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Abstract

This appendix contains analysis for subpopulations, an alternative outcome variable, and logistic regression specifications.
Table A.1 Average Treatment Effects by Work Status
	
	Active Employees
	Retirees

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.

	Checklist + Info
	-0.00356
(0.0109)
	

	0.0373
(0.0365)
	


	Loss Frame
	

	0.00437
(0.0109)
	

	-0.0488
(0.0377)

	Female
	0.0942***
(0.0113)
	0.0942***
(0.0113)
	0.0610
(0.0408)
	0.0598
(0.0408)

	Age
	-0.00167***
(0.000489)
	-0.00168***
(0.000488)
	-0.00523
(0.00485)
	-0.00589
(0.00496)

	Completed in 2016
	0.749***
(0.0118)
	0.749***
(0.0119)
	0.831***
(0.0439)
	0.827***
(0.0432)

	Ineligible in 2016
	0.380***
(0.0147)
	0.380***
(0.0147)
	0.683***
(0.0695)
	0.677***
(0.0711)

	Constant
	0.176***
(0.0258)
	0.172***
(0.0259)
	0.379
(0.338)
	0.475
(0.346)

	Observations
	4978
	4978
	257
	257

	R2
	0.395
	0.395
	0.639
	0.640


This table shows the results from regressions estimating average treatment effects of the interventions on wellness completion in 2017, disaggregated by individual work status, using linear probability models. Results are shown for active employees (columns 1 and 2) and retirees (columns 3 and 4), for both the checklist and loss framing manipulations. The variables used as controls are gender, age, whether the employee completed wellness in 2016, and whether the individual was ineligible to complete the wellness program in 2016. Standard errors in parentheses. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01.



Table A.2 Average Treatment Effects by Gender
	
	Men
	Women
	Interactions

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.

	Checklist + Info
	-0.00937
(0.0141)
	

	0.00482
(0.0155)
	

	

	-0.0121
(0.0142)

	Loss Frame
	

	-0.00136
(0.0141)
	

	0.00286
(0.0155)
	0.00224
(0.0142)
	


	Female x Loss Frame
	

	

	

	

	0.000154
(0.0211)
	


	Female x Checklist + Info
	

	

	

	

	

	0.0184
(0.0211)

	Female
	

	

	

	

	0.0940***
(0.0151)
	0.0848***
(0.0153)

	Age
	-0.00218***
(0.000607)
	-0.00219***
(0.000606)
	-0.000742
(0.000642)
	-0.000736
(0.000642)
	-0.00144***
(0.000445)
	-0.00143***
(0.000445)

	Completed in 2016
	0.829***
(0.0151)
	0.830***
(0.0151)
	0.711***
(0.0164)
	0.711***
(0.0164)
	0.753***
(0.0115)
	0.753***
(0.0114)

	Ineligible in 2016
	0.329***
(0.0204)
	0.329***
(0.0204)
	0.439***
(0.0203)
	0.439***
(0.0203)
	0.390***
(0.0144)
	0.390***
(0.0144)

	Constant
	0.205***
(0.0321)
	0.201***
(0.0324)
	0.215***
(0.0351)
	0.216***
(0.0349)
	0.159***
(0.0247)
	0.167***
(0.0245)

	Observations
	2535
	2535
	2700
	2700
	5235
	5235

	R2
	0.431
	0.431
	0.350
	0.350
	0.404
	0.404


This table shows the results from regressions estimating average treatment effects of the interventions on wellness completion in 2017, disaggregated by gender, using linear probability models. Results are shown for men (columns 1 and 2), women (columns 3 and 4), and for interaction effects between gender and treatments, for both the checklist and loss framing manipulations. In columns 1-4, the variables used as controls are gender, age, whether the employee completed wellness in 2016, and whether the individual was ineligible to complete the wellness program in 2016. In columns 5 and 6, the variables used as controls are the same, but with an additional gender interaction term with the treatment dummy variable of interest. Standard errors in parentheses. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01.





Table A.3 Average Treatment Effects on Days to Complete Wellness
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	Days to Complete
	Days to Complete
	Days to Complete
	Days to Complete

	Checklist + Info
	-1.166
(1.646)
	-1.145
(1.634)
	

	


	Loss Frame
	

	

	-0.807
(1.644)
	-0.495
(1.626)

	Female
	

	-4.248***
(1.644)
	

	-4.218**
(1.640)

	Age
	

	-0.306***
(0.0690)
	

	-0.308***
(0.0687)

	Completed in 2016
	

	-13.71***
(2.196)
	

	-13.69***
(2.197)

	Ineligible in 2016
	

	-8.697***
(2.265)
	

	-8.746***
(2.269)

	Constant
	265.9***
(1.124)
	292.8***
(3.869)
	265.7***
(1.184)
	292.6***
(3.998)

	Observations
	2142
	2142
	2142
	2142

	R2
	0.000
	0.031
	0.000
	0.030


This table shows the results from regressions estimating average treatment effects of the interventions on the days needed to complete wellness in 2017 (conditional on having completed it) using linear probability models. Results without and with controls are shown, for both the checklist manipulation (columns 1 and 2) and the loss framing manipulation (columns 3 and 4). The variables used as controls are gender, age, whether the employee completed wellness in 2016, and whether the individual was ineligible to complete the wellness program in 2016. Standard errors in parentheses. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01.



