38) (0.40) (0.32) (0.38) (0.37) (0.41) (0.39) (0.40)

Control mean 0.49 0.50 0.43 0.45 0.33 0.34 0.42 0.43
N 742 692 742 692 742 692 742 692
R-squared 0.51 0.55 0.60 0.57 0.30 0.31 0.40 0.50
Controls Block Full Block Full Block Full Block Full

Notes: All regressions control for List �xed e�ects. Robust

SE in parentheses.

the e�ect by the �rst stage e�ect that the randomization has on employment. In the

longer run follow up we also pre-registered that we would instrument Any factory job

and Months factory job with Treatment.

In Table A3 we show IV results for having had any wage job last 6 months. These

results scale the ITT with the �rst stage for the individuals induced to work by the

job o�er. In Panel A we see that the short run causal e�ect of having had a wage job

during the last six months is negative once we instrument it with random job o�ers

(columns 1 and 2). Columns 3 and 4 shows that the e�ect on interest in politics is close

to zero (but we cannot reject relatively large e�ects). In Panel B we show the longer

run e�ects and they are very imprecisely estimated. In Table A4 we show results using

our new pre-registered instrumental variables regressions. These have a stronger �rst

stage and we see that the e�ects are more precise although statistically signi�cant only

at the 10 percent level.
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Table A4: IV estimates for wave 5 using pre-registered speci�cations.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Meeting Meeting Interested Interested Raise Raise Kebele Kebele

Months with factory job -0.0064* 0.00046 -0.0050 -0.0096***
(0.0035) (0.0031) (0.0033) (0.0035)

Any month -0.16* 0.011 -0.12 -0.24***
(0.087) (0.077) (0.081) (0.087)

Control mean 0.48 0.48 0.37 0.37 0.32 0.32 0.45 0.45
N 893 893 893 893 893 893 893 893
R-squared 0.54 0.54 0.56 0.56 0.41 0.41 0.50 0.51
Controls Block Block Block Block Block Block Block Block

Notes: All regressions control for List �xed e�ects. Robust SE in parentheses.

Table A5: IV estimates for other variables. Instrumenting
months with Treatment

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Vote Protest Internal External

Months with factory job -0.00079 0.000084 -0.010*** -0.0053
(0.0018) (0.0026) (0.0034) (0.0033)

Control mean 0.95 0.17 0.45 0.54
N 893 893 883 885
R-squared 0.95 0.33 0.54 0.64
Controls Block Block Block Block

Notes: All regressions control for List �xed e�ects. Robust SE in parentheses.

Table A6: IV estimates for other variables. Instrumenting
Any month with Treatment

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Vote Protest Internal External

Any month with factory job -0.020 0.0021 -0.26*** -0.13
(0.044) (0.063) (0.083) (0.082)

Control mean 0.95 0.17 0.45 0.54
N 893 893 883 885
R-squared 0.95 0.33 0.55 0.64
Controls Block Block Block Block

Notes: All regressions control for List �xed e�ects. Robust SE in parentheses.
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Table A7: Gender gaps in the Afrobarometer (all countries).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Meeting Interested Raised Voted Protest Roads Water

Female -0.11*** -0.11*** -0.13*** -0.032*** -0.036*** -0.011*** 0.012***
(0.0042) (0.014) (0.0043) (0.0035) (0.0025) (0.0020) (0.0023)

Mean dep. for men 0.64 0.91 0.61 0.84 0.11 0.06 0.07
N 53619 2343 53523 47511 52801 53272 53272
R-squared 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sample All All All All All All All

Notes: Results from Afrobarometer round 5. Robust SE in parentheses.

Table A8: Employment correlations for women in the Afrobarometer (all coun-
tries).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Meeting Interested Raised Voted Protest Roads Water

Any formal job 0.021*** 0.065*** 0.024*** 0.031*** 0.016*** 0.00060 -0.0060*
(0.0068) (0.024) (0.0068) (0.0055) (0.0037) (0.0031) (0.0037)

Control mean 0.53 0.77 0.47 0.80 0.07 0.05 0.08
N 26674 1149 26609 23392 26232 26498 26498
R-squared 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sample Women Women Women Women Women Women Women

Notes: Results from Afrobarometer round 5. Robust SE in parentheses.

