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Abstract

Development interventions are commonly piloted by organizations with strong community ties. Re-
minding beneficiaries that a pilot is being evaluated may prompt them to take costly actions that reflect
favorably on the implementer. We test for this form of desirability bias in an evaluation of an unsuccessful
agricultural extension pilot that ultimately drove treated farmers away from the target crops. Making the
evaluation salient during endline data collection led participants to neutralize this negative treatment effect
by altering input purchases and cultivation patterns. Participants’ desire to support implementers can help

explain why promising pilot results frequently fail to replicate at scale.

JEL Codes: L31, C93, 013, 022



1 Introduction

Many development programs are initiated as pilots with the intent of scaling if the trial shows success.
High-quality implementation at the pilot stage is necessary to ensure a program remains faithful to its
intended design. As a result, pilots are commonly run by organizations with strong institutional capacity
enabled by a history of local expertise and involvement. However, the intensive community engagement
and oversight brought to bear at the pilot stage often cannot be replicated as a program expands in scope.
There is growing concern that demonstrations of large program impacts at small scale may have limited
external validity as expansion brings in new levels of management and administration.

In this paper, we illustrate how the same features that constrain implementation quality at scale may also
bias pilot evaluation, threatening internal validity by overstating true program impacts. Our study takes
place in the context of an unsuccessful agricultural intervention to promote smallholder cultivation of pulses
in Bihar, India. The policy was piloted in a two-year randomized evaluation by four non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) selected for their extensive history of local rural development work in the study
area. We uncover evidence that farmers involved in program evaluation take costly actions that make the
evaluation appear more favorable to the implementing organizations.

The primary data for this study come from an incentive-compatible elicitation of demand for seeds of the
target pulse crops at endline. Actual seed purchases were based on elicited responses, ensuring the decision
had real stakes. This exercise was intended to measure farmers’ sustained intention to produce pulses after
program activities concluded, an explicit goal of the program at the outset. Implementers defined success
as an increase in treated farmers’ preference for pulse cultivation, resulting in greater seed demand.

To evaluate how implementers’ desires affect participant behavior, we experimentally varied the salience
of program evaluation during demand elicitation. Specifically, enumerators introduced the elicitation either
as an explicit evaluation of the implementer’s efforts or more generally as a study of regional attitudes toward
pulse cultivation. After this manipulation, elicitation proceeded identically for all participants. Importantly,
we ensure the introductory language does not communicate information about product quality by offering
a consistent product explicitly sourced and delivered by the local implementer. We interpret differences in

participants’ willingness-to-pay for pulse seeds by evaluation salience as a reflection of participants” implicit



preferences over the outcome of the evaluation itself.

Increasing the salience of evaluation skews the estimated treatment effect in favor of the implementers.
Overall, the two-year intervention actually discouraged pulse cultivation among treated farmers by con-
firming their belief that growing pulses was not worth the opportunity cost of displacing more lucrative
alternatives (see [Lybbert et al. 2023, for further details). This belief manifested as 25% lower demand
for pulse seeds on average in the incentive-compatible elicitation. However, the negative treatment effect
was only observed in elicitations with low evaluation salience, where treated farmers purchased less than
half the quantity of their untreated counterparts. By contrast, there was no distinguishable difference in
elicitations with high evaluation salience. Making the evaluation salient during data collection obscured
evidence of a negative treatment effect.

This shift in seed demand represents costly action taken by study participants. Treated farmers spent an
average of Rs. 70 ($1.00) more on pulse seeds in high-salience elicitations. More importantly, seed purchases
reflected real cultivation choices over the following crop season. We find a strong, positive correlation
between seeds purchased and area planted, with no systematic deviation by salience status. On average,
farmers who were reminded of their participation in a program evaluation subsequently altered cultivation
on 2% of their cropland in the following season. This reallocation of real on-farm resources, while modest,
indicates this bias extends beyond simple survey misreporting or other forms of cheap talk.

Responsiveness to implementer desire can be thought of as a form of Hawthorne effect. Past work
has established that subjects in an experiment may alter their behavior when they know they are being
monitored or evaluated (see, e.g., [Levitt and List, 2011} [Friedman and Gokul, [2014; McCambridge et al.
2014). Most relevant to our study, /de Quidt et al|(2018) investigate experimenter desirability, whereby
participants act in response to researcher objectives, as a possible source of bias. The authors intentionally
manipulate beliefs about the experimenter’s desires and find the resulting distortions to be modest. We
extend this type of work to introduce the possibility that the relevant pressure in program evaluation comes
not from the experimenter conducting the evaluation, but rather the implementer being evaluated.

Implementer desirability may influence any participant survey response, but it is especially concerning

for complex elicitation methods introduced exclusively to generate evaluation data. In particular, Becker-



DeGroot-Marschack (BDM) elicitation is common in field experiments—including our own study—because
itreveals respondents’ full demand curve in an incentive-compatible manner (Lusk and Shogren}2007). This
mechanism has been criticized due to concerns about misunderstanding of the dominant strategy (Cason
and Plott, 2014; Berry et al., [2020), weak incentives for accuracy (Harrison, |1994), decision fatigue (Brown
et al., [2023), and price anchoring (Berry et al., 2020; [Mamadehussene and Sguera, [2023). Nevertheless, it
empirically performs well relative to other measures of willingness-to-pay (Berry et al.,2020; [Burchardi et
al, 2021; |Brown et al 2023). We show that even if an elicitation accurately reveals demand, the demand
itself may be influenced by participants’ preferences over the outcome of evaluation. This bias is more likely
to arise in unnatural exercises that call attention to the research in progress—such as BDM elicitation—that
in recall questions about participants’ regular endeavors—such as self-reported market purchases.

Our findings more generally contribute to the large literature on reproducibility and policy scaling
(see Banerjee et al.,[2017; |Al-Ubaydli et al.} [2019). Across many sectors, programs implemented by NGOs
systematically generate greater impact than those run by governments (Vivalt, [2020). In a study closely
related to ours, Usmani et al.[(2022)) highlight the particular importance of prior community engagement in
NGO effectiveness. This feature is difficult to replicate at scale (e.g. Dhaliwal and Hanna), 2017; Mitchell et
al,, 2023), and may therefore threaten the external validity of evaluation results generated from an NGO-
implemented pilot. Our research establishes how these factors can also undermine the internal validity of
evaluation independent of their role in implementation effectiveness, presenting a new reason why pilot
results may not be recreated at scale.

