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Abstract

We measured the impact of an edutainment programigmed to promote
entrepreneurship in young adult viewers and brostdoa one of the most popular
Egyptian television channels. To this end, 6,83@ngp individuals interested in
entrepreneurship were selected using a Random-Digiing method, and 2,441 of
their friends were also added to the sample toystiuel importance of spillover effects.
We implemented a randomized controlled trial follogv a non-symmetric
encouragement design and found that while the shad a limited impact on
entrepreneurship-related outcomes, the contertteoEhow changed viewers’ opinions
in relation to entrepreneurship. The impact of ihiervention appeared particularly
important on gender-related outcomes. Furthermae, put in evidence complex
outcome-specific spillover effects alternately aifiypig and mitigating the direct effect

of one’s exposure the intervention.



1. Introduction

Television is a powerful instrument of communicatiall around the world and is especially
important in many developing countries where actessther means of communication, such as
newspapers, the radio and the internet remains tmoited. The place of television is particularly
important in Egypt, the most populated country e Middle East and North Africa (MENA)
region where, in 2014, 97.0% of households ownelg@ast one television set while only 45.3%
owned a computer and 31.7% used the internet dogprmd the World BanR. Furthermore,
Egyptians spend a considerable amount of time waictelevision: in 2011, 40% reported that
they watched television more than four hours a ¢(RwC, 2012F In parallel to this trend,
mainstream programs, such as talent, reality anteganows, have become increasingly popular as
a major source of entertainment over the past éscad

As such, television and, in particular, mainstrearagrams have been increasingly seen as a
potential public policy tool, a trend bolstered ®cent empirical evidence (La Ferrara, 2015).
Indeed, recent studies have shown that exposudwaision or radio programs had some crucial
long-term societal impacts, particularly on genddated norms. For instance, Jensen and Oster
(2009) showed that the introduction of cable ted@n in India was associated with an increase in
women empowerment, materialized by a decreaseeinetported acceptability of domestic violence
towards women, an increase in women’s autonomyaaretuction of son preference. Similarly,
Chong and La Ferrera (2009) found that the intrédocoof television increased the proportion of
women either separated or divorced in Brazil, idigoh to a decrease in the fertility rate (La
Ferrara, Chong and Duryea, 2012), and providedeewe that this effect was partly driven by an
increased exposure to telenovelas. Finally, Bem da (2013) found that in South Africa, the
delivery of educational content on debt managereamtedded in a popular soap opera increased

viewers’ knowledge on the subject and modifiedrtherrowing behaviors.

In Egypt, youth unemployment rate is particularlghh as are inequalities of opportunity in the
labor market, which are believed to be one of thases for the current unrest in the country.

1 World Development Indicators’ information socielgta for the year 2014.

2 This observation is more generally true for theol@hMENA region (as well as for other regions) whéme share of households
owning a television set is close to 100% in manyntdes: for instance, it was at 98% in Algeria%®@# Iraq, 98% in Lebanon and
100% in Morocco in 2013 (World Development Indigatanformation society data). The average numlbéroars spent watching

television was calculated to be of 3.11 hours edenyin 17 MENA countries (PwC, 2012).



According to the International Labour OrganizatidhO),®> 13.2% of the economically active
population was unemployed in 2013 in Egypt andksthiferences existed across gender and age
groups: while the overall unemployment rate alreadhibited differences across gender with
27.0% of the female actives being unemployed ang 88% of the male actives, these numbers
peaked to 61.3% and 33.7% respectively for indigigaged between 15 and 24 years old. While
these problems are critically high in Egypt, theg widely shared by many countries in the MENA
region, as detailed ifable A.1 Overall, while 12.8% of the economically activepplation was
unemployed in 2013 in the MENA region (excludingtincome countries), 22.4% of the female
actives were unemployed versus only 10.1% of thée raatives. Furthermore, these numbers
peaked to 47.6% and 26.3% respectively for indiaislaged between 15 and 24 years old.

Several piece of evidence also suggest that fogtemtrepreneurship may be an adequate policy in
the Egyptian context to bypass the problems yoatbdacing on the labor market to secure a job.
In particular, a recent study by Roushdy and Saingr (2015) showed that 37.2% of young
Egyptians express a preference for having their business over a salaried job, although only 4%
are self-employed Qualitative work by Sieverding (2012) suggests thase barriers, as perceived
by the youths, may actually induce them to recarsehtrepreneurship as either a supplemental
income-generating activity or as an option theyl@égursue later in life once they have established
themselves financially or professionally rathernttes a conceivable main career option. Instead,
many of them seek employment in the public se@aid, 2011; Barsoum, 2014; Barsoum, 2015).

In this study, we evaluate the impact of an intet\a which was specifically designed to promote
entrepreneurship to young adults by changing theiception of it and providing them with some
basic knowledge, as well as introducing them toallopartners delivering more advanced
entrepreneurship training, mentorship, financiatl aechnology services. Its main component
consisted in a mainstream television program brastden one of the major Egyptian channels and
featuring 14 young contestants competing in a sexidoth entertaining and educating challenges
to become “Egypt’s most promising entrepreneur.pamallel to the show, support activities were
carried out to create a bridge between the showtlandeal world: networking events were held in
collaboration with partner organizations throughatkie country and a website was launched

providing information on the show and its partneyamizations.

% See ILO’s estimates reported in the World Develepnindicators’ database
4 Similarly, 77.7% of the Egyptian adult populatiomnsiders entrepreneurship a desirable careempaticording to the GEM Egypt
2010 report (Hattab, 2012).



In order to evaluate the impact of the programgcameied out a randomized controlled trial using an
encouragement design. We did so because theresivergy reasons to expect selection bias with
respect to the type of young people who would wateh show and participate in the support
activities, and it was impossible to restrict whould watch given that it was broadcast nationwide
on a channel available to almost all Egyptians. Jdmae applied to the show’s support activities (its
networking events and website). Hence, a subseiuofsample, a representative set of young
individuals interested in entrepreneurship, wasdoanly selected to receive a set of
encouragements (in the forms of text messages altg) acentivizing them to watch the show.
Furthermore, in order to investigate the importaméepeer effects, these respondents were
requested to provide the contact details of theemfls meeting the same inclusion criteria (i.e.:
young and interested in entrepreneurship). In tarsubset of these friends was also randomly
selected to receive the same set of encouragemignissinduced an exogenous variation in one’s
and their friends’ exposure to the interventionetepng on whether or not they, their friend(s) or
both received the encouragements, allowing useatity thedirect impact of the intervention on

the respondents themselves, as well as any spilédfexts arising across friends.

In doing so, we contribute to the literature on imgact of the media, as well as the literature on
entrepreneurship. First, this is to our knowledge of the first times (if not the first) a mainsine
television program purposely designed to have graghof public policy interest is evaluated with
a large-scale randomized controlled trial. Sectimel study findings provide new insight on the type
of impacts which can be expected from media progréay evaluating a program specifically
conceived to influence labor market outcomes. Contamtly, it also adds to the literature on the
impact of entrepreneurship training programs by sugag the impact of a peculiar form of
entrepreneurship training focusing primarily on rediag aspirations, showcasing role models and
only providing very basic entrepreneurship-relatédrmation. Third, we provide new evidence on
the effectiveness of text messages as behaviordgesu— more specifically, to increase a
population’s exposure to a media program. Fourtly, design allows us to investigate the
importance of peer effects in the context of mexhd entrepreneurship studies. Fifth, we look at
the impact of the show on self-employment outcorassyell as entrepreneurship-related opinions
and whether these results vary depending on regpisidgender and employment status at

baseline.



We found that the impact of the intervention wasitéd on self-employment outcomes but was
important on respondent’s opinions in relation éf-employment. Interestingly, the impact of the
intervention appeared particularly important ondgrrelated outcomes. These effects were driven
by male respondents and respondents who were lii@nsgloyed at baseline. Furthermore, we also
put in evidence complex outcome-specific spilloeéfiects alternately amplifying and mitigating
the direct effect of one’s exposure the intervamtio

The rest of the article is organized as followssattion 2, we provide contextual information; in
section 3, we describe the intervention; in sectipwe describe our empirical strategy; in section
5, we provide a description of our sample; in g8ct, we detail our estimation strategy; in section

7, we present our study results; in section 8, aelude and discuss policy implications.

2. Background

Television has held an increasingly important rialéghe Egyptian society since its introduction in
the late 1950s, influencing or accompanying soctanges (Abu-Lughod, 1993). This movement
was favored by the constant increase in Egyptiarséloolds’ access to a television set as well as in
the average number of hours spent daily watchilayigon: as stated previously, according to the
World Bank, 97% of the Egyptian households owneteast one television set in 2011 and 40%
watched television more than four hours a day (P2@22). This evolution was also favored by the
development of an important television industryducing hugely popular mainstream television

programs and their broadcasting on national telavis

In Egypt and elsewhere, governments and non-parfiainizations have tried to use the huge
popularity of these mainstream programs to achgoeds of public policy interest by imbedding
educational content in entertaining programs —torgaso-called “edutainments” (Singhal et al.,
2003). For instance, Kearney and Levine (2015) doilmatSesame Streedn edutainment program
introduced in 1969 in the US with the explicit gadipreparing preschool-age children for school
entry, improved school readiness. In a developimgntry setting, Berg and Zia (2013) found in
South Africa that the delivery of educational mgesaon debt management embedded in the
popular soap oper&candal! increased viewers’ knowledge on the subject andlifred their

borrowing behaviors. In Egypt, an oral rehydratibarapy campaign taking the form of television



spots was launched in 1983 and is believed to bageessfully reduced infant mortality caused by
diarrhea-related diseases (Abdulla, 2004).

La Ferrara (2015kuggests three potentially concomitant channelsutiiv which edutainment
programs can have an impact on viewers. Firstetehsws can have an impact on viewers through
theinformationthey deliver; second, they can have an impactiewears’ preferences through their
observation of the behaviors of characters they redate to — in line with Bandura’'s Social
Learning Theory (1977) according to which viewers mfluenced by the observation of models’
behaviors and the consequences of their actiomsl, tthey can have an impact on viewers by
changing their time allocation and, more specifigaby increasing the time they dedicate to
watching TV and reducing the time they allocatecaorying out other activities. DellaVigna and
Gentzkow (2010) consider the first two channelpas$ of a broad category of “persuasion effects”,
which can be further fostered when shows appeaktsers’ emotions (Lewin, 1951).

3. Intervention

Bamyan Media produced an innovative mainstream television @ogEl Mashroua,specifically
designed to tackle the high youth unemployment irategypt by promoting entrepreneurship to
young adults (18-35 years old). The show consistel3 episodes involving 14 contestants from
various backgrounds.lt started with a series of ten challengg¢sne challenge per episode)
opposing two teams of contestants, which aimeeésding contestants’ entrepreneurial skills — the
least performing contestant of the losing teamdpeiiminated by a set of three judges at the end of
each episod®.In the last three episodes, the remaining thregtestants presented their own
business project in front of a panel of judges mageof successful entrepreneurs, each finalist
having to prove capable of applying everything thag learnt throughout the show. In parallel to

the show, support activities were carried out &ate a bridge between the show and the real world:

5 Bamyan Media is a social enterprise created in Z0fDregistered in the US as a 501c3 non-profiamizgtion. The goal of its

edutainment is to “create riveting and compellingtent that can spark social movements to impriwes land communities.”

% Contestants were selected so as to ensure thatisnama number of viewers would be able to relatattteast one contestant: half
of the contestants were women; although most ofctralidates lived in Cairo, their region of origiaried and all strata of the
population were represented among them; contesetdsiged to different ethnic and religious gro¢gesme were explicit about
their group membership, others were not); someyleads of experience as an entrepreneur, othergibdad their idea; some had
a focus on social entrepreneurship, others didamat,so on.

" As part of these challenges, two teams of coniestaf equal size were opposed. Such challengésdvérom designing an

awareness campaign to producing and selling fuiggjin the street and organizing a tourist trip.

8 Members of the losing team had to vote to elingirtae teammate they thought had underperformeantist and should leave.
Ultimately, the decision to eliminate a contesti@fitin the hands of a panel of three judges (tWavbich stayed on throughout the
whole TV show, the remaining one being a celelgitgst judge who changed from episode to episod®doan their own opinion

and the contestants’ vote.



networking events were held in collaboration withrtper organizations throughout the country
before, during and after the show; and a website laanched providing information on the show

and its partner organizations.

In producing this show, Bamyan primarily aimed tbawge viewers' perceptions of self-

employment through the observations of contest#etg could relate to and who were dedicated to
becoming entrepreneurs. This was meant also talewed through the nature of the challenges
contestants had to go through, which depicted rdiffe aspects of self-employment (going from
running of food stand to organizing sightseeingrgotfor tourists or cultural events) while

emphasizing the importance of core concepts (bssip&ans, profits or customer satisfaction, etc.)
and skills (planning, organizational or marketiriglls etc.). The show also aimed to increase
viewers’ knowledge of the Egyptian entrepreneue@-system by acquainting them with a range
of organizations providing services to entrepresggoing from mentoring to financial services. In
turn, Bamyan hoped that the program would changawvets’ aspirations related to their

professional career and induce a higher share ehtho aspire to become an entrepreneur.
Eventually, Bamyan hoped that the show would erageirviewers to take steps towards the
creation of a business — an objective which wasni&abe achieved through the organization of
the show’s networking events and online activitiebere interested viewers and local partners

delivering more advanced entrepreneurship-relagedces could be linked.

The first episode of the TV sholl Mashrouawas broadcast on Decembef'22013. An episode
aired every Saturday evening from that day ontil March 2¢'. For the purpose of this research
project, it is interesting to note that female estants performed particularly well throughout the
show, the best ranking first and third. This alldwes to test the specific impact the show had on

gender-related opinions, in particular those relateself-employment.

® With the exception of the"6episode, originally scheduled to air on January; @hich was postponed to the following week due to
the multiple bombings which happened on that dayEgypt and received extensive coverage from thewrdlaon whichEl-
Mashrouawas broadcast.



4. Empirical strategy

A. Sampling strategy

From December 302013 to January™®014, a randomly generated set of mobile phone ewsfib
were called to select a sample and collect basalfioemation. In order to have a sample that was
as representative as possible of the interventitariget group, only individuals who matched the
following inclusion criteria were included: a/ agetween 18 and 35 years old; b/ who watched TV
at least from time to time; ¢/ interested in stayta business. A sample of 6,836 individuals was
constituted. As part of the baseline survey, data also collected on a limited set of background

characteristics such as respondents’ gender, adachtication, asset ownership etc.