Table A.4 Average Marginal Effects
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.

	Checklist + Info
	-0.0252*
(0.0137)
	-0.00263
(0.0105)
	

	


	Loss Frame
	

	

	0.0140
(0.0137)
	0.00120
(0.0105)

	Female
	

	0.0913***
(0.0102)
	

	0.0913***
(0.0102)

	Age
	

	-0.00137***
(0.000420)
	

	-0.00137***
(0.000420)

	Completed in 2016
	

	0.594***
(0.00835)
	

	0.594***
(0.00838)

	Ineligible in 2016
	

	0.288***
(0.00891)
	

	0.288***
(0.00891)

	Observations
	5235
	5235
	5235
	5235


This table shows the results from logistic regressions estimating average marginal effects of the interventions on wellness completion in 2017. Results without and with controls are shown, for both the checklist manipulation (columns 1 and 2) and the loss framing manipulation (columns 3 and 4). The variables used as controls are gender, age, whether the employee completed wellness in 2016, and whether the individual was ineligible to complete the wellness program in 2016. Standard errors in parentheses. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01.




Table A.5 Average Marginal Effects by Work Status
	
	Active Employees
	Retirees

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.

	Checklist + Info
	-0.00361
(0.0109)
	

	0.0389
(0.0383)
	


	Loss Frame
	

	0.00332
(0.0109)
	

	-0.0496
(0.0379)

	Female
	0.0915***
(0.0106)
	0.0916***
(0.0106)
	0.0556
(0.0374)
	0.0558
(0.0380)

	Age
	-0.00157***
(0.000453)
	-0.00157***
(0.000453)
	-0.00524
(0.00527)
	-0.00573
(0.00579)

	Completed in 2016
	0.599***
(0.00880)
	0.599***
(0.00883)
	0.428***
(0.0394)
	0.423***
(0.0373)

	Ineligible in 2016
	0.284***
(0.00929)
	0.284***
(0.00929)
	0.321***
(0.0314)
	0.315***
(0.0319)

	Observations
	4978
	4978
	257
	257


This table shows the results from logistic regressions estimating average marginal effects of the interventions on wellness completion in 2017, disaggregated by individual work status. Results are shown for active employees (columns 1 and 2) and retirees (columns 3 and 4), for both the checklist and loss framing manipulations. The variables used as controls are gender, age, whether the employee completed wellness in 2016, and whether the individual was ineligible to complete the wellness program in 2016. Standard errors in parentheses. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01.


Table A.6 Average Marginal Effects by Gender
	
	Men
	Women
	Interactions

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.
	2017 Comp.

	Checklist + Info
	-0.0111
(0.0140)
	

	0.00471
(0.0155)
	

	

	-0.0130
(0.0150)

	Loss Frame
	

	-0.00246
(0.0141)
	

	0.00285
(0.0155)
	-0.0000405
(0.0150)
	


	Female x Loss Frame
	

	

	

	

	0.00228
(0.0210)
	


	Female x Checklist + Info
	

	

	

	

	

	0.0191
(0.0210)

	Female
	

	

	

	

	0.0902***
(0.0144)
	0.0817***
(0.0148)

	Age
	-0.00203***
(0.000557)
	-0.00203***
(0.000557)
	-0.000716
(0.000620)
	-0.000711
(0.000620)
	-0.00137***
(0.000420)
	-0.00137***
(0.000420)

	Completed in 2016
	0.599***
(0.0152)
	0.599***
(0.0152)
	0.588***
(0.0114)
	0.588***
(0.0115)
	0.594***
(0.00837)
	0.594***
(0.00835)

	Ineligible in 2016
	0.244***
(0.0128)
	0.244***
(0.0128)
	0.324***
(0.0124)
	0.324***
(0.0123)
	0.288***
(0.00891)
	0.288***
(0.00892)

	Observations
	2535
	2535
	2700
	2700
	5235
	5235


This table shows the results from logistic regressions estimating average marginal effects of the interventions on wellness completion in 2017, disaggregated by gender. Results are shown for men (columns 1 and 2), women (columns 3 and 4), and for interaction effects between gender and treatments, for both the checklist and loss framing manipulations. In columns 1-4, the variables used as controls are gender, age, and whether the employee completed wellness in 2016 (dummy variables). In columns 5 and 6, the variables used as controls are the same, but with an additional gender interaction term with the treatment dummy variable of interest. Standard errors in parentheses. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01.
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