Implementer desirability bias can create issues of endogenous participant effort similar to those proposed
by Chassang et al.| (2012). Many development programs rely on complementary investments from program
beneficiaries, and beliefs about implementation quality can alter participants’ incentives to invest. For
instance, in two field evaluations, Bulte et al.| (2014) and [Bulte et al.| (2023) show how the returns to
improved seeds in Tanzania depend crucially on farm labor choices, which are in turn a function of
participants’ perception of the quality of the seeds being evaluated. We find that participant behavior
responds not only to beliefs about implementation quality, but also preferences over evaluation outcomes.

Heterogeneity in responsiveness to implementer desire would also exacerbate external validity concerns



regarding favorable selection of sites (Allcott,2015) or indicators (Saccardo et al}2023) if NGOs strategically
seek out communities where evaluation is likely to show positive impact. This could contribute to the
relationship between prior NGO activity and current program effectiveness reported by [Usmani et al.

(2022), though we find no evidence of such selectivity in our setting.

2 Background

The state of Bihar is among the poorest in India with over a third of households below the national poverty
line. The population is also predominantly agrarian with just 12 percent residing in urban centers. As a
result, Bihar has been a region of focus for rural development programs by both the Government of India
and the NGO sector, frequently funded by external donors. There are currently 4,255 registered NGOs
and volunteer organizations in the state,! the majority of which operate at small scale and rely on heavy
engagement with beneficiary communities. We investigate how to translate experience from this type of
localized development work into guidance for policy design.

Our study is tied to an agricultural development venture initiated by the Government of India and
managed by an international NGO. In 2016, the managing organization enlisted four local Bihari NGOs to
implement a pilot intervention aimed at increasing the production of pulses by farm households. Many
households in this region grow small amounts of pulses—primarily pigeon pea—on crop borders or other
marginal land for home consumption. The partnership designed and administered a two-year package of
input subsidies, agricultural extension services, and marketing support to modernize cropping practices
and boost output. This package was piloted in five districts to test whether intensive short-term investment
could shift the long-term crop portfolio of participating households.

Implementing partners for this project were selected because of their track record with local development.
All four NGOs had operated in their respective areas for at least ten years prior and had been involved
in past initiatives ranging from agriculture to health and nutrition to savings and credit. As a result,
local implementers had preexisting relationships with study participants before the inception of the pulses

program studied here.

1Source: NITI Aayog (https://ngodarpan.gov.in/index.php/home/statewise) accessed 10/4/2021


https://ngodarpan.gov.in/index.php/home/statewise

From summer 2017 through spring 2019, implementers procured and distributed certified seeds of im-
proved pulse varieties at subsidized prices, conducted local training and extension sessions to demonstrate
best practices, gave individualized feedback to program participants through the cropping season, and
assisted with the sale of output. The NGO seed distribution network, which brought in higher quality
inputs than were previously available in local markets, remained in place after other activities concluded.

Program activities were carried out in a randomized controlled trial with the intent of using lessons
from the pilot to design a statewide policy that could be adopted and run by government agencies. Both
treated and control farmers knew they were part of a pilot evaluation that may scale up if successful. Full
program evaluation results are reported by Lybbert et al.| (2023). In this paper, we quantify how preexisting

relationships with the implementer may affect impact evaluation in pilot experimentation.

3 Data and Methodology

3.1 Data

A key evaluation outcome for the trial was sustained production of pulses after main program activities
had concluded. As part of this evaluation, demand for certified pulse seeds was elicited among a sample of
study farmers ahead of each planting season in the third year. Specifically, we elicited demand for pigeon
pea (arhar) and black gram (urad) in the summer (Kharif) season and for red lentil (masoor) in the winter
(Rabi) season of 2019. All three crops were initially promoted by the pulses program, but second-year
implementation predominantly focused on black gram and red lentil. Farmers’ willingness-to-pay for these
inputs constitute the primary data analyzed in this study.

Each demand elicitation included farmers from the same village who placed orders for certified seed from
the NGO supplier through a price list BDM revelation mechanism. For each variety, participants were given
list of possible prices and asked to report the seed quantity they wanted to order at each price. At the end
of the session, one price at random was selected from the list. Participants purchased their stated demand
at that price, and they did not have the option to adjust their quantity demanded after the transaction price

was revealed. The purchase transaction ensures that each demand decision was incentive-compatible as



reported demand was, in effect, the farmer’s seed order from the NGO.

After the elicitation exercise, participants were asked a short set of questions related to demographics
and intended pulse cultivation. Participants in the winter season are also asked about their involvement
with the pulses pilot program, their subjective perception of whether the pulse program had been beneficial,

and their past involvement with the local implementer’s other activities.

3.2 Study Design

This study leverages two sources of experimental variation. The primary variation comes from the script
introducing the demand elicitation, where we experimentally vary the salience of the evaluation and imple-
menting partner. In half the sessions, designated high-salience, we explicitly announced our relationship
with the local NGO and our objective to “evaluate how effective their efforts to promote pulses” had been.
In the other half, designated low-salience, we motivated our involvement more generally as a “research
project. . . to understand more about pulse production in this region.”> Other than this discrepancy, the
demand elicitation proceeded identically for all participants. Salience treatment assignment remained

constant within village over the two planting seasons.
[Table 1 about here.]

Table 1] presents descriptive statistics on participants across salience arms. The first four rows describe
the participants themselves, and the next three rows provide household demographic information. Only
the fraction male differs significantly at the 10% level, and a joint F-test fails to reject balanced at the 10%
level.

Evaluation salience cross-cuts the second source of variation inherited from treatment assignment in the
pilot evaluation. This study includes farmers from 94 experimentally treated villages that had previously
received two years of intervention support and from 53 experimental control villages that did not. We also
elicit demand in 66 non-experimentally selected villages that were treated by the implementing partners

alongside pilot evaluation. In Appendix[A]we discuss this selection process and show there is little difference

2The full introductory text is provided in Appendix@ This manipulation and evaluation were pre-registered as a separate trial
with the AEA RCT Registry: AEARCTR-0004405.



between those experimentally and non-experimentally selected for treatment. We pool them to increase
power in comparisons with untreated (i.e. experimental control) farmers in our main analysis, and confirm
results are nearly identical when restricting to experimental villages in Appendix Table

Demand elicitations had a fairly high attrition rate with only two thirds of invited households opting
to participate. Participation is uncorrelated with evaluation salience, and the manipulation only took place
after recruitment, so attrition does not introduce bias into comparisons across salience arms. However,
the choice to participate may have been affected by the prior two years of program participation and
therefore may introduce selection bias into comparisons across experimental treatment arms. As a result,
our findings in this paper can be interpreted as the causal effect of evaluation salience on the demand of
those who participate in the elicitation, but selection into the data may differ between treated and untreated
groups in the pilot evaluation.?