Importantly for the design of this experiment, #1e8,836 respondents (referred to gsire
respondents” hereafter) were asked to provide tdmtact details of up to three of their friends
meeting our inclusion criteria. 5,268 prime respamd did not share any of their friends’ contact
details, 913 shared the contact details of onéaif friends, 437 of two of their friends, and 2if8
three of their friends. In total, 2,441 addition@spondents (referred to asetondaryespondents”

hereafter) were added to our sample, within whialters of friends were created.

In Figure 1below, we describe the structure of our sample.

Prime respondents Secondary respondents
Group 1 (with friends) Group 3
%E; R1 R3
< 1,568 2,441
% Group 2 (without
= friends)
R2
5,268

Figure 1 - Sample structure

10 According to the Demographic and Health Surveyera®% of the Egyptian households owned a cell phion2014 and,
according to the International Telecommunicatioriddis World Telecommunication/ICT Development Repamt database, there
were 114 mobile cellular subscriptions per 100 bitzents in Egypt in 2014.

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/IT.CEL.SETS.P2

1|t was also implicit that respondents also hadvim a mobile phone and accept to answer our baseliestionnaire.




B. Identification strategy

a. Setup

Measuring the impact of the intervention entaifgling a comparison group mimicking what would
have happened to respondents who were exposed ioténvention had theyot been exposed to it
(the counterfactual). Finding a good comparisorugris at the core of any impact evaluation and
represents the main challenge for those attemptingeasure the effect of the incidence of mass
media programs on individuals’ life. Indeed, onedseto identify a group of individuals who were
not exposed to the intervention but resemble ashnasgossible the ones who were: the larger the
differences between the groups compared, the hitjleechances that one confounds the impact of
the intervention and those of pre-existing diffeen between groups. For instancenaive
comparison of individuals who watched the show witbse who did not is likely to yield biased
estimates if the decision to watch the show is $mwecorrelated with their prior level of interest
in starting a business, which in turn is likelyb® correlated with the outcomes we are interested i
such as respondents’ perceptions of entreprengurdtnowledge about self-employment,
professional career aspirations and behaviors.

In the search for a comparison group, an optic ignd an exogenous source of variation in the
probability of individuals to be exposed to massliagrograms — the comparison group being then
constituted by the individuals who could have begposed to the program but were not. This
identification strategy has recently been usedegaxtensively in studies aiming to measure the
overall impact of access to television and/or rgamgrams. For instance, Jensen and Oster (2009),
Olken (2009), Chong and La Ferrara (2009), La Far@hong and Duryea (2012), and Farré and
Fasani (2013) all use as a mean of identificatianations in signal reception, used as a source of
variation in exposure to television programs, whithy argue is exogenous in the context of their

studies.

However, studies evaluating the impact of a speg@fogram usually cannot rely on such natural
source of exogenous variation in individuals’ expresto the program. An alternative that has been
used consists in artificially creating this souoferariation by encouraging some individuals but no
others to gain exposure to the program. For instaRalluck and Green (2009) exposed Rwandan
villagers to a radio program aimed at discouradihigd obedience and reliance on direction from
the authorities following the genocide. They didbgosending research assistants to villages where

10



they played each month four 20-minute episodes por&ble stereo for a group of listeners. Berg
and Zia (2013) provided financial incentives toatreent respondents which were conditional on
the passing of a questionnaire testing respondémizwledge of the show. The impact of the

program was then estimated on the set of indivlwetio responded to the encouragements by

gaining exposure to the program.

b. Study design

As the show was broadcast nation-wide on a chaawvelable to all and, naturally, there were
strong reasons to expect significant selection veiipect to the type of individuals who would gain
exposure to the intervention, we implemented a oamged controlled trial following an
encouragement design to generate the counterfafdualur treatment group. Individuals were
randomly allocated to either a treatment or a @bngroup, differing only by the level of
encouragement they received to gain exposure tinteesention. This design guarantees that the
two groups were comparable prior to the roll-ouths intervention (or that respondents’ treatment
status was not correlated with their baseline ataretics) and allows us to measure unbiased

causal estimates of the intervention impact.

Our study design differs from the one used in R&lland Green (2009) and Berg and Zia (2013) in
a crucial way. Indeed, both relied osyanmetricencouragement design: control villages in Palluck
and Green (2009) and control respondents in BellgZean(2013) also received similar incentives to
respectively listen to an alternative radio progi@amd watch an alternative TV program. A practical
advantage of symmetric encouragement designs tigbeir greater statistical power, achieved
through a reduction in the exposure to the relewsmdw of the control group. Hence, these
symmetric designs estimate the impact of a progcamditional on listening to or watching a
program. Unfortunately, this impact is arbitraritpnditional on the choice of the alternative
program the control group is exposed to and cacapture the (potentially negative) consequences
of a likely increase in the amount of time allochte watching television or listening to the radio
see Zavodny (2006) and Olken (2009) for discussmmghe possible negative impact of mass

media program¥?

2 To our knowledge, the only other experiment usingon-symmetric encouragement design in order sesasthe impact of a
media program is Bjorvatn et al. (2015). In thisdgtuthe authors evaluated the impact of a TV showwnpting entrepreneurship
broadcast in Tanzania. The randomization was choig at the (secondary) school level. However lithéed number of schools
involved in the study failed to create comparaloetml and treatment groups.

11



As part of this experiment, we opted foman-symmetricencouragement design, in which the
control group received no encouragement whatso@eaple in our sample were randomized at the
individual level after a stratification by gender, whetherirghividual was a prime or a secondary
respondent (in the latter case, whether the resgdnaas the first, second or third name provided
was also taken into account) and whether or n@naail address was provided at baseline (a proxy
for respondents’ access to the internet). In dsmghalf of our respondents were selected to receiv
the encouragements and the other half were selaotdd receive any encouragement. However, in
the context of our sample containing groups ofnflie this individual-level randomization

mechanically split the sample in the following f@roups of respondents:

% GO: Individual i did not receive the encouragement her/himself,amyr of their friends (if

any) furecontrol group

% G1: Individual i received the encouragement her/himself but nortbef friends (if any)
did
« G2 Individual i did not receive the encouragement her/himselfdtueast one of their

friends did (conditional on belonging to a clustentaining at least one friend)

% G3: Individuali received the encouragement her/himself and at ¢eesof their friends did

too (conditional on belonging to a cluster contagnat least one friend)

In Figure 2below, we describe the treatment allocation byigrof respondents.

Prime respondents Secondary respondents

Group 1 (with friends) Group 3
R1 R3
2 G0: 216; G1: 311; | GO:1,457; G11,467;
% G2: 193; G3: 314. G2: 0; G3: 0.
% Group 2 (without
= friends)
R2

GO0: 242; G1:551;
G2: 215; G3: 554.

Figure 2 — Treatment allocation by group

12



So as to increase the policy relevance of our figsli we relied on cheap and easily replicable
encouragements (although weaker than those provideather studies): encouragements were
provided in the form of text messages written inaldic and sent to the phone of treatment
respondents from the fifth episdden January 18 2014 onwards. One or two text messages were
sent every week to encourageatmentrespondents to watch the TV show and browse tbe’sh
website until the 18 and final episode was broadcast on March @hcouragements are reported
in Annex D. In order to make up for the late start and fartimcrease the differential take-up rate
across the groups, we provided additional encounagés during the month following the end of
the TV show: treatment respondents were all caledl encouraged to watch the show’s episodes
online and take a quiz testing their knowledgehef$show. As part of these calls, respondents were
also told about the content of the website. In ptdesatisfy the exclusion restriction required for
instrumental variable (IV) estimations, the conterit the encouragements merely reminded
treatment respondents of the date and time of hbba sand aimed to spark receivers’ interest by
providing them with the main topic covered in thEcoming episode. Hence it is unlikely that the
encouragements had adiyectimpact on respondents — at least not on the smitobmes we focus

on in this article. In particular, encouragementsribt contain any gender-related information.

5. Data collection and sample description

A. Data collection

As already mentioned, baseline background informnmatvas collected over the phone on each
prime respondent included in the study sampleahiqular, baseline information was collected on
their gender, age, governorate of residence, piieal occupation and highest level of education.
Asset ownership data was collected as well at mesaehd used to calculate a wealth index based
on which respondents were ranked and sub-dividéd quartiles. Unfortunately, secondary
respondents could not be contacted prior to thHeordl of the encouragements, and we could only

obtain their age and gender via their prime respond

The endline survéy was carried out over the phone from April™&D15 to January, 312016 and
designed so as to detect any change in respondgeofg'ssional aspirations and any professional-

13 Unfortunately, the collection of the baseline syrencountered several delays and was only firtitehe beginning of January
2014, which meant that encouragements could ongebéefrom the fifth episode onwards.
4 In total, the completion of the endline questidrméook between 15 and 20 minutes.

13



related decisions they may have made since thenmieg of the intervention. In particular,
respondents were asked about the professionalrcapgien they would like best for themselves
now and in 20 years from now (working as an engeeur, working as an employee in the public

sector, working as an employee in the private semstaot working).

In order to do understand the impact of the intetie, information was also gathered on a more
intermediate and malleable set of outcomes — coremkions the intervention was expected to
have a big impact on. In particular, the questiaenaimed to assess whether or not the intervention
had any impact on respondents’ conceptions of praneurship. In particular, the questionnaire
asked about respondents’ perceived importanceradusbarriers to starting a business (such as the
lack of funding, appropriate skills or the comptgof the regulation, etc.) and of their expectasio

of what it would be like for them to start and rarbusiness (how many hours they thought they
would work, the monthly income they thought theywabearn, how much financial risk they
thought they would bear, etc.). Also, the questare collected information on respondents’
knowledge of the Egyptian entrepreneurial eco-syst®lore specifically, it asked respondents
whether or not they knew of organizations providisgpport to entrepreneurs (financial or

mentoring support for instance).

Questions were also asked to investigate whethaobthe show had any impact on respondents’
opinions related to self-employment. In particuthese questions were added to the questionnaire
to test whether or not the good performance offémeale contestants throughout the show had

induced any changes in viewers’ gender-relatediopsn

Finally, information was also gathered so as to sueathe extent to which respondents were

exposed to the encouragements and the intervention.

In total, 60% of all individuals could be succedisfsurveyed as part of the endline survey, 16 to
24 months after the completion of the baselineeyiramong the group of respondents who could
be surveyed at endline, 2,743 received the encearagts and 2,777 did not. Out of those, 1,915
belonged to GO, 1,875 to G1, 862 to G2 and 868 30 The attrition rate was balanced across
groups irrespective of the specification considdgeldether or not baseline covariates were added
to the regression), as detailedTiable 1 the differential attrition rate was always smefld non-

significant.

14



TABLE 1: ATTRITION RATE

(1) (2)
G1 0.015 0.004
(0.012)  (0.007)
G2 0.021 -0.001
(0.020)  (0.005)
G3 0.015 -0.005

(0.021)  (0.005)

Pure control mean 0.420 0.420
Prob > F 0.599 0.317
SPI Prob > F 0.535 0.273
Strata FE YES YES
Add. Con. NO NO
Sample size 9,277 9,277

Notes:In this table, we regressed a dummy variable,
taking to value "1" when a respondent completed the
endline questionnaire and "0" otherwise, on a @onst
treatmentdummy variables (G1, G2 and G3) and the set
of strata fixed effects — see equation (1), describ
section 6y; = a + Ly * Gy; + o * FCy * Gy + B3 *
FC; * G3; + CS; * uy + &;. We do so without (column
(1)) and with the standard set of covariates (col(#)).
Standard errors were clustered at the group ofdse
level. *, ** *** denote significance at the 10,d&nd 1
percent levels respectively.

15



B. Sample description

In Table 2 we describe the average baseline characterisfithe individuals included in our
sample who could also be surveyed at endline (5828ondents i.e. 59.5% of the total sample). In
Table B.1 (Appendix Byye also provide the characteristics of individuaétonging to the three
following groups: 1/ prime respondents who provided contact details of at least one of their
friends (R1); 2/ prime respondents who did not mevhe contact details of any of their friends
(R2); and 3/ secondary respondents (R3) — for wbaly gender, age and email address could be
collected. InTable B.2 we compare the average characteristics of theichahls included in our
sample with those of theshole Egyptian population using two different and indegent data
sources (CAPMAS 2013 population statistics and2fie4 Demographic and Health Survey).

Our sample was overwhelmingly constituted of yoawglt males: they represented 83.5% of the
respondents reached at endline and the averageasg27 years olf, which may explain some of
the discrepancies observed between our samplehanBdyptian population. Indeed, 26.1% of the
respondents included in our sample lived in onefole city governorates Cairo, Alexandria, Port
Said and Suez, while these Governorates only reptrek/.7% of the total Egyptian population
according to CAPMAS. As a consequence, individliglsg in Lower or Upper Egypt were under-
represented in our sample. In addition, respondapigeared more educated than the overall
Egyptian population: only 4.7% of our responderds Ino education at all and 30.5% graduated
from secondary school, as opposed to 32.5% and/dte®pectively in the overall population.
However, asset ownership data tend to suggest dbatrespondents’ level of wealth was
comparable to that of the average Egyptian. Iniqdar, 98.4% of respondents declared to own a
TV set and 91.7% declared to have access to cabdwigion, which largely confirms that
respondents were to a very large extent exposathgs media and had the means to gain exposure

to the intervention.

Finally, our sample displayed two important feasufer the design of this evaluation. First, 22.5%
of respondents were already self-employed at besellhis allowed us to draw comparisons
between self-employed and non-self-employed respaisdand assess whether the show induced
respondents to have a more accurate vision of getmeurship. Second, there appeared to be some

15 Our inclusion criteria may provide a first expléina for the over-representation of males in ounie. Indeed, females appear to
be less interested in entrepreneurship than malesrding to the 2009 Survey of Young People in Egifowever, qualitative
evidence gathered throughout the project also sigdgkat women were significantly more difficult gorvey over the phone than
men.
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differences between R1 and R2 respondents. Incplati male prime respondents shared the
contact details of at least one of their friendgenibequently than female prime respondents. The
R1 group also appeared less educated and moresfridggengaged in home duties than employed
in the private sector. As mentioned earlier, weoaoted for these differences across types of

respondents by including respondents’ type fixdéelot$ in our regression model specification.