A.3 Results from the Afrobarometer

Table A9: Gender gaps in Ethiopia in the Afrobarometer.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Meeting Interested Raised Voted Protest Roads Water

Female -0.15*** -0.11*** -0.19*** -0.071*** -0.046*** -0.013 0.031*
(0.018) (0.014) (0.019) (0.015) (0.014) (0.010) (0.016)

Mean dep. for men 0.82 0.91 0.76 0.89 0.15 0.07 0.17
N 2339 2343 2309 2112 2217 2293 2293
R-squared 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sample All All All All All All All

Notes: Results from Afrobarometer round 5. Robust SE in parentheses.
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Table A10: Employment correlations for women in Ethiopia in the Afrobarome-
ter.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Meeting Interested Raised Voted Protest Roads Water

Any formal job 0.12*** 0.065*** 0.091*** 0.099*** -0.044** 0.028** -0.0090
(0.029) (0.024) (0.030) (0.025) (0.020) (0.014) (0.025)

Control mean 0.60 0.77 0.51 0.77 0.14 0.04 0.21
N 1151 1149 1133 1031 1087 1116 1116
R-squared 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sample Women Women Women Women Women Women Women

Notes: Results from Afrobarometer round 5. Robust SE in parentheses.

A.4 Empowerment and attitudes toward gender equal-

ity

We create an empowerment index based on 12 di�erent questions on intra-household

decision making.9 For each of the 12 questions we create a dummy variable which equals

1 if the partner has the �nal say or if the partner decides together with some other

member of the household.10 We then take the average of the 12 variables to get an in-

dex ranging between 0 and 1. The baseline average in our sample is 0.36 and we also

show that the partners decide on around four of the items (Nr empowerment items).

The survey also includes questions on a wider set of attitudes toward gender equality.

We recode each of these questions into dummy variables so that 1 is a gender unequal

attitude.11 We again create an index by averaging across 11 questions on gender equal-

ity attitudes. The index average 0.126 at baseline, which indicates that women's atti-

tudes were relatively pro-equality. We see that of the 11 items women on average dis-

agree with only 1.3. Over time we note that time use on the measured activities have

reduced somewhat and empowerment as well as gender equal attitudes have improved.

9We have 15 di�erent questions in the survey on intra-household decision making. Not all ques-
tions apply to all people in the sample, however. For example, the decision to send a child to school
has missing values for all individuals that do not have children. We therefore pre-registered that we
would use the other 12 (Questions J1.03-J1.15 in the survey).

10If the individual decides together with the partner we code the variable as zero only if she has
"a lot" of input into the decision (i.e. category 4 on the J1B questions) and otherwise as 1. All other
values of J1A are coded as zero on the partner has the �nal say variables.

11See questions GA1-GA11 in the survey, we recode e.g. 1 or 2 to be 1 on statement GA1 and 3 or
4 on statement GA2.
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A.5 E�ects on political preferences

Political priorities: We create a variable �Roads and Infrastructure� based on the fol-

lowing question: �If you could only choose between water or roads and infrastructure,

which problem do you think is the most important one facing Ethiopia that the gov-

ernment should address?�. The answer categories will be �1=Water�, �2= Roads and

Infrastructure�, �3= I do not know�. We will code the variable Roads and Infrastructure

as 1 if the answer is 2 and as 0 if it is 1 or 3.

Redistribution: We will also create three di�erent variables on redistributive prefer-

ences and taxes. These questions are of the following form:

�Please say whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with these

statements (1 = Strongly agree 2 = Agree 3 = Disagree 4= Strongly disagree):

In Ethiopia, the national government should aim to reduce the economic di�erences

between the rich and the poor.

In Ethiopia, the national government should have taxes on people owning houses to

reduce the economic di�erences between the rich and the poor.

In Ethiopia, the national government should have taxes on people working to reduce

the economic di�erences between the rich and the poor.�

These variables will be coded as binary variables: Reduce di�erences, Tax houses, and

Tax work. The binary variables will be set in order to create 2 groups, as similar in size

as possible, while respecting the order of the answers (from 1 to 4).

In a recent contribution, Gottlieb et al. (2018) �nd that employment is correlated with

a narrowing of the gender gap in Africa in two key policy domains: prioritization of

infrastructure investment and access to clean water. In sharp contrast, in Table A11,

we �nd that when employment is randomly induced it has no e�ect on these nor on
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Table A11: E�ects of treatment on political preferences.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Roads Reduce di�erences Tax houses Tax work

Treatment -0.0069 -0.016 0.0019 -0.0065
(0.029) (0.025) (0.019) (0.020)

Control mean 0.31 0.37 0.37 0.38
N 893 888 891 891
R-squared 0.22 0.51 0.72 0.68
Controls Block Block Block Block

Notes: All regressions control for List �xed e�ects. Robust SE in parentheses.

other political preferences.
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