We evaluate the impact of evaluation salience on demand for pulse seeds using the regression

Qicp = p1Treat; + poSalient; + p3Salient; X Treat; + ac + yp + Op) + X0 + €ip @)

where Q;cp denotes the quantity demanded by individual 7 for seeds of crop c at price p. a. and y, control
for crop-specific and price-level demand shifters, respectively. 0y controls for block-level (sub-district)
demand shifters, and X'o controls for participant demographic characteristics.

Coefficients 1 and f; in (1) describe how demand differs on average in villages treated in the pilot
experiment and those exposed to the high-salience script, respectively. The main coefficient of interest,
B3, indicates how the salience effect differs between treated and untreated villages. A finding of 3 # 0
would signify that the estimated treatment effect in the pilot experiment would differ based on whether
the fact of evaluation were made salient or not during data collection, and 3 > 0 would correspond to
salient evaluations presenting a more favorable view of the intervention in accordance with implementer

desirability bias.

3Roughly half of study farmers chose to attend the seed demand elicitation, balanced across pilot treatment and control. Those who
declined are nearly identical to study participants on baseline household characteristics, though they evidently differ in their desire to
purchase pulse seeds from the NGO supplier. Further details regarding recruitment and attrition are discussed in Appendix



4 Results

4.1 Evaluation Salience and Seed Demand

Our main findings can be observed in the raw (inverse) seed demand curves, plotted for each crop by pilot
treatment status and evaluation salience in Figure I} Treated farmers’ seed demand is consistently below
that of untreated farmers in low-salience elicitations, corresponding to their negative impression of pulse
cultivation through two years of intervention. However, this gap narrows, and in some instances actually
reverses, in elicitations where the impact evaluation was made salient. The salience effect is most apparent
with black gram and red lentils, the two crops that were the primary focus of second-year program activities.
By contrast, for pigeon peas, which farmers were most likely to have already been growing pre-intervention,

salience lowers demand overall but the difference in effect by treatment status is modest.
[Figure 1 about here.]

Table [2| confirms these patterns in regression estimates of differences in seed quantity demanded by
treatment assignment in the pilot experiment and by evaluation salience in the demand elicitation. All
standard errors are clustered at the village level. We report p-values from randomization inference over

1,000 iterations reassigning village-level salience status in square brackets.
[Table 2 about here.]

The first row of Column 1 aligns with the main program evaluation conclusion that promotion activities
actually lowered input demand among treated farmers. This result arises because two years of experience
confirmed treated farmers’ prior belief that pulses are no more profitable than the crops they would displace,
even with improved agronomic practices, higher quality seeds, and technical support. Relative to the mean,
treatment lowered pulse demand by nearly 30% on average.*

The primary finding of this paper is that the effect of evaluation salience varies with treatment assignment

in the pilot experiment. Asshown in the third row of Column 1, making the impact evaluation salient lowers

4Lybber’c et al.| (2023) show the demand elicitation impacts to be consistent with other post-intervention indicators that treated
farmers ceased pulse cultivation once subsidies expired, and not attributable to differential attendance at demand elicitations or to
buildup of stocks during the intervention period. However, a causal interpretation of the treatment effect is not necessary for the
discussion regarding evaluation salience in this study.



demand on average. Column 2 breaks this effect up by treatment assignment according to the regression
specification in (I). The second row reports a stark difference in response between those in treated and
untreated villages.

The positive sign of the coefficient on the interaction term (f3) indicates that treated farmers signal
greater demand when evaluation is salient relative to untreated farmers. This behavior would support
implementing partners’ desire to demonstrate the success of their intervention. The magnitude of the
coefficient—85% as large as the negative effect in the first row—suggests evaluation salience distorts results
by enough to nearly erase the decline in demand caused by treatment. A joint test fails to reject that the
estimated treatment effect is statistically distinguishable from zero among high-salience participants at the
10% level. Crop-specific regression results, presented in Appendix Figure reveal this pattern to be
qualitatively present for all three crops, but strongest for black gram and red lentil.

These results are consistent with farmers adjusting their behavior to satisfy implementers’ desire to
demonstrate effectiveness when reminded of the program evaluation. Mentioning the evaluation lowers
seed demand on average as participants are reminded of the unsuccessful intervention over the prior two
years. However, treated farmers appear to resist this pressure more than untreated farmers making the
intervention appear to have had a more positive (i.e. less negative) impact on their preference to grow
pulses. Conversely, those in the experimental control group may suppress their underlying desire to test
out high-quality seeds in response to the NGOs’ desires to demonstrate an unmet need for further activities.
In either case, the altered valuation by study participants leads evaluation to look more favorable to the

implementer.

4.2 Magnitude of Implementer Desirability Effect

Implementer desirability bias manifests as a real shift in the agricultural portfolio of evaluation participants.
The estimated difference of a half kilogram of purchased pulse seed corresponds to spending about Rs. 70,
or $1.00, more at supplier prices. While this expenditure by itself may be small, program implementers
were active in ensuring farmers planted and cultivated what they ordered. As a result, the main cost to

participants adjusting their seed demand came in the acreage and effort they subsequently devoted to pulse
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farming.

Purchase quantity and area cultivated were documented by the NGO supplier for all farmers from
villages that received the pulses intervention. Table 3| reports the relationship between these outcomes
in administrative records. The table shows a strong, positive correlation with a regression R-squared of
between 0.6 and 0.8. Importantly, there is no systematic pattern in deviations from this relationship by
evaluation salience. After controlling for seed quantity, the effect of evaluation salience on acreage is
quantitatively small and statistically indistinguishable from zero. This evidence indicates that differences
in elicited seed demand correspond to real differences in area planted, and are not merely performative

purchases made at low cost and subsequently discarded or given to another farmer.
[Table 3 about here.]

For black gram and red lentil—the two crops where evaluation salience has the greatest impact—one
kilogram of seeds purchased corresponds to roughly 0.07 acres cultivated. Multiplying this by the effect on
seed purchases, we estimate implementer desirability bias led farmers to reallocate around 0.03 crop acres,
or 2% of their total landholdings. While this represents a small portion of their total agricultural portfolio,
the investment of land—and associated labor and other inputs—nevertheless reflects a real and sustained
contribution of costly on-farm resources when program evaluation is made salient.