As expected given the design of the experimentctigacteristics of the individuals included in
our sample appeared largely uncorrelated with wéreth not they received the encouragements, as
displayed inTable 2 Coefficients displayed in this table were obtditxy regressing each of the
baseline characteristics displayed in the left mwion a constant, our treatment variables G1, G2
and G3 and a set ®1/R2/R3 x cluster siz&xed effects. Differences remained small and non-
significant, suggesting again that respondentsitinent status was uncorrelated with respondents’
baseline characteristics. The null hypothesis rigsthe joint nullity of G1, G2 and G3 was
systematically rejected at the 5% threshold fobattkground characteristics. Coefficient-specHic t
tests provided a similar picture: out of the 99omtgd coefficients, only 4 were significant at the

10% level and only one was significant at the 5%&le

C. Self-employment in Egypt

To get a sense of the status of entrepreneurstitgypt, we exploited the representativeness of our
sample and looked at key outcomes for individualghepure control grougGO0), i.e. the group of
individuals who were not affected by the encouragmneither directly nor indirectly through
their friends. This allowed us to identify the sition of entrepreneurship in the Egyptian society,

should the TV reality show have never aired.

At endline, 25.3% opure controlrespondents reported to be self-employed (compar2@.5% at
baseline). Among theseure control respondents, 38.9% selected “self-employment” as th
professional career option they would preferablgade for themselves now, almost 10 percentage
points less than the share of respondents whorpedfevorking in the public sector (48.0%) but
significantly more that the share of those who ehesrking in the private sector as their favorite
option (11.0%). This result is consistent with prwidence on the relative attractiveness of public
employment over other career options — presumabégy td the stability and status it may offer
(Said, 2011; Barsoum, 2014; Barsoum, 2015). Altlotige public sector seemed more attractive

now, self-employment was chosen as their preferredepstmnal career option B0 years from
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now by 54.5% of the respondents, thus confirming pfliledings by Sieverding (2012). Moreover,
76.3% reported to be still planning to start a bess in the future. In short, young Egyptians do

aspire to self-employment, but less so in the stuort

There are several barriers facing young Egyptiaasray explain these findings. First, they have a
very limited knowledge of the entrepreneurial egstam in Egypt, and more specifically of the
organizations supporting entrepreneurs. Only 3.3%gure control respondents knew of an
organization providing mentoring services, 6.5% vknef an organization providing training
services, and 19.5% of them knew of an organizgti@viding financial services (such as a loan).
Poor knowledge of the eco-system is all the mangilig as respondents considered that the lack of
funding is the most important barrier to startingusiness. Far behind, complex government laws
and respondents’ lack of required skills were theoad most important barriers; and negative
perception by society and resistance to change theréhird most important. Along required skills
for entrepreneurship, access to language traimmugt@chnology were also of relative importance.
Interestingly,pure controlrespondents did not consider the lack of accegs#@aomation as one of

the most important barriers to entrepreneurship.

A second reason keeping young Egyptians away fefremployment is their expectation of what
it would be like for them to start a business. Tingority of pure control respondent believed that
starting a business is harder than keeping it nginNevertheless, they also envisioned self-
employment to be quite risky financially (as measlupy income volatility and how much financial
risk there is to bear as a self-employed persamj, reot a particularly easy career option. They
indeed expected to work over 10 hours a day and £&00 EGP per month, on average (or about
250 USD, slightly less than the monthly GDP periteapf approximately 300 USD in 2015).
Nonetheless, respondents seemed to have a ratsiiv@@erception of self-employment in terms

of level of interest, autonomy and happiness, wisaonsistent with our sampling strategy.16

16 One of the criteria used to select the sample stdely was for individuals to have an interesemtrepreneurship.
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TABLE 2: SAMPLE DESCRIPTION AND BALANCE CHECKS

Test
Total Control G1 G2 G3 G1=G2=G3=0
Variables N Mean Sd Mean Diff. Diff. Diff. P-value
Female 5,5200.165 0.37 0.169 0.004 0.019 0.022 0.641
Male 5,520 0.834 0.37 0.831 -0.002 -0.019 -0.021 0.646
Age 4,781 27.00 470 26.99 0.01 0.25 0.13 0.708
Email address shared 4,780.176 0.38 0.326 -0.013 -0.031 -0.012 0.379
Schooling level
Never went to school 5,520 0.025 0.16 0.027 -0.008 0.003 0.007 0.210
Primary school 5,520 0.119 0.32 0.151 0.007 -0.028 -0.029 0.174
Secondary education 5,520 0.385 0.49 0.491 -0.013 -0.007 -0.009 0.851
Higher education 5,520 0.282 0.45 0.341 -0.006 0.022 0.020 0.583
Missing 5,520 0.190 0.39 -0.010 0.020 0.010 0.010 0.534
Location
Urban Gov. 5,520 0.211 0.41 0.271 -0.004 0.034 -0.009 0.098
Lower Egypt 5,520 0.306 0.46 0.390 -0.024 -0.041 -0.014 0.321
Upper Egypt 5,520 0.275 0.45 0.319 0.006 -0.002 0.020 0.765
Frontier Gov. 5,520 0.018 0.13 0.030 0.001 -0.002 -0.008 0.837
Missing 5,520 0.189 0.39 -0.010 0.022 0.011 0.011 0.466
Status
Employee, private sect5,520 0.309 0.46 0.375 0.002 -0.005 -0.034 0.671
Self-employed 5,520 0.178 0.38 0.225 -0.005 -0.006 0.013 0.830
Unpaid fam. Worker 5,520 0.015 0.12 0.014 0.007 0.005 0.000 0.386
Apprentice/intern 5,520 0.005 0.07 0.008 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 0.769
Student 5,520 0.165 0.37 0.208 -0.005 0.007 0.015 0.859
Unempl., looking 5,520 0.053 0.22 0.082 -0.011 -0.024 -0.027 0.334
Unempl., home duties 5,520 0.068 0.25 0.079 -0.004 0.012 0.028 0.292
Unempl., not looking 5,520 0.018 0.13 0.019 -0.005 0.002 -0.003 0.409
Missing 5,520 0.189 0.39 -0.010 0.022 0.011 0.011 0.466
Dwelling
Apartment 5,520 0.302 0.46 0.391 -0.001 0.006 0.001 0.989
House 5,520 0.499 0.50 0.607 -0.018 -0.005 -0.002 0.717
Other 5,520 0.009 0.10 0.013 -0.004 -0.011 -0.009 0.460
Missing 5,520 0.189 0.39 -0.010 0.022 0.011 0.011 0.466
Wealth
1st Quartile 5,520 0.193 0.39 -0.005 0.021 0.009 0.010 0.453
2nd Quartile 5,520 0.184 0.39 0.204 -0.003 -0.015 0.006 0.743
3rd Quartile 5,520 0.221 0.42 0.273 -0.018 -0.037 -0.029 0.504
4th Quartile 5,520 0.184 0.39 0.262 -0.017 -0.012 -0.043 0.199
Missing 5,520 0.219 0.41 0.266 0.017 0.055 0.056 0.132
Assets ownership
Television 4,471 0.980 0.14 0.981 -0.006 -0.010 -0.001 0.540
Satellite Dish 4,467 0.906 0.29 0.919 0.003 0.001 -0.005 0.976

Notes:In the table, we provided the average baselineacheristics of the respondents who completed the
endline questionnaire and tested whether or thastee differences across treatment groups. Inrdaldo
so, each baseline variable displayed in the ldftron were regressed on a const&gatmentdummy
variables (G1, G2 and G3) and the set of stratfeffects — see equation (1), described in seétio
Vi =&+ B1 % Gy; + By x FC; * Gy + B3 * FC; * G3; + CS; * uy + ;. Standard errors were clustered at the
group of friends level.



6. Estimation strategy

In order to estimate the impact of the interven(g)y we estimated the following equation:
Vi=a+ PG+ By FCx Gy + Pa*FCix Gy +CS;xpy + Xy xpp + 6 (1)

Gsiisa dummy variable indicating whether individuakceived the encouragement her/himself but
none of his/her friends (if any) dit,; is a dummy variable indicating whether individualid not
receive the encouragement her/himself but at least of his/her friends did (conditional on
belonging to a cluster containing at least onentt)eandGgs; is a dummy variable indicating whether
individual i received the encouragement her/himself and at @@ of his/her friends did too

(conditional on belonging to a cluster containindgast one friend).

FC; is a dummy variable indicating whether or not indial i belongs to a cluster of friends
containing at least another responded§ contains our stratéixed effects: a set of dummy
variables indicating the size of the cluster resjgmi belongs to (1, 2, 3 or 4) interacted with
dummy variables indicating whether individuak a prime respondent who provided us with the
contact details of at least one of their friendgrimne respondent who did not provide us with the
contact details of at least one of their friendsacsecondary respondent. While the cluster size
dummies allowed us to control for variation in firebability of having at least one friend receiving
the encouragements across clusters of differeas sthe second group of dummy variables allowed

us to control for differences across types of reseots.

A vector of baseline covariate§ is also added to the regression. It contains méion on the
prime respondent of each cluster. In particulagoiitains information on their gender, region of
residence (city, Lower Egypt, Upper Egypt or frentjovernorates), highest level of education and
relative level of wealth calculated based on assatership data. Given the substantial duration of
the data collectionX; also contains dummy variables indicating whetherrespondent was part of
the first, second, third or fourth batch of respemid randomly selected to be contacted first as par

of the endline survey.

When estimating equation (1), two statistical tesése carried out for each outcome. First, we

tested whether the intervention had any impact:

17 We randomly selected respondents to be includéukifirst, second, third or fourth batch of endlifata collection.

20



H1: B,=B,=PB3=0

Second, we investigated the existence of spill@fercts. We did so by testing the following joint
hypothesis:

H2: B;= B3 andp,=0

While we provided evidence that the encouragembkats an impact on various dimensions of
respondents’ exposure to the show (section 7.Aj)s ihot clear what level of exposure is the
relevant one in order to measure the impact ofritegvention on the set of individuals exposed to
it. Furthermore, it appears likely that our measuoé respondents’ exposure to the intervention
under-estimated (at least slightly) respondentsi€'t level of exposure given that the endline
guestionnaire was carried out 13 to 21 months #fterend of the broadcasting of the show. It is
also likely that the ensuing measurement error beagorrelated with respondents’ treatment status.

For all these reasons, LATE estimates were notikd.

7. Results
A. Take-up rate

As a preliminary check, we investigated whethepoeslients randomly selected to receive the
encouragements did indeed receive these encourateth&Ve did so for two reasons: first, the
technology available in Egypt at the time of thedstdid not allow us to receive delivery notices
that would have enabled us to monitor the good emgintation of the encouragements; second, this
allowed us to assess the extent to which resposigend attention to the encouragements we sent.
While this aspect is important to all studies nefyion encouragement designs, it is of particular
importance in countries such as Egypt, where iddiais can receive nhumerous advertisements via
text message on a daily basis and, as a consequeageay a limited attention to them. This also

provides additional evidence on the effectivend4sxd messages as encouragements.

In columnsA. and B. of Table 3.a we reported on the impact of the encouragementshe
probability of declaring having received at leasé dext message relatedEbMashroua as well as

on the number of such text messages received, Kivgas reassuring to observe that the share of

8 1n order to limit potential sources of measurengmor which may be correlated with the intervemtiall questions related to the
encouragements and exposure rate were askedarthend of the interview.
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control respondents who declared having received at tgsstencouragement was small (around
4%) and, on average, they reported having receivel text message advertisiff) Mashroua
Second, the share of treatment respondents whombared having received at least one
encouragement was 20 percentage points higheramdyerage, they declared having received
0.49 more text message (conditional on remembeéartave received at least one encouragement,
they reported they had received 3.43 text messa@b® suggests both that text messages can be

effective encouragements but that only a fractibtine population is receptive to them

In columnsC. to |. of Table 3.a we analyzed the impact of the encouragements mange of
indicators describing respondents’ exposure to ithervention and showed that receiving the
encouragements had a positive impact on almostak#-up indicators. Indeed, receiving the
encouragements increased by 6 percentage points/énall exposure rate (column C.), defined as
the probability for a respondent to have watchddast one episode, visitéd Mashrouas website

at least once, followed one of their social mediaatiended at least one of their events. This
represents a 66% increase with respect to the axpoate of the control group and suggests that
roughly one respondent in three who rememberechbadceived the encouragements watched at
least one episode of the show. This differentigdasxre rate was largely explained by the large
impact encouragements had on the probability @timent respondents to watch the show: while
7.9% of the control respondents declared they hattived at least one episode of the show,
encouragements increased this probability by 5tbgmage points. Receiving the encouragements
also had an impact on the number of episodes watdtmavever the effect was purely mechanical
and entirely driven by the fact that a higher sharandividuals who received the encouragements
watched the show (the average number of episod&had conditional on having watched at least
one episode was 3.21), which suggests that the shaw have had some problems retaining

viewers.

However, while the encouragements had a positive @most always statistically significant
impact on all other take-up indicators, the magietwf these effects was much more limited.
Indeed, their impact was small on the probabilityrespondents to have visitdel Mashrouas
website or followedEl Mashrouaon social media® and no impact could be found whatsoever on
the probability of respondents to attend an evegamzed byEl Mashroua These results are

19 Note that the positive impacts found on these rs@@qy indicators may be both a direct consequerfidhedencouragements
received (as some of them advertiggldMashrouds website) and an indirect effect of an increasggosure to the show (for
instance the social media were not advertised dopthe encouragements). We lack the data tonthsgle the relative importance
of both factors but it is of no consequence for tiblows.
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consistent with the nature of the encouragememts pemarily designed to increase the TV show
viewing rate, as well as with the fact that thesbep components of the intervention were
unfortunately not (or only rarely) advertised astd the show. However, it is worth reminding

that endline data were collected one to two yeties the end of the broadcasting of the show and,

as a consequence, the magnitude of the first-gsig@ates may be slightly underestimated.

In columns J. and K., we estimated the impact of @1 and G3 on the probability for a respondent
to have at least one friends exposed to the intéive and on the probability for a respondent to be
exposed to the intervention and have at least needf exposed as well. As expected, to have at
least one friend receiving the encouragements asexe the probability to have at least one friend
exposed to the intervention by 4.0 percentage pdort G2 respondents and 5.0 percentage points
for G3 respondents. Unfortunately, the G1, G2 aRdv@riables did not have any impact on the
probability for a respondent to be exposed to tiervention and have at least one friend exposed
as well: the attrition rate was too high and th@aet of the encouragements too limited. For this
reason, we could not attempt to instrument thisabée by G1, G2 and G3 to measure any specific

interaction effect.

We then investigated the characteristics of thepaedents who responded the most to the
encouragements. First, having friends who receiliecencouragements did not have any impact on
any of the take-up indicators: tifig coefficient was never statistically different framero andg,

was almost always very similar 1 (column J.). This suggests that peer effects ve¢rbest
limited in relation to respondents’ exposure to ititervention, potentially limiting the importance
of peer effects. Second, we turned to the limitetdb$ background information collected at baseline
to estimate the degree of exposure to the inteikwerity gender, highest level of education and
location [Table 3.bbelow). We found that the differential exposureeraas particularly high for
female respondents (despite the fact that theielle¥ exposure to the show was considerably
higher than the one of the male respondents). fipadt of the encouragements was also greater
for more educated respondents, as well as for nelgeas living in the four city governorates

(Alexandria, Cairo, Port Said and Suez), the mdsam areas.

Finally, we performed two robustness checks to ttestrobustness of our first-stage results. First,
we checked whether the encouragements had any tirapaespondents’ exposure to other shows
and found no impact. In order to do so, respondesmi® asked as part of the endline survey to

answer the exact same set of exposure-relatedigpestbout EI Mashroua and another TV show
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(“The Voic#) broadcast around the same timeEAdlashroua(questions were first asked about the

placebo show, then abolt Mashroud.?° We displayed the results of this placebo tedtahle 3.c

and found no difference between treatment and cbrespondents’ exposure to the placebo show
in any of the dimensions investigated, suggestiad) the observed differential exposure rate cannot
be attributed to any sort of response bias. Secardnvestigated whether the magnitude of the
first-stage coefficients varied when covariatesevatdded to the regressions and found that it did
not (not shown), suggesting again that the randatioiz was successful in creating two groups of

similar composition.

While the size of these coefficients appear largié vespect to both the relatively small share of
control respondents who have been exposed to tbhe simd the limited share of treatment
individuals who remembered having received the eragements, the differential exposure rate
remains small in magnitude. Consequently, it isyvéeely that the study’s statistical power is
limited and, therefore, only allows us to deteapéaeffects. In what follow, we reported the
standard deviation of the outcome variables westigated in the pure control group (G0) so as to

assess the study’s statistical poer.

2 These questions were placed at the very end ajubstionnaire in order not to influence the wapandents answered our other
guestions.

21 The formula for estimating the minimum detecta&ffect (in standard deviation) can be expressed@E=2.83*(s.e./s.d.), with
2=0.05 and3=0.80 and, where s.e. is the standard error assdaidth the treatment coefficient and s.d. isgtendard deviation of
the outcome variable in the pure control group.
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TABLE 3.a: TAKE-UP RATE, EL MASHROUA

Encouragements El Mashroua
Self Friends Both
A. B. C. D. E. F. G. H. I J. K.
Number
Number Overall of Followed Overall Overall
Received of enc. take-up Heard of Watched episodes Visited social Attended take-up take-up
enc. Received rate the show the show watched website media events rate rate
Gl 0.207*** (0.448*** 0.059*** 0.152** 0.050*** 0.111** 0.013*** 0.014** -0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.012) (0.034) (0.010) (0.015) (0.010) (0.029) O0@3) (0.004) (0.001) (0.005) (0.003)
G2 -0.012 -0.028 0.002 -0.015 0.001 -0.025 -0.005 .00® 0.001 0.040** 0.002
(0.016) (0.044) (0.017) (0.025) (0.016) (0.046) 0@m) (0.007) (0.001) (0.018) (0.009)
G3 0.186*** (0.393*** 0.061*** 0.180** 0.050*** 0.071 0.012* 0.008 -0.001 0.050**0.010
(0.020) (0.059) (0.018) (0.026) (0.018) (0.049) 0Q@¥) (0.007) (0.000) (0.019) (0.011)
Pure control mean0.039 0.057 0.084 0.248 0.079 0.163 0.003 0.010 010.0 0.019 0.004
Prob > F 0 0 7.47e-10 0O 8.54e-08 0.00014.20e-06 0.00809 0.571 0.0349 0.788
SPI Prob > F 0.603 0.679 0.989 0.268 0.998 0.706 4490. 0.405 0.533 0.0141 0.647
Strata FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES ESY
Add. Con. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES EY
Sample size 4,862 4,644 5,512 5,611 5,511 5,360 5,510 5,512 5,510 5,520 5,520

Notes:In this table, we described the extent to whidpomdents remembered to have received the encongageand their impact on respondents’ level of
exposure to the intervention by treatment grougdf (®lumns). We also described their impact ongrobability for a respondent to have at leastfoieed
exposed to the intervention in their cluster (Faierolumn), as well as the probability for a resjmont to both be exposed to the intervention ane laaleast
one friend exposed to it (Both column). In ordedb so, the different measures of exposure disglaythe table top row were regressed on a constan
treatment dummy variables (G1, G2 and G3), theitionihg set and the set of strata fixed effectee equation (1), described in sectiow;6= a + [, *
Gy + By * FCi * Gy + B3 * FCy + G3; + CS; * 1y + X; * iy + &;. We also tested the no impact of the encouragensmiothesis (H1), as well as the no spillover
hypothesis (H2). The p-values resulting from therfer test was displayed in the Prob>F row, whiedhe of the latter was displayed in the SPI Praoiow:
Standard errors were clustered at the group afdgdevel. *, **, *** denote significance at the 18 and 1 percent levels respectively.
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TABLE 3.b: TAKE-UP RATE, EL MASHROUA

Gender SE Status Education Location
A. B. C. D. E. F. G. H. l. J.
Prim. High.
Self- Not self- Educ.and Sec. High. Educ. &
Male Female employed employed below Educ. Educ. Urban Rural Urban
Gl 0.056*** 0.073** 0.051** 0.060** 0.027 0.060*** 0.099*** 0.109*** 0.050*** 0.209***
(0.011) (0.030) (0.024) (0.011) (0.022) (0.018) 0@m) (0.027) (0.014) (0.047)
G2 0.011 -0.074 0.010 0.000 0.063* -0.013 0.024 50.0 -0.013  0.140%*
(0.017) (0.067) (0.030) (0.020) (0.037) (0.025) 082) (0.041) (0.019) (0.054)
G3 0.063*** 0.084 0.069**  0.059*** 0.089* 0.036 @13** 0.115** 0.049**  0.211**

(0.018)  (0.071) (0.033) (0.022) (0.038) (0.026) O8B) (0.043)  (0.020) (0.060)

Pure control mean  0.065 0.167 0.066 0.088 0.053 920.0 0.114 0.086 0.093 0.086

Prob > F 2.27e-08 0.00555 0.0298 4.15e-08 0.0623 000029 1.78e-05 0.000221 2.83e-02.81e-05
SPI Prob > F 0.800 0.398 0.860 0.999 0.137 0.637 739D. 0.390 0.786 0.0257
Strata FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Add. Con. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Sample size 4,598 911 983 4,529 791 2,120 1553 671,1 3,302 498

Notes:In this table, we described both the overall expesate to the intervention by sub-groups of reseots. In order to do so, the measure of
“Overall take-up rate” was regressed for each swlqygon a constant, treatment dummy variables G&land G3), the conditioning set and the set of
strata fixed effects — see equation (1), describagction 6y; = a + 1 * Gy; + B2 * FC; * Gy + B3 * FC; * Gz; + CS; * uy + X; * up, + ;. We also
tested the no impact of the encouragements hypetttés), as well as the no spillover hypothesis)(Hze p-values resulting from the former test was
displayed in the Prob>F row, while the one of thitel was displayed in the SPI Prob>F row. Standemats are clustered at the group of friends level
** *xx denote significance at the 10, 5 and 1 pent levels respectively.



TABLE 3.c: TAKE-UP RATE, THE VOICE

Self Friends Both
A. B. C. D. E. F. G. H. l.
Number
Overall of Followed Overall Overall
take-up Heard of Watched episodes Visited social  Attended  take-up take-up
rate the show the show watched website media events rate rate
Gl -0.013 0.004 -0.017 0.016 0.000 -0.006 -0.001 .00® -0.005
(0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.112) (0.004) (0.006) 001) (0.007) (0.006)
G2 -0.017 0.004 -0.020 -0.067 0.006 0.009 -0.001 .03D -0.016
(0.024) (0.025) (0.023) (0.185) (0.007) (0.012) 0Qm) (0.023) (0.017)
G3 -0.015 -0.009 -0.016 -0.019 0.000 0.004 -0.001 0.006 0.002
(0.025) (0.027) (0.025) (0.195) (0.006) (0.011) 0Qm) (0.026) (0.021)
Pure control mean 0.267 0.409 0.262 1.388 0.014 430.0 0.001 0.059 0.026
Prob > F 0.794 0.937 0.617 0.975 0.841 0.529 0.572 0.483 0.611
SPI Prob > F 0.759 0.813 0.619 0.936 0.689 0.588 3710. 0.293 0.403
Strata FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Add. Con. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Sample size 5,512 5,512 5,512 5,189 5,512 5,512 1255 5,520 5,520

Notes: In this table, we carried out a placebo test@estribed the impact of the encouragements on melgpis’ level of exposure to the
TV show “The Voice” by treatment groups (Self cohsh We also described their impact on the proltglidr a respondent to have at least
one friend exposed to “The Voice” in their clugteriends column), as well as the probability faeapondent to both be exposed to “The
Voice” and have at least one friend exposed tBdtt{ column). In order to do so, the different sw@@s of exposure displayed in the table
top row were regressed on a constant, treatmentguwariables (G1, G2 and G3), the conditioningsset the set of strata fixed effects —
see equation (1), described in sectiom;6= @ + B; * Gy; + By * FC; * Gy; + B3 * FC; * G3; + CS; * py + X; * , + €. We also tested the no
impact of the encouragements hypothesis (H1), #sas¢he no spillover hypothesis (H2). The p-valuesulting from the former test was
displayed in the Prob>F row, while the one of titéer was displayed in the SPI Prob>F row. Standemats were clustered at the group of
friends level. *, **, *** denote significance at ¢h10, 5 and 1 percent levels respectively.



B. Impact on self-employment outcomes

a. Final outcomes

We first investigated the impact of the TV show seif-employment-related outcomes. More
specifically, we measured the impact of the intatia on the probability for respondents to have
taken any decision with respect to their professlicareer since January 2014 (month during which
encouragements started being sent), on the praigatuf respondents to have taken any steps
towards the creation of a business, as well ashenptobability for respondents to report self-
employment as their primary activity at endlineeTimpact of the intervention was also measured
on respondents’ aspirations related to self-emptym- more precisely on the probability for
respondents to choose self-employment as theirritavpresent and future professional career
option?? as well as on the probability for them to stilaplto start a business or a new business in

the future.

As reported inTable 4.a,36.3% of thepure control respondents (GO) reported that they had made a
decision with respect to their professional cargace the beginning of the broadcasting of the
show, 19.2% reported they had made a decisionecklat the creation of a business and 25.3%
reported to be self-employed at endline (only shghore than at baseline — 22.5%). Furthermore,
in Table5.a, 38.9% of thepure control respondents chose “self-employment” as the prifieab
career option they would like best for themselvesy, significantly less than the share of
respondents who chose “working as a public emplofA#0%) %) but significantly more that the
share of those who chose working in the privatd¢osess their favorite option (11.0%). This is
consistent with existing evidence on the relatitigaativeness of the public sector over other
professional career options. Also consistent witiorpfindings (Sieverding, 2012), the share of
respondents who chose “self-employment” as theegeibnal career option they would like best for
themselvesin 20 years from nows significantly higher: over 15% percentage p®ihigher
(54.5%). Finally, 76.3% of them reported to bd glinning to start a business in the future.

22 |n order to identify respondents’ aspirations ythere asked to rank the following four professiorereer options: “working as
an employee in thprivate sector”, “working as an employee in thablic sector”, “working as a self-employed person” andt*
working.” As a first step towards measuring respond’ aspirations, respondents were first askedité these options based on
how frequent they were among their family in orttetimit possible social desirability and/or ancingr biases (in line with what
Bernard and Taffesse (2014) tried to achieve inr thghiopian study). As a second step, respondests then asked to rank the
same options according to what they would like f@sthemselvepresently and, finally, according to what they would likesh for
themselvesn 20 years from nowGiven the high number of respondents who onlprigl their favorite or favorite two options, we
only look at the impact of the intervention on masgents’ favorite professional career option. Nibtgt respondents could rank
several options ex-aequo. This explains in whdbfa why the shares of respondents picking eadhexfe options do not add up
exactly to one.
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The overall impact of the intervention on self-eayphent-related outcomes appeared limited, as
detailed inTables 4.aand5a.No impact could be found on the probability foregpondent to have
made a decision with respect to their professiaaaéer or to have taken any steps towards the
creation of a business since January 2014. Constgueo impact could be found on the share of
self-employed respondents either. Coefficients wegative and very close to zero. Similarly, we
could not find any impact of the intervention orspendents’ aspirations to be self-employed or
even their willingness to start a business, althomgthis case some point estimates are positive.
This suggests that the overall impact of the irgaton may have been more limited than initially
expected. The null hypothesis of the test investigathe existence of any effect (H1) was only
rarely rejected.

In Tables 4.band 5.b, we looked at the specific impact of the interv@mton five subsets of
respondents: male respondents, female respondegpmndents who reported self-employment as
their primary occupation at baseline, respondertte @wid not and respondents living in urban
governorates who had a higher education degreeastlibe. Most of the indicators appeared
unaffected by the intervention for all three grogpsespondents (G1, G2 and G3). If anything, we
found some evidence that the intervention may mastaced to probability for respondents exposed
to the encouragements (either directly or indigedtirough their friends) to have made any
decisions with respect to their professional casdiece January 2014 — in particular respondents

who were self-employed at baseline and female refgmas.