This quantification must be interpreted with two caveats. First, administrative records were only kept
in villages treated in the pilot evaluation, and no comparable records exist for untreated villages. This
omission, while unfortunate, is not so concerning because untreated farmers reduced their seed order in
response to evaluation salience, so there is no risk of performative overpurchasing as there may have
been among treated farmers. Second, transaction records cannot be linked to individuals in the demand
elicitation, so salience treatment status is assigned at the village level. Experimental elicitations accounted
for only a quarter to half of seed purchases, with the remainder being regular orders from non-participants
who were not influenced by the program evaluation. Despite these caveats, the evidence is consistent with

a modest but real reallocation of resources in accordance with implementers’ desires.
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4.3 Engagement with Implementing NGO

Prior engagement with the local implementer also influences seed demand, but this channel neither explains
nor dilutes the relationship between treatment status and evaluation salience. After the second demand
elicitation, farmers were asked about their participation in the pulses program, their beliefs about how
beneficial the program had been, and their engagement with other NGO development activities in the past.
Columns (3) and (4) of Table 2| explore how these variables affect experimental results.

It is worth noting that self-reported beneficiary status may be an endogenous outcome of evaluation
salience. Table [ reports how the three variables relating to program benefits differ with experimental
assignment. The first two columns show that while those treated in the pilot experiment are more likely to
self-report participation the pulses program, a majority claim to have participated even in villages assigned
to control. This is likely because all study farmers were initially recruited for a pulses-related evaluation
prior to treatment assignment, so those even those who did not directly receive the intervention package
may have considered themselves to be part of the pulses program. The final two columns show that those
who received the pulses intervention are also more likely to self-report having participated in other NGO
activities in the past despite random assignment of treatment. Interestingly, evaluation salience seems to
prime participants to recall any NGO engagement, raising the likelihood of self-reporting participation in

both the pulses program and in past NGO activities.
[Table 4 about here.]

The middle two columns of Table[reveal three quarters of participants claim to believe the pulses inter-
vention was beneficial. There is little variation in this rate with either treatment assignment or evaluation
salience. A favorable response to this question is cheap talk and likely less indicative of true beliefs than
real-stakes purchase and cultivation decisions.

Evaluation salience differentially affects the input demand choices of those who self-report prior NGO
engagement. As Column 4 of Table 2] demonstrates, self-identified pulse program participants have sightly
lower demand on average, but their demand substantially increases when the evaluation is made salient.

The inverse is true of prior engagement with other NGO actives: seed demand is slightly greater among past

12



beneficiaries, but evaluation salience substantially lowers it. This latter pattern is consistent with a model in
which mentioning the NGO at the start of the evaluation leads participants to anchor expectations around
the organization’s typical strategy of providing benefits that are heavily subsidized or free,” though other
explanations are also possible. In any case, the coefficient estimates on treatment assignment, salience, and

their interaction remain equally strong after controlling for self-reported measures of NGO engagement.

5 Discussion

When evaluating a program run by a sympathetic implementer, the salience of the evaluation itself can
positively bias the estimated treatment effect. We establish this fact in the context of an unsuccessful pilot
agricultural intervention that actually reduced farmer demand for the target crops but was implemented
by organizations with strong community ties. When the evaluation was made salient, participants altered
their behavior in a real-stakes demand elicitation with binding input decisions for the coming crop season.
Making the evaluation salient effectively closed the gap between treatment and control, masking evidence
of the negative program impact on seed demand.

This outcome is consistent with participants adjusting their seed purchases to align with the desires of the
program implementer. Motivation for this type of behavior may be either forward-looking or backward-
looking. One possibility is that program beneficiaries understand that NGOs’ funding and continued
operation depend crucially on their ability to demonstrate success, and strategically act to deliver positive
evaluation results. In this case, the costly actions taken by evaluation participants can be seen as investments
in anticipation of a future stream of benefits that will remain intact as long as the implementing NGO remains
active.

Alternatively, invoking program evaluation at the start of data collection may induce feelings of reci-
procity toward the implementer. Participants may wish to reward the implementer in exchange for the
benefits of the program itself, goodwill generated by the effort put in by implementing agents, or other

aspects of service delivery. Whatever the catalyst, beneficiaries of development programs can reciprocate

SPrice anchoring may affect either the level or the elasticity of seed demand. In Appendix Tablewe report treatment effects on
demand elasticity, and find no consistent pattern with either evaluation salience or prior NGO engagement.
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at the evaluation stage by behaving in accordance with program goals. Our investigation focuses on iden-
tifying and quantifying the size of implementer desirability bias, but isolating the exact channel through
which it operates remains an open topic for future research.

The bias identified in this study represents a specific threat to reproducibility with clear implications for
translating experience from pilot programs into broader policy lessons. When introducing new development
initiatives, it is common practice to partner with established organizations that have strong community ties
to leverage their local knowledge and institutional capacity. However, our findings suggest the features
that enable successful implementation are precisely those that can undermine accurate evaluation. When
faced with the prospect of evaluation, beneficiaries sympathetic to the implementer may take costly actions
that help the implementer achieve its goal of demonstrating success. As a consequence, pilot evaluation can
uncover misleadingly optimistic results that overstate a policy’s true impacts and therefore do not replicate

at scale.
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Table 1: Participant Characteristics by Treatment Assignment

Evaluation Salience

Low High Difference

Male 0.87 0.81 -0.06*
(0.34) (0.39)

Age 46.79 47.73 0.94
(16.53) (16.70)

Primary School 0.66 0.65 -0.01
(0.47) (0.48)

Secondary School ~ 0.49 0.49 0.00
(0.50) (0.50)

HH Size 7.40 7.53 0.13
(3.76) (4.04)

SC/ST 0.14 0.11 -0.03
(0.35) (0.31)

Acres Owned 1.74 1.66 -0.08
(1.96) (1.80)

Joint Significance 0.18

Participation Rate ~ 0.67 0.65 -0.02

Participants 420 476

Villages 100 113

Notes: Group averages with standard deviations in parentheses. Rows correspond to fraction male, partic-
ipant age, primary school completion, secondary school completion, household size, fraction belonging to
a schedule caste or scheduled tribe, and land area owned by household at pilot baseline. Participation rate
reflects fraction of those invited who appeared at either demand elicitation.
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Table 2: Effect of Evaluation Salience on Seed Quantity Demanded

1) () 3) 4)
Treated 0289 -0534 -0.229 -0.500
(0.11) (0.18) (0.12)  (0.20)

Salient X Treated 0.448 0.463
(0.21) (0.23)
[0.04] [0.08]
Salient -0.171 -0.493 -0.186 -0.563

(0.08) (0.19) (0.10) (0.23)
[0.05] [0.01] [0.09] [0.04]

Salient X Pulse Program 0.670
(0.20)
[0.01]
Pulse Program Participant 0.085 -0.248
(0.13) (0.18)
Salient X Prior NGO -0.529
(0.19)
[0.03]
Prior NGO Beneficiary 0.067  0.339
(0.12) (0.17)
Mean Demand 1.09 1.09 1.19 1.19
Salient Treat Effect (p-val.) 0.46 0.74
R-Squared 016 016 017 0.8
Observations 9390 9390 6305 6305

Notes: Outcome is pulse seed quantity demanded. Treated: Village received pulse program treatment in
prior two years. Salient: High-salience script in elicitation. Pulse Program: Participant self-identifies as ben-
eficiary of pulse program. Prior NGO: Participant self-identifies as beneficiary of previous NGO programs.
Salient Treat Effect: p-value from test of sum of coefficients on Treated and Salient x Treated. All regressions
include crop and price fixed effects, block (sub-district) fixed effects, and participant demographic controls.
Columns (3) and (4) restrict to those that self-reported program participation during the red lentil (winter)
elicitation. Standard errors clustered by village in parentheses; p-values from randomization inference over
1,000 re-draws of village-level salience treatment status in square brackets.
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Table 3: Seed Purchases and Cultivated Area (Treated Villages)

All  PigeonPea Black Gram Red Lentil

O 2 3 4)
Seed Quantity 0.078 0.163 0.073 0.065
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Salience Treatment -0.004 -0.010 -0.011 -0.006
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Mean Seed (kg.) 1.61 0.97 0.97 1.92
Mean Area (acre) 0.15 0.17 0.09 0.15
R-Squared 0.60 0.79 0.75 0.61
Observations 11087 2402 1138 7547

Notes: Outcome is acres devoted to pulse crop. Input quantity is measured in kgs. of seed purchased
from NGO supplier. Column (1) uses data from all crops and includes crop fixed effects; Columns (2)-
(4) present results by crop. Data only include farmers from villages treated in pilot evaluation because
records were not kept in untreated villages. Data include purchase and planting from those not involved in

demand elicitation. Full data are presented in Appendix Figure|S1| Standard errors clustered by village in
parentheses.
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Table 4: Effect of Evaluation Salience on Self-Reported NGO Benefits

Pulse Program Other NGO
Participation Beneficial Participation
) (2) 3) 4) ) (6)
Treated 0.124 0.123 0.036 0.091 0.154 0.272
(0.06) (0.09) (0.05) (0.08) (0.07) (0.10)
Salient x Treated -0.005 -0.106 -0.231
(0.12) (0.11) (0.13)
[0.97] [0.39] [0.13]
Salient 0.093 0.078 0.225
(0.10) (0.09) (0.11)
[0.42] [0.44] [0.08]
Variable Mean 0.59 0.59 0.73 0.73 0.66 0.66
Salient Treat Effect (p-val.) 0.15 0.84 0.62
R-Squared 0.41 042 006 006 017 019
Observations 563 563 563 563 563 563

Notes: Outcomes are self-reported status in NGO programs. Columns (1) and (2) report participation
in pulses program; (3) and (4) report stated belief that pulse program was beneficial; (5) and (6) report
participation in prior NGO initiatives. Treated: Village received pulse program treatment in prior two
years. Salient: High-salience script in elicitation. Salient Treat Effect: p-value from test of sum of coefficients
on Treated and Salient x Treated. All regressions include block (sub-district) fixed effects and participant
demographic controls. Standard errors clustered by village in parentheses; p-values from randomization

inference over 1,000 re-draws of village-level salience treatment status in square brackets.

20



Figure 1: Inverse Demand Curves by Crop and by Experimental Status

Pigeon Pea Black Gram Red Lentil
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Notes: Average seed demand among farmers by pilot treatment status and evaluation salience at each price
level for each crop.
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Supplementary Appendix for
“Implementer Desirability Bias in Program Evaluation”

For Online Publication Only

A Experiment Details

A.1 Village Selection

This study takes place in villages that participated in a pilot evaluation of an initiative to promote pulse production. The
evaluation initially comprised 158 villages, of which 99 were experimentally assigned to receive the intervention package
and the other 59 were assigned to control. The input demand elicitation took place after two years of intervention. At
the time of elicitation, we included farmers from an additional 70 villages selected non-experimentally for treatment by
the implementing partners. Farmers from 94 of the 99 experimentally treated villages, 53 of the 59 control villages, and
66 of the 70 non-experimentally treated villages consented to participate in demand elicitations.

We observe little difference in both input demand and responsiveness to evaluation salience between experimentally
and non-experimentally treated farmers. Table[ST|reports differences in quantity demanded and self-reported measures
of NGO engagement between these groups. Experimentally treated farmers are more likely to report believing the
pulse program to be beneficial, but this difference disappears when the evaluation is made salient. Other than this
discrepancy, differences between farmers in experimentally and non-experimentally selected villages are quantitatively

small relative to the variable mean and statistically indistinguishable from zero.
[Table S1 about here.]

Table[S2)reproduces the analysis from Table[]restricting to only those villages experimentally assigned to treatment
or control. Estimates are statistically indistinguishable and nearly identical in magnitude, confirming that neither
the negative treatment effect nor the favorable evaluation salience effect are driven by strategic selection of non-
experimentally treated villages. If anything, implementer desirability appears to be slightly stronger in experimentally

treated villages than non-experimentally treated ones.

[Table S2 about here.]
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This finding is surprising in light of evidence on favorable site selection for pilot evaluations (e.g. |Allcott, 2015).
We hypothesize two contributing factors: first, the intervention took place in a geographically compact area. Activities
were administered at the block (sub-district) level by organizations with strong local ties and long histories of local
involvement. As a result, nearly all experimental and non-experimental villages had NGO involvement in the past,
and there may not have been much scope for favorable site selection. Second, non-experimentally treated villages
were enrolled throughout the two-year intervention period. These include villages reserved for treatment before the
introduction of the pilot experiment—which we would expect to be the most favorable sites—as well as those enrolled
after experimental activities were underway—which we would expect to be less favorable than those identified for
randomization. Unfortunately the administrative record-keeping lacks sufficient detail to explore heterogeneity in the

timing of non-experimental village enrollment.