Given the limited impact of the intervention on ghesets of outcomes, it is not surprising to find
limited evidence of spillover effects across frisnd@he null hypothesis of the test investigating th

existence of spillover effects (H2) was only ranadjected.

b. Intermediate outcomes

Then, we investigated the impact of the TV showaanore intermediate set of outcomes, so as to
understand whether the intervention may have hadngact on more malleable outcomes and
assessed the extent to which the absence of olbsengact on final outcomes was due to an
inadequate content of the intervention itself oreheto the study’s limited statistical power. In

particular, we measured whether or not the intdreerhad any impact on the following groups of
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outcomes: respondents’ knowledge of organizatiaipitg entrepreneurs to start their busirféss,
respondents’ perceptions of the importance of thistiag barriers to starting a businééss well
as respondents’ perceptions of what it would be fibr them to run a businéss- three sets of

outcomes on which the intervention was designddht@ an impact on.

In Tables 6, 7 and,8ve described the level of these intermediateayués (at endline) in the group
of pure control respondents (GO0). First, their knowledge of theegmeneurial eco-system and, in
particular, of the organizations providing suppoot entrepreneurs (among which financial
organizations) appeared very limitedaple §: only 19.5% of control respondents knew of an
organization providing financial services (suchadsan); 3.3% knew of an organization providing
mentoring services; and 6.5% knew of an organingti@viding training services. Consequenily
was not surprising to find that they reported theklof funding as the most important barrier to
starting a busines3 éble 3. Complicated government laws and the lack of ireguskills were a
distant second, and the fear of failure, negatiegption by society and resistance to changes a
distant third. Interestinglypure control respondents also believed starting a business toabder
than keeping it running and they also appearedt@ fa quite positive perception of what it would
be like for them to be self-employed in terms ofeleof interest, autonomy and happiness — which
is consistent with our sampling strategy. Howeyeme controlrespondents did not expect self-
employment to be a particularly easy career optioay expected to work over 10 hours a day and
to earn 4,500 EGP per month on average (or abdutUEZD — a bit less than the monthly GDP per
capita at around 300 USD in 2015).

Despite the significant room for improvement instidimension and the TV show’'s explicit

objective to increase viewers’ knowledge of the f@n entrepreneurial eco-system, we did not

2 n order to do so, respondents were asked whéikgrknew any organization which could provide theith mentoring services,
training and financial support.

24 In order to do so, respondents were asked tesa$he importance of a set of eleven barriersauiist a business on a 1 to 10
scale (10 standing for “extremely preventive bastle such as the lack of access to funding, theslation, the lack of skills and the
fear of failure, which all obtained an average scabove 6 out 10 among ocontrol respondents. These 11 outcomes were later
regrouped into three indexes using the methodoltegcribed in Anderson (2012): a resource constiagex (funding, skills,
information etc.), an economic structure index faand the level of competition) and a societal xn@feegative perception by
society, resistance to change and discriminaticedan gender).

% n order to do so, respondents were asked a sHrigse 1 to 10 questions (convertedtto 1questions) designed to capture their
perception of what it would be like for them torsta business: the extent to which respondentgtitainey had the appropriate set
of skills to run their own business, how hard | ‘ebbe for them to start a business, to run a bgsinkow volatile their income
would be from one month to another, the level ofsst they would face, etc. Respondents were algu dskassess how much they
would earn each month, as well as the number ofshitiey would have to work daily. These 11 outcomere later regrouped into
three indexes using the methodology described itlefgon (2012): a hardship index (appropriate sskitls, how hard it would be
to start a business, how hard it would be for therkeep it running), a financial security index\(hmuch their income would vary
from one month to another and how much financ&i they would have to bear) and a working conditmmex (how interesting the
work would be, the number of hours of worked, #nel of stress, level of income etc.).
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find that the intervention had any impact on thewledge indicators respondents were asked
about. One possible explanation is that this inéidram was often provided too indirectly through
either the TV show’s website or its networking egeand too rarely as part of the TV show itself.
Consequently, no impact could be found either enpgérceived importance of funding constraints
as a barrier to starting a business. However, sefifieets of the intervention could be detected on
respondents’ perception of the importance of séVeaariers to starting a business. The most
significant and robust of these impacts was thevameh could be found on treatment respondents’
perception of the importance of gender discrimoratas a barrier to starting a business. Indeed, it
seemed that the good performance of female contsstaroughout the show led viewers to believe
that gender discrimination is a lesser problem. ®&o found that the intervention induced
respondents to reconsider the structure of the @ugncomplicated laws and tough competition
faced by entrepreneurs) as a lesser barrier tdingtaa business (G1 and G3). Finally the
intervention had a limited impact on respondentsiception of what it would be like for them to
start a business. We only found that respondemissed to the encouragements expected a lower
level of financial risk (G3) but a higher levelsifess (G2 and G3).

Again, given the limited impact of the intervention these sets of outcomes, we found limited
evidence of spillover effects across friends. Hosvethe null hypothesis of the test investigating
the existence of spillover effects (H2) was rejdcié the 5% threshold for the three outcomes on
which the intervention was found to have an impawkt Interestingly, spillover effects were

complex and did not systematically amplify or natig the direct impact of the encouragements.
For instance, while the spillover effects tendednitigate the direct impact of the encouragement
on the perceived level of gender discrimination dmeg that G3 was smaller than G1 in absolute
terms), they tended to amplify the effect of theamagements on the expected level of financial
risk (meaning that G3 was greater than G1 in absdkrms). This suggests that spillover effects

work in a complex manner, which can be outcomeifipec

Overall, it is not clear whether these changes pargitive from a welfare point of view and,
therefore they draw attention to the potential tiggampact edutainment programs may have on
viewers, by combining educational and entertainncentent and blurring the line between fiction

and reality.
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TABLE 4.a: RESULTS ON RESPONDENTS' BEHAVIORS
Steps taken towards the creation of a businesse(sian. 2014)
A. B. C.
Any important
decisions taken  Any steps
with respect to  taken towards
your professional the creation of

Variables career? a business? Self-employed
Gl -0.012 -0.012 -0.002
(0.015) (0.013) (0.013)
G2 -0.045* -0.003 -0.016
(0.026) (0.022) (0.023)
G3 -0.029 0.007 0.000
(0.026) (0.022) (0.023)
Pure control mean 0.363 0.192 0.253
Pure control s.d. 0.481 0.394 0.435
Prob > F 0.389 0.717 0.866
SPI Prob > F 0.227 0.587 0.727
Strata FE YES YES YES
Add. Con. YES YES YES
Sample size 5,511 5,511 5,500

Notes:In this table, we described the impact of therirgation (ITT estimates) on the
probability for a respondent to have taken anyssteprards the creation of a business.
Respondents were asked whether or not had madengoytant decision regarding
the professional career since January 2014, ha taky steps towards the creation of
a business or if they were self-employed. In otdato so, each of the outcomes
displayed in top raw of the table were regressed oonstant, treatment dummy
variables (G1, G2 and G3), the conditioning settaedset of strata fixed effects — see
equation (1), described in sectionyg:= a + By * Gy; + B, * FC; x Gy; + B3 * FC; *
Gz + CS; * uy + X; * 1y + €. We also tested the no impact of the encouragement
hypothesis (H1), as well as the no spillover hypstt (H2). The p-values resulting
from the former test was displayed in the Prob># wdile the one of the latter was
displayed in the SPI Prob>F raw Standard errorewkistered at the group of friends
level. *, ** *** denote significance at the 10,&nd 1 percent levels respectively.
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TABLE 4.b: RESULTS ON RESPONDENTS' STEPS TAKEN TOWARDS BUSINESS CREATION
Steps taken towards the creation of a businesse(sian. 2014)

A. B. C.
Any important decisions  Any steps taken towards
taken with respect to the creation of a
Variables your professional career? business? Self-employed
Not self-employed
Gl -0.007 0.683 -0.009 0.488 -0.002 0.859
(0.017) (0.014) (0.014)
G2 -0.020 0.483 0.010 0.664 -0.015 0.542
(0.029) (0.024) (0.024)
G3 -0.004 0.893 0.027 0.264 -0.022 0.394
(0.030) (0.024) (0.026)
Prob > F 0.874 0.504 0.862
SPI Prob > F 0.706 0.317 0.718
Pure control mean / # Obs, _0.360 4528 0185 4528 0209 4518 _
Self-employed
Gl -0.031 0.429 -0.018 0.579 0.001 0.973
(0.039) (0.033) (0.041)
G2 -0.139** 0.024 -0.039 0.403 -0.032 0.584
(0.061) (0.047) (0.058)
G3 -0.131** 0.029 -0.069 0.136 0.067 0.244
(0.060) (0.046) (0.057)
Prob > F 0.115 0.527 0.298
SPI Prob > F 0.0555 0.470 0.328
Pure control mean / # Obs, _0.375 983 0230 983 0472 982
Males
Gl 0.000 0.979 -0.006 0.663 0.002 0.904
(0.017) (0.014) (0.016)
G2 -0.049* 0.082 0.008 0.734 -0.012 0.638
(0.028) (0.023) (0.025)
G3 -0.030 0.288 0.015 0.507 0.004 0.868
(0.028) (0.023) (0.026)
Prob > F 0.329 0.823 0.899
SPI Prob > F 0.206 0.644 0.857
Pure control mean / # Obs. 0.373 4,596 0.200 4,596 0.301 4,589
Strata FE YES YES YES
Add. Con. YES YES YES

Notes:In this table, we described the impact of therwgation (ITT estimates) on the probability forespondent to have taken
any steps towards the creation of a business fi@reint sub-groups of our sample. Respondents veedavhether or not had
made any important decision regarding the profesdicareer since January 2014, had taken any tstejpsds the creation of a
business or if they were self-employed. In ordettdso, each of the outcomes displayed in top faeotable were regressed
on a constant, treatment dummy variables (G1, @2G8), the conditioning set and the set of striatdfeffects — see equation
(1), described in section 6y; = a + B * Gy; + By * FC; * Gy; + B3 * FC; * G3; + CS; * uy + X; * 4, + ;. We also tested the no
impact of the encouragements hypothesis (H1), #sas¢he no spillover hypothesis (H2). The p-valuesulting from the
former test was displayed in the Prob>F raw wiiked@ne of the latter was displayed in the SPI Prataw Standard errors
were clustered at the group of friends level. *,** denote significance at the 10, 5 and 1 petdewels respectively.
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TABLE 4.b: RESULTS ON RESPONDENTS' STEPS TAKEN TOWARDS BUSINESS CREATION
(CONTINUED)
Steps taken towards the creation of a businessg(gian. 2014)

A. B. C.
Any important decisions  Any steps taken towards
taken with respect to the creation of a

Variables your professional career? business? Self-employed

Females

Gl -0.065** 0.049 -0.033 0.205 -0.015 0.330
(0.033) (0.026) (0.015)

G2 0.015 0.847 -0.067 0.229 -0.035 0.377
(0.076) (0.056) (0.040)

G3 0.015 0.851 -0.040 0.502 -0.032 0.399
(0.078) (0.060) (0.038)

Prob > F 0.230 0.490 0.691

SPI Prob > F 0.567 0.422 0.674

_Pure control mean/#Obs._ _ 0.318 912 0162 9z 0052 _ 908 __

High. Educ. & Urban

Gl -0.014 0.814 -0.033 0.492 0.043 0.288
(0.061) (0.048) (0.041)

G2 -0.076 0.347 -0.017 0.781 0.074 0.243
(0.081) (0.062) (0.063)

G3 -0.051 0.546 0.014 0.830 0.050 0.397
(0.084) (0.065) (0.059)

Prob > F 0.823 0.847 0.577

SPI Prob > F 0.641 0.679 0.442

Pure control mean / # Obs.  0.518 4,596 0.209 4,596 0.101 4,589

Strata FE YES YES YES

Add. Con. YES YES YES

Notes:In this table, we described the impact of therirgation (ITT estimates) on the probability forespondent to have taken
any steps towards the creation of a business fi@relnt sub-groups of our sample. Respondents veedavhether or not had
made any important decision regarding the profesdicareer since January 2014, had taken any &tepsds the creation of a
business or if they were self-employed. In ordetdaso, each of the outcomes displayed in top rfabveotable were regressed
on a constant, treatment dummy variables (G1, G2G8), the conditioning set and the set of striatedfeffects — see equation
(1), described in section 6y; = a@ + By * G1; + By * FC; * Gy + B3 * FC; * Gz; + CS; * uy + X; * 4, + ;. We also tested the no
impact of the encouragements hypothesis (H1), #isas¢he no spillover hypothesis (H2). The p-valoesulting from the
former test was displayed in the Prob>F raw whikedne of the latter was displayed in the SPI Pratawv Standard errors
were clustered at the group of friends level. *, ** denote significance at the 10, 5 and 1 petdewnels respectively.
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TABLE 5.a: RESULTS ON RESPONDENTS' CURRENT ASPIRATIONS
Share of respondents choosing Share of respondents choosing Share of respondents choosing

"being self-employméhas their  "being a public employéeas "being a private employéas
favorite professional option for their favorite professional option their favorite professional option
themselves for themselves for themselves
A. B. C. D. E. F. G.
Plan to start a
In 20 years In 20 years In 20 years  business in the

Variables Now from now Now from now Now from now future
Gl 0.019 0.020 -0.017 -0.025 -0.004 0.007 -0.005

(0.016) (0.018) (0.016) (0.017) (0.010) (0.009) 0l®)
G2 0.012 -0.023 -0.009 0.014 -0.001 0.012 0.033

(0.026) (0.029) (0.026) (0.027) (0.017) (0.015) 0R2)
G3 0.040 -0.032 -0.032 0.031 -0.012 0.004 0.040*

(0.027) (0.029) (0.027) (0.028) (0.016) (0.014) 0)%023)
Pure control mean 0.389 0.545 0.480 0.350 0.110 600.0 0.763
Pure control s.d. 0.488 0.498 0.500 0.477 0.312 39.2 0.426
Prob > F 0.348 0.315 0.531 0.188 0.844 0.763 0.203
SPI Prob > F 0.717 0.218 0.854 0.126 0.874 0.580 1000.
Strata FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Add. Con. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Sample size 5,427 4,487 5,427 4,487 5,427 4,487 204,9

Notes:In this table, we described the impact of therirgation (ITT estimates) on respondents' aspirati®@espondents were asked to rank the following
options according to what they would like besttf@mselves now and in 20 years from now. In thitetave focus on respondents' favorite professioaser
options. In order to do so, each of the outcomsglalyed in top raw of the table were regressed @ynatant, treatment dummy variables (G1, G2 ang 168

conditioning set and the set of strata fixed effectee equation (1), described in section 6 a + 5 * Gy; + [, * FC; * Go; + 3 * FC; % Gg; + CS; * puy +
X; * u, + €. We also tested the no impact of the encouragenmsmiothesis (H1), as well as the no spillover hiypsis (H2). The p-values resulting from the

former test was displayed in the Prob>F raw whike dne of the latter was displayed in the SPI Pratasw Standard errors were clustered at the gréup o

friends level. *, **, *** denote significance at ¢h10, 5 and 1 percent levels respectively.




TABLE 5.b: RESULTS ON RESPONDENTS' CURRENT ASPIRATIONS
Share of respondents choosing
Share of respondents choositigihg "being a public employ&as their  Share of respondents choositgihg
self-employmetitas their favorite favorite professional option for  a private employéeas their favorite
professional option for themselves themselves professional option for themselves
A. B. C. D. E. F. G.
Plan to start a
In 20 years from  business in the

In 20 years from In 20 years from

Variables Now now Now now Now now future

Not self-employed

G1 0.013 0.018 -0.016 -0.024 0.000 0.005 -0.006
(0.017) (0.020) (0.018) (0.019) (0.011) (0.010) 0l®)

G2 0.022 -0.029 0.003 0.042 -0.023 -0.011 0.027
(0.029) (0.033) (0.029) (0.031) (0.018) (0.016) 0]%6))]

G3 0.035 -0.046 -0.023 0.047 -0.016 0.000 0.041*
(0.030) (0.034) (0.031) (0.032) (0.019) (0.017) 0]%¢.)]

Prob > F 0.666 0.270 0.633 0.0941 0.608 0.734 0.294

SPI Prob > F 0.666 0.156 0.955 0.0704 0.420 0.793 1590

Pure control mean / # Obs0.380 4,457 0.548 3,673 0483 4457 0.344 3,673 130.1 4,457 0.063 3,673 0.758 4,017

Self-employed
Gl

G2
G3

Prob > F
SPI Prob > F

Pure control mean / # Obs0.436 970 0.533 814 0.465 970 0.380 814 0.093

G3

Prob > F
SPI Prob > F

0.048 0.022 -0.015 -0.020 -0.029 0.013 -0.007
(0.041) (0.045) (0.041) (0.043) (0.022) (0.021) 083)
-0.028 -0.013 -0.052 -0.094 0.081** 0.107** 0.062
(0.058) (0.064) (0.058) (0.059) (0.037) (0.033) 043)
0.055 0.018 -0.060 -0.035 0.004 0.026 0.022
(0.059) (0.063) (0.059) (0.060) (0.029) (0.020) 0fm)
0.259 0.894 0.757 0.407 0.0184 0.0133 90.50
0.843 0.979 0.591 0.257 0.0854 0.00491 0.435

970 .0470 814 0.787 903

0.028 0.016 -0.020 -0.021 -0.007 0.005 -0.005
(0.018) (0.020) (0.018) (0.019) (0.011) (0.010) 0(®)
0.004 -0.029 -0.014 0.007 0.010 0.019 0.028
(0.028) (0.031) (0.028) (0.029) (0.018) (0.016) 0a2)
0.040 -0.026 -0.030 0.023 -0.012 0.003 0.033
(0.029) (0.031) (0.029) (0.030) (0.016) (0.015) 0f3)
0.219 0.481 0.628 0.473 0.473 0.601 0.391
0.914 0.374 0.865 0.324 0.719 0.403 2290,

Pure control mean / # Obs0.403 4,530 0.563 3,771 0.483 4,530 0.358 3,771 09.1 4,530 0.062 3,771  0.786 4,198
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Share of respondents choosing
"being a public employéas their
favorite professional option for

Share of respondents choosittgihg a
private employeeas their favorite

Share of respondents choositgihg
self-employmetitas their favorite

professional option for themselves themselves professional option for themselves
A. B. C. D. E. F. G.
Plan to start a
In 20 years from In 20 years from In 20 years from  business in the
Variables Now now Now now Now now future
Females
Gl -0.014 0.032 -0.008 -0.042 0.010 0.018 0.006
(0.035) (0.042) (0.037) (0.039) (0.025) (0.022) 041)
G2 0.119* 0.017 0.025 0.096 -0.122%** -0.056 0.081
(0.069) (0.082) (0.077) (0.081) (0.047) (0.035) o8a)
G3 0.093 -0.087 -0.087 0.096 -0.027 0.004 0.162**
(0.070) (0.087) (0.078) (0.084) (0.060) (0.046) or®)
Prob > F 0.251 0.505 0.524 0.240 0.0118 0.0404 40.21
SPI Prob > F 0.145 0.316 0.456 0.218 0.0194 0.174 1300
_Pure control mean /#0Obs. 0.330 _ 894 0467 713 0047894 _ 0316 713 0113 894 0056 713 0643 719
High Educ. & Urban
Gl -0.021 -0.032 0.011 0.006 0.013 0.005 -0.063
(0.060) (0.062) (0.060) (0.056) (0.050) (0.033) 04B)
G2 0.120 0.030 0.017 0.087 -0.144** -0.097** 0.096
(0.080) (0.083) (0.075) (0.075) (0.063) (0.040) 065)
G3 0.085 -0.128 0.025 0.182** -0.102 -0.040 0.103
(0.085) (0.091) (0.082) (0.084) (0.067) (0.043) 06T)
Prob > F 0.352 0.0989 0.991 0.146 0.0772 0.0419 603.0
SPI Prob>F 0.239 0.338 0.969 0.0849 0.0554 0.0523 0.0419
Pure control mean / # Obs. 0.413 0.681 431 90.3%A94 0.244 431 0.174 494 0.059 431 0.873 449
Strata FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Add. Con. YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Notes:In this table, we described the impact of therirgation (ITT estimates) on the probability forespondents' aspirations for different sub-groupsuofsample. In order to do so, each
of the outcomes displayed in top raw of the taldeewregressed on a constant, treatment dummy 1esiéB1, G2 and G3), the conditioning set and gi®ftstrata fixed effects — see
equation (1), described in sectionyg:= a + B, * Gy; + B * FC; * Go; + B3 * FC; * Gg; + CS; * uy + X; * u, + &;. We also tested the no impact of the encouragentgothesis (H1), as
well as the no spillover hypothesis (H2). The paeal resulting from the former test was displayethénProb>F raw while the one of the latter wapldiged in the SPI Prob>F raw Standard
errors were clustered at the group of friends leyyet, *** denote significance at the 10, 5 andpkrcent levels respectively.
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TABLE 6: RESULTS ON RESPONDENTS' KNOWLEDGE
Whether or not respondents know of any organizaifahe following type:
A. B. C. D.

Mentoring Org. Financial Org. Training Org. Any

G1 0.011* -0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.006) (0.013) (0.008) (0.014)
G2 0.002 0.015 0.006 0.005
(0.011) (0.022) (0.015) (0.023)
G3 0.004 -0.013 -0.010 -0.028
(0.011) (0.021) (0.014) (0.022)
Pure control mean 0.033 0.195 0.065 0.236
Pure control s.d. 0.180 0.396 0.247 0.425
Prob > F 0.394 0.559 0.675 0.387
SPI Prob > F 0.734 0.495 0.541 0.310
Strata FE YES YES YES YES
Add. Con. YES YES YES YES
Sample size 5,512 5,509 5,512 5,513

Notes:In this table, we described the impact of therwgation (ITT estimates) on
respondents' knowledge of the entrepreneurial gstas. Respondents were asked whether
or not they know at least one organization progdimentoring services, financial services
and training services. In order to do so, eachefiutcomes displayed in top raw of the
table were regressed on a constant, treatment durariables (G1, G2 and G3), the
conditioning set and the set of strata fixed effectee equation (1), described in section 6:
Vi =&+ B1 % Gy; + By x FC; % Gy + B3 * FC; % G3; + CS; * uq + X; * 4y + &;. We also
tested the no impact of the encouragements hygset{tés), as well as the no spillover
hypothesis (H2). The p-values resulting from therfer test was displayed in the Prob>F
row, while the one of the latter was displayedha SPI Prob>F row. Standard errors were
clustered at the group of friends level. *, **, *tfenote significance at the 10, 5and 1
percent levels respectively.
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TABLE 7: RESULTS ON RESPONDENTS' CONCEPTION OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP,
PERCEIVED BARRIERS
Perceived barriers to starting a business

Pure
Control SPI
Mean Prob >
Gl G2 G3 &Sd Prob>F F
Lack of required skills -0.007 0.008 -0.010 0.629 .48% 0.786
(0.009) (0.015) (0.015) 0.278
No access to funding 0.003 0.022* 0.013 0.825  0.3320.187
(0.008) (0.012) (0.012) 0.234
Lack of access to information 0.001 -0.001 0.001 49B6. 0.999 0.995

(0.010) (0.016) (0.015) 0.292
Lack of access to foreign langge traing.002 0.007 0.008 0.514 0.918 0.787
(0.010) (0.016) (0.016) 0.303

Lack of access to technology -0.012 -0.015 -0.010 .50D 0.615 0.558
(0.010) (0.017) (0.016) 0.303

Resource Index -0.006 0.048 0.010 0.013 0.460 0.475

. (0021) (0033) (0032) 0591

Government laws -0.008 -0.035* -0.021 0.631  0.200 0.101
(0.010) (0.016) (0.016) 0.301

Tough Competition -0.018* -0.006 -0.027* 0.471 ®10 0.852
(0.010) (0.015) (0.015) 0.296

Economy Index -0.048*  -0.066 -0.087** -0.003 0.0891 0.255

.. (0025) | (0.041)  (0.040) _ O.777

Fear of failure 0.012 0.021 0.014 0.606  0.428 0.331
(0.010) (0.015) (0.015) 0.293

Negative perception by society -0.015 -0.003 -0.002 0.585 0.434 0.578
(0.009) (0.015) (0.015) 0.278

Resistance to change -0.008 0.008 -0.010 0.566 40.450.817
(0.009) (0.014) (0.015) 0.281

Discrimination based on gender -0.042** -0.035** 0.024 0.490 0.000331D.0103
(0.010) (0.016) (0.016) 0.301

Societal Index -0.041** -0.004 -0.016 0.002 0.243 0.702

e (0021) (0032) (0.032) 0634

Global Index -0.030*  0.003 -0.018 0.005 0.197 0.888

(0.016)  (0.024)  (0.024)  0.480

Notes:In this table, we described the impact of therirgation (ITT estimates) on respondents' perceptaifrthe
importance of several barriers to starting a bisnBespondents were asked about 11 barriers whiehgreuped
into three groups of outcomes. Indexes were cakedilasing the methodology described in AndersodZ2@nd the
impact of the intervention was measured on thedexies as well. In order to do so, each of the on¢sodisplayed in
the left column of the table were regressed onmstemt, treatment dummy variables (G1, G2 and tB8),

conditioning set and the set of strata fixed effecsee equation (1), described in sectiony 6: a + B, * Gy; + S, *
FC; % Gy; + B3 * FC; * G3; + CS; * uq + X; * 1, + €;. We also tested the no impact of the encouragentsmiothesis
(H1), as well as the no spillover hypothesis (H2)e p-values resulting from the former test wapldiged in the
Prob>F column, while the one of the latter was ldiggd in the SPI Prob>F column. Standard errorewhrstered at
the group of friends level. *, **, *** denote sigiitance at the 10, 5 and 1 percent levels respgtiv
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TABLE 8: RESULTS ON RESPONDENTS' CONCEPTION OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP, EXPECTATIONS
Respondents' expectations of what it would beftikéhem to start a business

Pure
Control
Mean & SPI
Ona lto 10 scale Gl G2 G3 Sd Prob > F Prob > F
To what extent do you believe you have the appabpiset -0.006 -0.012 -0.002 0.75D.636 0.432
of skills to work as a s.e. person? (0.007)  (0.011)  (0.011) 0.216
Taking into account your skills and the existingrleas in  -0.006 -0.008 -0.016 0.669.741 0.774
the economy, how hard would it for you to staruaibess
of your own? (0.009) (0.015) (0.015) 0.277
Taking into account your skills and the existingrleas in  -0.012 -0.012 -0.021 0.499.450 0.703
the economy, how hard would it for you to keep your
business running? (0.010) (0.015) (0.016) 0.288
Difficulty Index -0.010 -0.000 -0.034 -0.003 0.662 0.755
(0.021) (0.033) (0.033) 0.659
"How much do you think your income would vary fromeo 0.002  -0.001  0.006 0.67D.950 0.938
month to another as a s.e. person? (0.008)  (0.013)  (0.013) 0.241
How much financial risk do you think you would hatee -0.005 0.005 -0.039*** 0.6120.00611 0.0283
bear as a s.e. person? (0.009) (0.015)  (0.015) 0.270
Financial risk Index 0.003 0.003 -0.065 0.008 0.274 0.206
(0.026) (0.042) (0.042) 0.778
"How interesting do you think it would to work ass.e.  0.002  -0.007  -0.001 0.85D.849 0790
person? (0.006) (0.010) (0.010) 0.187
How much autonomy do you think you would have as a-0.002 -0.004 0.004 0.82®.868 0.706
s.e. person? (0.007) (0.011) (0.011) 0.200
How stressed do you think you would be as a eesgn? 0.006 0.038*** (0.027** 0.691 0.0465 0.0186
(0.009) (0.014) (0.014) 0.270
How happy would you be as a s.e. person? -0.001  0.010 -0.011 0.87D.142 0.184
(0.006) (0.010) (0.009) 0.186
On average, how much do you think you would eaohea104.976 478.963 227.510  4,515.3@9719 0.515
month as a s.e. person? (256.492) (415.856) (346.289) 5820
How many hours do you think you would work in auky -0.063 -0.252 0.036 10.54D.251 0.145
day as a s.e.e person? (0.104) (0.172) (0.174) 3.049
Working conditions Index -0.005 -0.005 -0.029 -0.005 0.600 0.604
(0.015) (0.025) (0.024) 0.463

Notes:In this table, we described the impact of therirgation (ITT estimates) on respondents’ expectataf what it would be like for them to
start a business. Respondents were asked abownid which were grouped into three groups of outsonmelexes were calculated using the
methodology described in Anderson (2012) and thmaghof the intervention was measured on thesexasdas well. In order to do so, each of

the outcomes displayed in the left column of theetavere regressed on a constant, treatment duransbles (G1, G2 and G3), the
conditioning set and the set of strata fixed effecsee equation (1), described in sectiopy 6= @ + B * G1; + B3 * FC; * Gy + B3 * FC; *
Gz + CS; * iy + X; * 1y + €. We also tested the no impact of the encouragentsminthesis (H1), as well as the no spillover hiypsis (H2).
The p-values resulting from the former test wagldiged in the Prob>F column, while the one of titeel was displayed in the SPI Prob>F
column. Standard errors were clustered at the gobénends level. *, **, *** denote significancetdhe 10, 5 and 1 percent levels respectively.
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C. Impact on opinions related to self-employment

Finally, we investigated whether or not the show Aay impact on respondents’ opinions related to
self-employment. In particular, we took advanta§¢he good performance of female contestants
throughout the show to investigate further whetther intervention had any impact on viewers’
gender-related opinions in relation to self-emplewt In order to do so, respondents were asked
whether they “strongly agreed”, “somewhat agresdinewhat disagreed” or “strongly disagreed”
with a set of statements investigating respondegenider-related opiniorf§. One of these
statements explicitly tested respondents’ opini@tated to women’s ability to successfully run a
business. The other two investigated dimensionghvivere not directly related to the content of
the intervention and were added to the questioarsras to check whether or not the intervention
triggered broader changes in respondents’ gendkedeopinions. Furthermore, in order to test
whether or not the show may have triggered chamgesspondents’ opinions beyond those related
to gender, respondents were asked about two adalitgiatements measuring their perception of

the importance of being wealthy and highly educ#esticcessfully run a business.