A.2 Participant Recruitment

Study participants from the pilot experiment—both treated and untreated—were selected based on interest in pulses
prior to randomization, two years before the input demand elicitation. Before the pilotintervention began, implementing
partners held kickoff meetings in each experimental village to advertise the program and identify interested farmers.
Seven—eight attendees from each kickoff meeting were selected at random for surveying during the intervention period,
and they constitute the set of invited participants in seed demand elicitation from experimental villages. In non-
experimentally treated villages, we attempt to recreate this selection procedure as closely as possible by sampling at
random out of the initial set of farmers engaged by the NGO when they first began program activities in the village.
In practice, only two thirds of invited farmers actually participated in either demand elicitation, with little difference
between control, experimental treatment, and non-experimental treatment. Among those invited, 50% participated in
the summer (Kharif) session and 42% in the subsequent winter (Rabi) session. Roughly a third of invitees for the
summer session and half in the winter session declined due to lack of interest or other local engagements. The rest
either could not be reached or were unavailable on the day of the elicitation for reasons such as travel outside the village.

Those who were invited and participated constitute the sample used in this study.
[Table S3 about here.]
[Table S4 about here.]

The top panels of Tables[S3|and [S4|report the baseline characteristics of invited households by participation status in

each demand elicitations. Participants and non-participants are nearly identical on baseline household characteristics,
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though the obviously differ in their desire to purchase pulse seeds. Participation was determined before reading
the evaluation salience script, so attrition does not affect the causal interpretation of the effect of evaluation salience.
However, attrition should be taken into account when drawing conclusions about who responds to evaluation salience
in their input demand.

To reach the target of 8-10 participants in each demand elicitation session, we requested village leaders to invite
additional farmers that were interested in purchasing pulse seeds. The bottom panels of Tables [S3|and [S4] compare
this supplemental sample to the main sample on the limited set of characteristics we collected data on during demand
elicitation. Supplemental participants are typically older and more male than invited participants, and the difference is
statistically significant at the 1% level.

More worryingly, field reports indicate many of these supplemental participants came from neighboring villages so
we cannot accurately determine their treatment assignment or even verify their participation in the pilot experiment.
This fact is also reflected in their substantially lower rate of self-identifying as a participant in the pulses program,

shown in Table As a result, we exclude them from the main analysis.
[Table S5 about here.]

Table [SB] presents regression results from this supplemental sample as the counterpart to Table[2] Estimated effects
are in the same direction as in the main sample, but not as strong. This result is consistent with variable participation
in the pilot experiment, which would both weaken the effect of evaluation salience and introduce attenuation bias into

regressors based on pilot treatment status.

A.3 Salience Script and Demand Elicitation
Enumerators introduced themselves before the demand elicitation exercise using one of two scripts. In the high-salience
version, enumerators read the following paragraph:

“Your participation in this auction and the survey is part of an evaluation project. We are here because of
our partnership with [PARTNER ORGANIZATION] to help evaluate how effective their efforts to promote
pulses are. To do so, we want to understand how beneficial you think pulse production would be to you
as a farmer after their work in this region.”

In the low-salience version, enumerators introduced themselves with the following paragraph:

“Your participation in this auction and the survey is part of a research project. As such, we are here as

a research team, not a sales team. We are not here to promote any kind of pulses. We simply want to
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understand how beneficial you think pulse production would be to you as a farmer and understand more

about pulse production in this region.”

If participants asked specifically about the partner NGO or the pulses program during low-salience sessions, enumera-

tors were instructed to provide the following response:

“We are aware of their activities, but this exercise is designed to learn about attitudes to pulses in this region
overall. We are visiting several villages in this area, including many where [PARTNER ORGANIZATION]

is not operating.”

Other than this difference, demand elicitation proceeded identically in all villages.

In each elicitation, participants were given a list of possible prices for certified varieties of pigeon pea and black
gram in the summer (Kharif) session, and of red lentil in the winter (Rabi) session. They reported quantity demanded at
each possible price, and then one price was selected at random for actual purchase. To ensure incentive-compatibility,
participants could not adjust their quantity demanded after the price was announced.

The maximum price in each elicitation was the prevailing supplier price. Above this level, demand would rationally
have been zero because participants always have the option to purchase seeds directly from the supplier outside our
elicitation. Hence, the elicitation reflects demand when purchasing seeds at a discount relative to their outside option,
and we cannot observe hypothetical demand at higher prices.

Prior to demand elicitation, participants played two practice rounds to build familiarity with the mechanism. In
the first practice round, they were given a participation fee and could opt to purchase sweets from the enumerators. In
the second practice round, they stated hypothetical seed demand, drew a hypothetical transaction price, and were told
the quantity of seed they would have received were it the real elicitation. In field testing, we found this second practice
round was necessary to ensure participants understood they would not be able to adjust their quantity after observing

the real transaction price.

A.4 Seed Purchases and Planting

The demand elicitation was designed to measure participants’ valuation for certified pulse seeds. The difference between
treated and untreated farmers in the pilot experiment reflects changes in valuation induced by the prior two years of
learning-by-doing, and variation in the salience language tests whether this valuation was affected by preferences over
the outcome of the evaluation itself. This interpretation would be confounded if the salience script also communicated

information about seed quality. In particular, seeds sourced by the NGO were more reliable than those available in
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local markets, so it was important to ensure that the high-salience script did not add certainty about the source of the
seeds on offer. To avoid this possibility, all demand elicitations provided coupons for the specified price and quantity
of certified seeds to purchase directly from the NGO supplier. In this way, we hold constant participants’ beliefs about
the identity of the product being sold and isolate variation in their personal valuation of it.

Seed delivery and payment took place several days after the demand elicitation exercise, so coupon details were also
shared directly with the supplier in case farmers lost their coupon. At the time of delivery, participants could not alter
their quantity demanded at the discounted coupon price. However, they had the option to purchase a different amount
at the supplier price (foregoing the experimental discount) or to purchase nothing at all. Suppliers unfortunately did
not keep detailed records of coupon redemption, but field reports indicate there were only a few isolated instances
where demand fell to zero and no known instances of farmers purchasing a different amount at the supplier price.
Therefore, we interpret experimental responses as farmers’ true seed demand at the time of the elicitation.