The share opure controlrespondents who strongly agreed with each of itree dtatements were
reported inTable 9.aand provide a snapshot of potential Egyptian @néreeurs’ mindset. These
figures put in evidence the complex position of veonin the Egyptian society and the perceived
importance of education: 56.7% of thare control respondents strongly agreed that it is possible
for women to successfully run a business, 70.3%ngty agreed that when jobs are scarce, men
should have more right to a job than women and%%8ongly agreed that a university education
is more important for a boy than for a girl. Furthere, 61.5% strongly agreed that it is possibte fo
individuals without a higher education to succelgfun their own business and 49.6% that it is

possible for individuals who do not have wealthygps to successfully run their own business.

We found that the intervention had an impact onesafviewers’ opinions and, in particular, on
viewers’ gender-related opinions in relation tof-eehployment. In particular, we found that the
intervention increased by 4.6 percentage points gshare of respondents who received the

encouragements but not their friends (G1) who tegoto strongly agree that it is possible for

% These three statements were the following onesEtjypt, it is possible for women to successfullg their own business,” “In

Egypt, when jobs are scarce, men should have nigiésrto a job than women,” and “In Egypt, a unsisr education is more

important for a boy than for a girl.”

27 These two statements were the following onesEtmpt, it is possible for individuals without aghier education to successfully
run their own business” and “In Egypt, it is possifor individuals who do not have wealthy pareetsuccessfully run their own

business.”
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women to successfully run their own business. $ingly, the effect disappeared when
encouragements were sent as well to at least otteewnffriends (G3). However, the impact of the

intervention did not extent to gender-related apisibeyond those related to self-employment.

The intervention also seemed to have had an ingracion-gender-related opinions, those related
to one’s capacity to successfully run their own ibess without wealthy parents — another
dimension of the contestants’ background repeatadigd by the production company to
characterize their background (more than theirllef/education for instance). However, as for the
first gender-related outcome, the effect appeargte glifferent across respondents who received
the encouragements depending on whether or netist bne of their friends received them as well
(G1 and G3 respondents). Indeed, the intervengemed to have increased by 3 percentage points
the share of G1 respondents who reported to styaggkee that it is possible for individuals without
wealthy parents to successfully run their own bessn but it decreased that share by 5.7 percentage

points among G3 respondents.

These patterns tend to suggest that there may these some spillover effects across respondents
within clusters of friends and, indeed, the nulpbthesis of the statistical test investigating the
existence of spillover effects was rejected fosthievo outcomes at the 10% threshold (columns A.
and E.Y® Furthermore, it also suggests that increasingeth@osure rate of several individuals
within a cluster of friends tend to mitigate thefeefs on respondents who received the
encouragements but not their friends. Unfortunatéhgited information was available to shed
some light on the possible mechanisms behind theergbd pattern. However, a working
hypothesis is that friends discussing togethercibretent of the show may have emphasized the
entertaining aspect of the show at the expensts afducational aspect. In any case, this suggests
that peer effects may be an important parametdéake into consideration when explaining the

impact of media programs.

In Table 9.h we looked at the specific impact of the interv@mton the same five subsets of
respondents: males, females, respondents who eepaelf-employment as their primary
occupation at baseline, respondents who did notrespabndents living in urban governorates who
had a higher education degree at baseline. Integgst the changes in gender-related opinions
were more pronounced among male respondents age it were not self-employed at baseline.

3 Qualitative work confirmed that the content of #i®w was discussed within groups of friends.
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The impact of the intervention on respondents’ mms related to the importance of education for
entrepreneurs displayed more heterogeneity acrospsg, although it is at this point not clear why.
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TABLE 9.a: RESULTS ON RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS

A. B. C. D. E.
In Egypt, itis
In Egypt, it is possible for
In Egypt, when In Egypt, a possible for individuals who do
In Egypt, it is jobs are scarce, university individuals without not have wealthy

possible for women men should have education is more a higher education parents to

to successfully run more rights to a jobimportant for a boy to successfully run successfully run
Variables their own business. than women. than for a girl.  their own business.their own business.
Gl 0.046*** 0.003 -0.006 0.003 0.030*

(0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.015) (0.016)
G2 0.022 -0.015 0.011 -0.015 -0.011

(0.026) (0.024) (0.021) (0.024) (0.027)
G3 0.005 -0.034 0.002 -0.034 -0.057**

(0.026) (0.023) (0.021) (0.023) (0.026)
Pure control mean  0.567 0.615 0.193 0.703 0.496
Pure control s.d. 0.496 0.457 0.395 0.487 0.500
Prob > F 0.0212 0.453 0.865 0.621 0.00766
SPI Prob > F 0.0763 0.282 0.859 0.430 0.00277
Strata FE YES YES YES YES YES
Add. Con. YES YES YES YES YES
Sample size 5,519 5,518 5,520 5,518 5,519

Notes:In this table, we described the impact of therirgation (ITT estimates) on respondents' opiniGtespondents were asked to report
if they strongly agreed, agreed, disagreed, ongtyodisagreed with each of the statements repantéte top raw of the table. In this table,
for each statement, we focus on the share of relgmas strongly agreed with it and regressed thiat oa a constant, treatment dummy

variables (G1, G2 and G3), the conditioning setthirdset of strata fixed effects — see equationd@dcribed in section §; = a + 5, *

Gy + By * FC;i % Gy + B3 * FCy * G3; + CS; * iy + X; * 4, + €. We also tested the no impact of the encouragenigpothesis (H1), as
well as the no spillover hypothesis (H2). The pdesl resulting from the former test was displayetthinProb>F row, while the one of the
latter was displayed in the SPI Prob>F row. Stash@arors were clustered at the group of friendslley **, *** denote significance at the

10, 5 and 1 percent levels respectively.



TABLE 9.b: RESULTS ON RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS

A B. C. D. E.
In Egypt, it is
In Egypt, itis In Egypt, a In Egypt, it is possible for
possible for In Egypt, when university possible for individuals who do

women to
successfully run men should have important for a

jobs are scarce, education is more individuals without a
higher education to

not have wealthy
parents to

their own more rightsto a boy than fora successfully run their successfully run their
Variables business. job than women. girl. own business. own business.
Not self-employed
Gl 0.051** 0.002 -0.006 0.698 -0.000 0.999.003 0.877 0.049*** 0.006
(0.017) (0.016) (0.014) (0.017) (0.018)
G2 0.029 0.321 -0.029 0.273 0.007 0.768.024 0.419 -0.011 0.718
(0.029) (0.027) (0.023) (0.029) (0.030)
G3 0.013 0.665 -0.034 0.197 -0.005 0.828.033 0.263 -0.041 0.168
(0.029) (0.026) (0.023) (0.030) (0.030)
Prob > F 0.0203 0.601 0.954 0.667 0.00534
SPI Prob > F 0.106 0.439 0.890 0.458 0.00657
Pure controlmean /#Obs. __0.572 _ 4,534 __ 0.699 _ 4,50487 . 4,5350.606 _ _ 4533 ___ 0483 4,534
Self-employed
Gl 0.013 0.739 0.056 0.109 -0.036 0.281.031 0.435 -0.072*  0.081
(0.040) (0.035) (0.034) (0.039) (0.0412)
G2 -0.037 0.521 0.044 0.403 0.021 0.668054 0.352 -0.021 0.711
(0.058) (0.053) (0.049) (0.058) (0.056)
G3 -0.037 0.506 -0.029 0.570 0.014 0.765.034 0.549 -0.127*  0.025
(0.056) (0.051) (0.048) (0.056) (0.057)
Prob > F 0.793 0.129 0.558 0.780 0.0430
SPI Prob > F 0.616 0.0634 0.557 0.624 0.614
Pure control mean /#Obs. 0538 985 0726 984 0022 985 0657 985 0.557 985
Males
Gl 0.054** 0.003 0.018 0.249 -0.004 0.790.009 0.623 0.029 0.106
(0.018) (0.016) (0.015) (0.018) (0.018)
G2 0.030 0.302 -0.019 0.442 0.011 0.642018 0.498 -0.018 0.520
(0.029) (0.024) (0.023) (0.027) (0.028)
G3 0.005 0.869 -0.039 0.107 -0.001 0.968036 0.189 -0.066**  0.020
(0.029) (0.024) (0.023) (0.028) (0.028)
Prob > F 0.0190 0.129 0.912 0.458 0.00786
SPI Prob > F 0.0452 0.0643 0.896 0.273 0.00272
Pure control mean / # Obs.  0.500 4,604 0.741  4,60£20 4,605 0.609 4,603 0.497 4,604
Strata FE YES YES YES YES YES
Add. Con. YES YES YES YES YES

Notes:In this table, we described the impact of therirgation (ITT estimates) on respondents' opiniamgiffferent sub-groups of our sample. In
order to do so, each of the outcomes displayeldridp raw of the table were regressed on a cansteatment dummy variables (G1, G2 and G3),
the conditioning set and the set of strata fixddat$ — see equation (1), described in section & a + f; * Gy; + o * FC; * Gy + 3 * FC; + G3; +
CS; * g + X; * up + €;. We also tested the no impact of the encouragentsmiothesis (H1), as well as the no spillover liypsis (H2). The p-values
resulting from the former test was displayed inRneb>F raw while the one of the latter was disptan the SPI Prob>F raw Standard errors were
clustered at the group of friends level. *, **, *tfenote significance at the 10, 5 and 1 perceeideespectively.
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TABLE 9.b: RESULTS ON RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS (CONTINUED)

A. B. C. D. E.
In Egypt, it is
In Egypt, itis In Egypt, a In Egypt, it is possible for
possible for In Egypt, when university possible for individuals who do

not have wealthy
parents to

women to
successfully run men should have important for a

jobs are scarce, education is more individuals without a
higher education to

their own more rightsto a boy than fora successfully run their successfully run their
Variables business. job than women. girl. own business. own business.
Females
Gl 0.010 0.701 -0.058 0.125 -0.014 0.452041 0.267 0.034 0.357
(0.027) (0.038) (0.019) (0.036) (0.037)
G2 -0.043 0.442 0.033 0.696 0.019 0.640.057 0.480 0.053 0.502
(0.056) (0.084) (0.041) (0.081) (0.079)
G3 -0.002 0.969 0.039 0.639 0.026 0.508040 0.596 0.033 0.682
(0.051) (0.083) (0.039) (0.076) (0.080)
Prob > F 0.780 0.368 0.773 0.375 0.781
SPI Prob > F 0.739 0.497 0.637 0.229 0.747
Purecontrol mean/#Obs. 0844 912 0545 911 007 912 0641 912 0490 912 _
High Educ. & Urban
Gl -0.008 0.893 0.059 0.342 -0.005 0.963.046 0.468 0.079 0.195
(0.059) (0.062) (0.037) (0.063) (0.061)
G2 -0.028 0.729 0.001 0.989 -0.004 0.940.061 0.488 0.004 0.963
(0.082) (0.085) (0.056) (0.088) (0.075)
G3 -0.050 0.541 0.004 0.964 -0.019 0.723070 0.437 -0.056 0.454
(0.081) (0.087) (0.052) (0.090) (0.075)
Prob > F 0.943 0.780 0.985 0.843 0.331
SPI Prob > F 0.866 0.770 0.970 0.786 0.192
Pure control mean / # Obs.  0.662 498 0.561 497 50.11 498 0.583 498 0.504 497
Strata FE YES YES YES YES YES
Add. Con. YES YES YES YES YES

Notes:In this table, we described the impact of therigation (ITT estimates) on respondents' opiniamgiffferent sub-groups of our sample. In

order to do so, each of the outcomes displayelderndp raw of the table were regressed on a cansteatment dummy variables (G1, G2 and G3),
the conditioning set and the set of strata fixédaté — see equation (1), described in section 6 a + B * Gy; + o * FC; * G; + B3 * FC; * G3; +
CS; * uy + X; * 1, + €;. We also tested the no impact of the encouragentemiothesis (H1), as well as the no spillover ligpsis (H2). The p-values
resulting from the former test was displayed inRmeb>F raw while the one of the latter was dispthin the SPI Prob>F raw Standard errors were
clustered at the group of friends level. *, **, *tfenote significance at the 10, 5 and 1 percerisaeespectively.
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8. Conclusion and policy implications

In this article, we measured the impact of an adaotant program designed to promote
entrepreneurship in young adult viewers and brogtdma a popular cable channel in Egypt using a
randomized controlled trial following a non-symnietencouragement design. Our findings have
several implications. First, we provided additioeaidence that cheap encouragements, such as
simple text messages, can be used effectively bigymoakers to induce desirable behavioral
changes. Second, we put in evidence that the edogait-based intervention induced changes in
respondents’ entrepreneurship-related opinionspadrticular, the good performance of female
contestants throughout the show seems to have hadj@impact on some of viewers’ gender-
related opinions, with a higher share of vieweroowbported strongly agreeing that women are
capable of running a business successfully and edmsidered gender discrimination as a lesser
barrier to starting a business. The magnitude efkedheffects put in evidence suggests that
mainstream television programs can be a powerfsirument to change individuals’ mindset.
However, some of these impacts have unclear wetfansequences, which also draws attention to
the content of edutainment programs, the messdgss donvey and, eventually, the potential
negative impact those programs may have on viewgrspmbining educational and entertainment
content and blurring the line between fiction aedlity. Finally, we also found some evidence of
spillover effects within clusters of friends in aBbn to respondents’ opinions. Spillover effects
appeared complex and outcome-specific, alternateplifying and mitigating the direct effect of
one’s exposure the intervention. These findingsiapteresting avenues for future research on peer

effects and the impact of media programs.

However, we could not find any impact of the in@mion on any non-opinion-related outcomes
and, in particular, on some of the key outcomeedisn our pre-analysis plan. While the limited
statistical power of the study certainly reduced ahility to detect statistically significant eftscit
was nevertheless disappointing not to find anycefte any core dimensions the intervention was
expected to have a big impact on. In particularijevine intervention aimed to connect interested
viewers with local partners delivering more advahantrepreneurship training, mentorship,
financial and technology services (through its mekiwng events and online activities), no impact
could be found on viewers’ knowledge of the enteepurial eco-system in Egypt, suggesting that

the intervention failed to create a bridge betwdnenshow and the rest of the support activities and
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partner organizations, as it was initially plannéhd indeed, support activities and partner
organizations were only rarely advertised througtiba show. Given the perceived importance of
financial constraints and individuals’ limited knladge of the entrepreneurial eco-system, this may
have greatly reduced the potential impact of theruention and explain why no impact could be
detected on the share of viewers who took a stwprtts the creation of a business since the show
started being broadcast. Our conclusions do n@& auit edutainment programs as a possible
effective public policy tool, but rather call attems again to their content and the way key

information are conveyed to viewers.
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10. Appendices

A. Unemployment rates in the MENA region

Table A.1: Unemployment rates in the MENA region (R13)
Youth, Youth, Youth,

Total Female Male Total Female Male

Algeria 9.8 17.3 8.3 20.4 33.0 17.9
Egypt 13.2 27.0 8.8 41.7 61.3 33.7
Jordan 12.6 22.1 10.5 33.3 55.2 27.7
Lebanon 6.2 111 4.6 20.2 25.0 17.8
Morocco 9.2 8.9 9.2 18.4 17.5 18.7
Tunisia 13.3 15.7 12.3 31.3 32.2 29.5
MENA (excl. high

income countries) 12.8 22.4 10.1 31.2 47.6 26.3

Notes: 2013 World Development Indicators. The year 2018 the last year for which
statistics were available for all reported coumstrigéouth are understood as individuals aged
between 15 and 24 years old.

B. Sample characteristics
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TABLE B.1: SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

Total R1 R2 R3

Variables N Mean Sd N Mean Sd N Diff. Pv Sig N Diff Pv Pv
Male 5,517 0.835 0.372 1034 0.852 0.355 2921 -0.042 0.019 ** 1562 0.106 0.000 ***
Age 4,781 26.995 4.700 1034 26.822 4.644 2185 0.517 0.021 ** 1562 -0.426 0.057 *
Email address shared 4,7810.176 0.381 1034 0.333 0.471 2185 -0.124 0.000 *** 1562 -0.254 0.000 ***
Schooling level

Never went to school 4,470 0.030 0.172 1034 0.021 0.144 1874 0.020 0.017 **

Primary school 4,470 0.147 0.354 1034 0.130 0.336 1874 0.029 0.088 *

Secondary education 4,470 0.475 0.499 1034 0.479 0.500 1874 -0.015 0.539

Higher education 4,470 0.348 0.476 1034 0.370 0.483 1874 -0.034 0.131

Missing 5,520 0.190 0.393 1034 0.000 0.000 2924 0.359 0.000 ***
Location

Urban Gov. 4,475 0.261 0.439 1034 0.269 0.444 1879 -0.019 0.372

Lower Egypt 4,475 0.378 0.485 1034 0.373 0.484 1879 0.010 0.653

Upper Egypt 4,475 0.339 0.473 1034 0.334 0.472 1879 0.016 0.463

Frontier Gov. 4,475 0.022 0.147 1034 0.024 0.154 1879 -0.008 0.296

Missing 5,520 0.189 0.392 1034 0.000 0.000 2924 0.357 0.000 ***
Status

Employee, private sect. 4,475 0.381 0.486 1034 0.395 0.489 1879 -0.019 0.417

Self-employed 4,475 0.220 0.414 1034 0.219 0.413 1879 0.003 0.886

Unpaid fam. Worker 4,475 0.019 0.136 1034 0.019 0.138 1879 0.002 0.756

Apprentice/intern 4,475 0.006 0.076 1034 0.008 0.088 1879 -0.004 0.245

Student 4,475 0.203 0.402 1034 0.206 0.405 1879 -0.007 0.705

Unempl., looking 4,475 0.066 0.247 1034 0.067 0.250 1879 -0.004 0.714

Unempl., home duties 4,475 0.083 0.276 1034 0.068 0.251 1879 0.023 0.090 *

Unempl., not looking 4,475 0.022 0.148 1034 0.019 0.138 1879 0.006 0.335

Missing 5,520 0.189 0.392 1034 0.000 0.000 2924 0.357 0.000 ***
Dwelling

Apartment 4,475 0.373 0.484 1034 0.381 0.486 1879 -0.032 0.172

House 4,475 0.616 0.486 1034 0.607 0.489 1879 0.029 0.213

Other 4,475 0.012 0.107 1034 0.012 0.107 1879 0.003 0.512

Missing 5,520 0.189 0.392 1034 0.000 0.000 2924 0.357 0.000 ***
Assets ownership

Livestock 4,473 0.216 0.411 1033 0.232 0.423 1879 -0.028 0.158

Radio 4,475 0.571 0.495 1034 0.567 0.496 1879 -0.020 0.400

Clock 4,472 0.809 0.393 1034 0.806 0.396 1876 0.008 0.673

Refrigirator 4,473 0.957 0.202 1034 0.957 0.202 1877 -0.004 0.692

Personal Computer 4,473 0.273 0.445 1034 0.287 0.453 1877 -0.040 0.059

Water Heater 4,474 0.660 0.474 1034 0.657 0.475 1878 0.001 0.958

Washing Machine 4,473 0.468 0.499 1034 0.466 0.499 1877 0.007 0.770

Fan 4,472 0.915 0.280 1034 0.922 0.269 1876 -0.014 0.272

Television 4,471 0.980 0.141 1033 0.976 0.154 1877 0.003 0.697

Satellite Dish 4,467 0.906 0.293 1032 0.908 0.289 1876 -0.010 0.442

Notes:In this table, we present the average baselinectaistics of our sample, as well as those @elsub-groups: Subset R1 includes prime
respondents who provided the contact details &zt one of their friends at baseline; SubsetRRidles prime respondents who did not provide
any contact details of their friends at baselindysgt R3 includes all secondary respondents (mes@ondents' friends). We compare the average

characteristics of the last two groups with tholthe first. Standard errors are clustered at tioe of friends’ level. *, **, *** denote significace
at the 10, 5 and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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TABLE B.2: SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS, REPRESENTATIVENE SS
Sample (Baseline) CAPMAS 2014 DHS 2014

Variables N Mean Sd Mean Mean
Male 5,517 0.835 0.372
Age 4,781 26.995 4.700
Email address shared 5,52®.152 0.359

Schooling level

Never went to school 4,470 0.030 0.172 0.247
Primary school 4,470 0.147 0.354 0.236
Secondary education 4,470 0.475 0.499 0.402
Higher education 4,470 0.348 0.476 0.116
Missing 5,520 0.190 0.393
Location
Urban Gov. 4,475 0.261 0.439 0.177
Lower Egypt 4,475 0.378 0.485 0.429
Upper Egypt 4,475 0.339 0.473 0.376
Frontier Gov. 4,475 0.022 0.147 0.018
Missing 5,520 0.189 0.392
Status
Employee, private sect. 4,475 0.381 0.486
Self-employed 4,475 0.220 0.414
Unpaid fam. worker 4,475 0.019 0.136
Apprentice/intern 4,475 0.006 0.076
Student 4,475 0.203 0.402
Unempl., looking 4,475 0.066 0.247

Unempl., home duties 4,475 0.083 0.276
Unempl., not looking 4,475 0.022 0.148

Missing 5,520 0.189 0.392

Dwelling
Apartment 4,475 0.373 0.484 0.385*
House 4,475 0.616 0.486 0.597*
Other 4,475 0.012 0.107 0.174*
Missing 5,520 0.189 0.392

Asset ownership

Livestock 4,473 0.216 0.411 0.217*
Radio 4,475 0.571 0.495 0.912*
Clock 4,472 0.809 0.393 0.889*
Refrigerator 4,473 0.957 0.202 0.969
Personal computer 4,473 0.273 0.445 0.326
Water heater 4,474 0.660 0.474 0.540
Washing machine 4,473 0.468 0.499 -
Fan 4,472 0.915 0.280 0.968
Television 4,471 0.980 0.141 0.975
Satellite dish 4,467 0.906 0.293 0.966

Notes:In this table, we provide the average charactesisif our sample. * denotes information
collected as part of the 2008 edition of the DHS



C. Study timeline

In figure below, we summarize the study timeline.

Figure 2: Project Timeline

Broadcasting of EIl Mashrou3
(Dec. 215 2013 - Mar. 28% 2014)

A # TUN e Y ’
o8 | ) { vof ‘.
R S ! | Encouragements | /
e s | | Towatchthe show | |
i g gl o E 1 1 1
28 sY ncouragements i : I ! )
= = .. on the internet and Endline Survey
EE aal} 2 g ;—b: To watch the show on television [ Eeil > - ﬂ,‘ ity o
E-a=iC: g ™ TS 1 browsetheshow's 1 1 (Apr. 30% 2015—Jan. 31 2016)
38 B | (Jan 18" Mar 28% 2014) ! website ! !
| =2 1 A | 1
e 32 & & [ J o\ (dpr 307 2004) ) |
| kN PN A %

55



D. Encouragements

In the following table, we list the encouragemes#at to treatment respondents in the form of text

messages.
Table 14: List of the encouragements sent
# Date Message (ENG) Message (AR)
5 Sat.18, Do you want to watch a reality TV show that« st dll ja (8 28l 5 el e 7z 86 e
Jan. has action, drama, and the necessary skills tals Szali 2l 5 (A olie & glaall &l gladll
become a successful entrepreneur? Watch ke 1) delid) a5l jleall 8l e e 5 5l
Mashroua" on Al Nahar tonight at 11 pm
6 Thu. 3¢, Want to learn how to start your business? e (ia fely (ala g 5 pia 1 (5131 G S
Jan. Create your free account elmashrou3.tv 1Uike &l il 5 elmashrou3.tv
6 Sat. ¥ Tonight on Al Nahar at 11, watch 250 g s riall b g (8 el e 11 delul) AL
Feb. entrepreneurs in the kitchen on El Mashrougtha s JueY)
7 Thu. 6", You have been selected to participate in a g s el gali 2813 Ajluall & o jLisl o jLal)
Feb. game: watch El Mashroua every week and g swebon 588 clila laa JaY & aiul Cigla g
answer a short survey testing your knowledd# 02511711 2< slxall 8 3
of the show at its end. You may win a
_________________________ Samsung tablet. Information: 01025117112.
7 Sat. § Tonight on Al Nahar at 11, learn how to plan<éa Lalaas ol 5 alail el e 17 Aelull 2L0)
Feb. business events on El Mashroual! ¢ el A lleal
8 Thu. 18, You have been selected to participate in a g s el el 5 3Lé Ailse b & jlial o a5
Feb. game: watch El Mashroua every week and g swebun 588 clila laa JaY & aiul Cigla g
answer a short survey testing your knowledg#1 025117112 slaall 5 a1 Liaa s 85
of the show at its end. You may win a
Samsung tablet and other gifts. Information:
__________________________ 01025117112,
8 Sat. 18,  Tonight on El Mashroua (Al Nahar, 11pm), sl sl g8 cpiduidl el Jle 17 delull 2l
Feb. contestants face an exciting challenge in the! xaall gasill
__________________________ desert!
9 Sat. 2%, Tonight on El Mashroua (Al Nahar, 11pm), s cpibuadl (113l jleill) ¢ 5 pial) 3 2Ll
Feb. contestants learn how to advertize their logr )l O
__________________________ business!
10 Sat. 1 Watch El Mashroua on Al Nahar tonight ~ (faje s asy (pibuiall il 5L 17 de L) AL
Mar. (11pm), contestants organize exciting fashiog ¢4 i!
_________________________ shows, last challenge before the grand finale!
11 Mon. 3 Want to go beyond the show? Need advice, sl cu i dapai zlisa Saliyll e €1 5 4le
Mar. online courses or micro-finance loans to startle ¢ jid) fele 5 pia ail 3 gana e pes
your business? Create your account on dle 5 yia lasi ) Gxis 5 elmashrou3.tv
elmashrou3.tv, you'll find all the information
_________________________ you need to start your business
11 Sat. 8, Watch El Mashroua on Al Nahar tonight — sess ¢esali Jueef a5 Jledl e 17 de bl 2010
Mar. (11pm) and see how successful entrepreneuss:buidl Jas iba
__________________________ judge contestants' businessplan!
Quiz Tue. 1| Log on elmashrou3.tv and answer our quiz J& 44l & & LS elmashrou3.tyle Jaa
Apr. before 15/4 to win a Samsung Tablet Gl o gasalis 1Sl 5 4/15

Notes:in this table, we report the text messages senfabic) to treatment respondents to encouragm ttee
watch the show.
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