After delivering seeds, implementing NGOs were active in ensuring farmers planted what they purchased. Seed
quantity and area cultivated were documented in administrative records for all farmers from villages that received the
pulses intervention. Figure[S1|plots the administrative data by crop, corresponding to the regression estimates reported
in Table[3] The figure reveals a strong, positive relationship between for each crop in the demand elicitation. Moreover,
the acreage of farmers in both high-salience and low-salience villages are evenly distributed around the trend line.
Unfortunately, these records cannot be linked to participants in the demand elicitation, and no comparable records exist

for farmers from untreated villages in the pilot evaluation.

[Figure S1 about here.]
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Table S1: Outcomes for Experimentally and Non-Experimentally Treated Farmers

Input Pulse Program Other NGO
Demand Participation Beneficial Participation
1) @ ®) 4)
Experimental -0.041 -0.073 0.222 -0.001
(0.15) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09)
Salient X Experimental 0.172 0.097 -0.222 -0.077
(0.18) (0.12) (0.13) (0.13)
Salient -0.168 0.007 0.125 0.041
(0.13) (0.09) (0.10) (0.10)
Variable Mean 1.00 0.64 0.73 0.71
R-Squared 0.17 0.42 0.10 0.16
Observations 6690 409 409 409

Notes: Regressions restrict to study farmers in treated villages. Outcomes are input quantity demanded
(Column 1) and self-reported status in NGO programs (Columns 2—4). Experimental: Village selected for
treatment through experimental randomization. Salient: High-salience script in elicitation. All regressions
include block (sub-district) fixed effects and participant demographic controls, and Column 1 includes crop
and price-level fixed effects. Standard errors clustered by village in parentheses.
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Table S2: Effect of Evaluation Salience on Experimental Participants Only

1) ) 3) 4)
Treated 20260 -0531 -0.163 -0.466
0.12) (0.19) (0.13) (0.21)

Salient x Treated 0.506 0.507
(0.23) (0.26)
[0.04] [0.10]
Salient -0.171 -0.491 -0.223 -0.591

(0.10) (0.19) (0.12) (0.23)
[0.12] [0.01] [0.08] [0.06]

Salient x Pulse Program 0.701
(0.22)
[0.02]
Pulse Program Participant 0.110 -0.221

(0.15) (0.21)

Salient X Prior NGO -0.563
(0.21)

[0.06]

Prior NGO Beneficiary 0.121  0.403
(0.14) (0.18)
Mean Demand 1.12 1.12 1.23 1.23
Salient Treat Effect (p-val.) 0.85 0.77
R-Squared 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.18
Observations 7390 7390 5065 5065

Notes: Outcome is pulse seed quantity demanded. Sample is the set of farmers experimentally assigned to
treatment or control, excluding those non-experimentally treated. Treated: Village received pulse program
treatment in prior two years. Salient: High-salience script in elicitation. Pulse Program: Participant
self-identifies as beneficiary of pulse program. Prior NGO: Participant self-identifies as beneficiary of
previous NGO programs. Salient Treat Effect: p-value from test of sum of coefficients on Treated and
Salient x Treated. All regressions include crop and price fixed effects, block (sub-district) fixed effects,
and participant demographic controls. Columns (3) and (4) restrict to those that self-reported program
participation during the red lentil (winter) elicitation. Standard errors clustered by village in parentheses;
p-values from randomization inference over 1,000 re-draws of village-level salience treatment status in
square brackets.
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Table S3: Participation in the Summer (Kharif) Demand Elicitation

Household Characteristics Main Sample Declined Unavailable
Farmer Male 0.86 0.84 0.85
(0.35) (0.37) (0.36)
Farmer Age 48.92 48.20 48.73
(16.34) (15.68) (15.24)
Farmer Primary Sch. 0.63 0.59 0.66
(0.48) (0.49) (0.47)
Farmer Secondary Sch. 0.45 0.44 0.51
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50)
HH Size 7.42 7.20 7.27
(3.74) (3.70) (4.58)
SC/ST 0.12 0.14 0.11
(0.33) (0.35) (0.31)
Acres Owned 1.61 1.57 1.66
(1.74) (1.96) (1.75)
Joint Difference 0.92 0.97
Participants 681 453 226
Participant Characteristics Main Sample Supplemental
Male 0.84 0.92***
(0.36) (0.28)
Age 46.42 46.17
(16.77) (46.69)
Primary School 0.66 0.64
(0.47) (0.48)
Secondary School 0.49 0.46
(0.50) (0.50)
HH Size 742 7.90**
(3.74) (4.00)
SC/ST 0.12 0.13
(0.33) (0.34)
Saved Seeds 1.92 1.86
(4.78) (4.36)
Joint Difference 0.00
Participants 681 1125

Notes: Group averages with standard deviations in parentheses. Top panel describes household charac-
teristics by participation among invited farmers. Rows correspond to fraction male, farmer age, primary
school completion, secondary school completion, household size, fraction belonging to a schedule caste or
scheduled tribe, and land area owned by household at pilot baseline. Bottom panel describes participant
characteristics among main and supplemental sample. Rows correspond to fraction male, participant age,
primary school completion, secondary school completion, household size, fraction belonging to a schedule
caste or scheduled tribe, and self-reported stock of saved pulse seeds for planting.
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Table S4: Participation in the Summer Winter (Rabi) Demand Elicitation

Household Characteristics Main Sample Declined Unavailable
Farmer Male 0.85 0.84 0.88
(0.35) (0.37) (0.33)
Farmer Age 49.93 47.91% 45.00**
(16.07) (15.83) (14.80)
Farmer Primary Sch. 0.63 0.60 0.70
(0.48) (0.49) (0.46)
Farmer Secondary Sch. 0.46 0.45 0.48
(0.50) (0.50) (0.51)
HH Size 7.55 717% 6.81
(3.91) (3.86) (3.19)
SC/ST 0.13 0.12 0.08
(0.34) (0.33) (0.28)
Acres Owned 1.73 1.48** 1.72
(1.93) (1.73) (1.84)
Joint Difference 0.04 0.43
Participants 573 727 61
Participant Characteristics Main Sample Supplemental
Male 0.82 0.91***
(0.39) (0.29)
Age 47.81 47.55
(16.32) (15.28)
Primary School 0.64 0.62
(0.48) (0.48)
Secondary School 0.47 0.45
(0.50) (0.50)
HH Size 7.55 7.94*
(3.91) (3.89)
SC/ST 0.13 0.11
(0.34) (0.32)
Saved Seeds 3.05 3.01
(6.69) (6.93)
Pulse Program Participant 0.59 0.39***
(0.49) (0.49)
Pulse Program Beneficial 0.73 0.69
(0.45) (0.46)
Prior NGO Beneficiary 0.66 0.45%**
(0.48) (0.50)
Joint Difference 0.00
Participants 573 1080

Notes: Group averages with standard deviations in parentheses. Rows defined as in Table [S3| with the
addition of self-reported stock of saved pulse seeds for planting, self-reported participation in the pulses
program, subjective belief about whether the pulse program was beneficial, and self-reported participation
in prior NGO initiatives.

31



Table S5: Effect of Evaluation Salience among Supplemental Farmer Sample

€] (2) 3) 4)
Treated 0190 -0.257 -0.262 -0.333
(0.10) (0.16) (0.12) (0.19)

Salient X Treated 0.130 0.158
(0.19) (0.22)
[0.52] [0.48]
Salient -0.066 -0.167 -0.040 -0.145

(0.07) (0.17) (0.08) (0.19)
[0.35] [0.38] [0.63] [0.47]

Salient x Pulse Program 0.415
(0.15)
[0.01]
Pulse Program Participant 0.111 -0.101

(0.09) (0.12)

Salient X Prior NGO -0.401
(0.15)
[0.01]
Prior NGO Beneficiary -0.015 0.192
(0.10) (0.14)
Mean Demand 1.14 1.14 1.19 1.19
Salient Treat Effect (p-val.) 0.28 0.15
R-Squared 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.17
Observations 16650 16650 13800 13800

Notes: Outcome is pulse seed quantity demanded. Sample is the set of farmers invited by village leaders to
reach participation target in demand elicitation. Treated: Village received pulse program treatment in prior
two years. Salient: High-salience script in elicitation. Pulse Program: Participant self-identifies as benefi-
ciary of pulse program. Prior NGO: Participant self-identifies as beneficiary of previous NGO programs.
Salient Treat Effect: p-value from test of sum of coefficients on Treated and Salient x Treated. All regressions
include crop and price fixed effects, block (sub-district) fixed effects, and participant demographic controls.
Columns (3) and (4) restrict to those that self-reported program participation during the red lentil (winter)
elicitation. Standard errors clustered by village in parentheses; p-values from randomization inference over
1,000 re-draws of village-level salience treatment status in square brackets.
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Figure S1: Seed Purchases and Cultivated Area (Treated Villages)

Pigeon Pea Black Gram Red Lentil

1.5 1.5

Acres Planted

Seed Purchased (kgs.)

+ Low Salience = High Salience

Notes: Data come from implementer administrative records, which include farmers that did not participate
in experimental demand elicitation. Records were only kept in treated villages from the pilot experiment.
Hollow triangles represent villages with low evaluation salience at demand elicitation, and solid squares
represent high evaluation salience.
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B Supplemental Results

B.1 Treatment Effect Heterogeneity

In Figures [S2| and [S3| we explore heterogeneity in treatment effects by crop and by implementing NGO. Figure
confirms the demand patterns observable in Figure[l} The effect of evaluation salience is strongest for black gram and
red lentil. These are the two crops the pulses program focused most on in the second implementation year. By contrast,
pigeon pea was included in initial program activities but subsequently de-emphasized by implementing partners. The
effect of evaluation salience is correspondingly weaker for this variety.

We also observe heterogeneity in the effect of evaluation salience between implementing partners. The sign of the
effect is the same for all four partners, as shown in Figure[S3} which identifies the implementers by the district(s) in which
they operate. However, the magnitude is greater for two—those in East and West Champaran districts—and smaller
for the other two—those in Samastipur and Saran/Siwan districts. We observe no systematic differences in participants’
self-reported participation in the pulses program, subjective belief that the program was beneficial, or self-reported
participation in prior NGO initiatives that correspond to this pattern of treatment effect. With only four implementers

in the study, we are hesitant to speculate on possible causes of heterogeneity and leave it to future research.
[Figure S2 about here.]

[Figure S3 about here.]

B.2 Effects on Input Demand Elasticity

In Table [S6| we report estimated treatment effects on the own-price elasticity of seed demand. The outcome is defined
at the farmer—crop level by running a regression of log quantity demanded on log price separately for each farmer
and each crop. There are no statistically significant effects of either pilot treatment or evaluation salience on demand

elasticity.

[Table S6 about here.]
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Table S6: Effect of Evaluation Salience on Input Demand Elasticity

1) 2) ) 4)
Treated -0.074 -0.143 -0.010 -0.060
(0.08) (0.12) (0.09) (0.14)

Salient X Treated 0.131 0.114
(0.15) (0.17)
[0.44] [0.58]
Salient 0.017 -0.075 0.010 -0.326

(0.08) (0.13) (0.09) (0.17)
[0.83] [0.59] [0.91] [0.11]

Salient x Pulse Program 0.430
(0.16)
[0.01]
Pulse Program Participant 0.111 -0.113

(0.12)  (0.16)

Salient X Prior NGO 0.015

(0.15)

[0.93]

Prior NGO Beneficiary 0.100  0.089

(0.09) (0.11)

Mean Elasticity -083 -0.83 -0.88 -0.88
Salient Treat Effect (p-val.) 0.91 0.61
R-Squared 0.07 0.07 0.10 0.11
Observations 1459 1459 1046 1046

Notes: Outcome is own-price elasticity of pulse demand. Treated: Village received pulse program treatment
in prior two years. Salient: High-salience script in elicitation. Pulse Program: Participant self-identifies
as beneficiary of pulse program. Prior NGO: Participant self-identifies as beneficiary of previous NGO
programs. Salient Treat Effect: p-value from test of sum of coefficients on Treated and Salient X Treated.
All regressions include crop fixed effects, block (sub-district) fixed effects, and participant demographic
controls. Columns (3) and (4) restrict to those that self-reported program participation during the red
lentil (winter) elicitation. Standard errors clustered by village in parentheses; p-values from randomization
inference over 1,000 re-draws of village-level salience treatment status in square brackets.
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Figure S2: Treatment Effect Heterogeneity by Crop

2 -
1 -
=}
o
) Pigeon Pea
0+ o Black Gram
o4 = < Red Lentil
8
14
-2
1 I I
> 5 o
< < o
& '
na
e

Notes: Solid markers reproduce estimates from Column 2 of Table IZl following regression equation in .
Hollow markers each present point estimates for a single crop.
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Figure S3: Treatment Effect Heterogeneity by Implementing NGO
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Notes: Solid markers reproduce estimates from Column 2 of Table 2| following regression equation in .
Hollow markers each present point estimates for a single implementing NGO.
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