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Abstract

We present novel evidence on the impact of EU technology subsidies on employment and skill
demand in Finnish SMEs, 1994-2018. The subsidies funded new machinery, including robots
and CNC machines. Comparing closely matched grant winners and losers, we find that receiving
a grant increased employment without changing skill composition. We use machine learning
on application texts to match firms by their evaluation reports, analyze their stated plans, and
show that subsidies primarily supported expansion—such as launching new products—rather
than automating work. In contrast, analysis of a broader sample of manufacturing firms outside
the program shows that IT investments are more strongly associated with skill upgrading than
machinery investments, consistent with different technologies relating to skill demand differently.

Our findings suggest that these grants created opportunities for non-college-educated workers.
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I Introduction

Industrial policies that support technology investments are widespread but controversial. One view
is that these subsidies encourage automation, which could displace workers and increase demand for
skilled labor. Another view is that subsidies could help firms expand—for example, by scaling up or
launching new products—and workers’ outcomes depend on how these expansions unfold. Despite
substantial public investment in technology adoption, evidence on how such programs affect workers
remains limited, with a few notable exceptions (Becker et al., 2010; Criscuolo et al., 2019; Curtis et
al., 2022).1

This paper examines how technology grants shape workers’ opportunities. We study EU subsidies
for machinery investments in Finnish manufacturing SMEs from 1994 to 2018. The program funds
new machinery, including robots and computer numerically controlled (CNC) machines. Comparing
matched grant winners and losers, the main finding is that subsidies raised employment without
shifting the skill mix. Our evidence suggests that the program funded incremental expansion rather
than automation of work.

ELY Center technology subsidies, the policy we study, are part of the European Structural and
Investment Funds—one of the world’s largest industrial policies. These grants lower the cost of new
technology investments but let firms decide which to adopt. We track matched winners and losers
over ten years using a novel design. A distinctive feature is the use of text data from evaluation
reports to identify “close” winners and losers. These firms had similar assessments, but only some
received the subsidy. We measure closeness using machine learning to convert these texts into firm-
level propensity scores for winning the grant (see also Roberts et al., 2020). We also compare winners
to matched non-applicant control firms.

We merge administrative records, surveys, and field observations, creating a uniquely rich dataset
on technologies and workers. These data track firms’ technology choices and workforce composition
before, during, and after applying for subsidies. For example, we document firms’ adoption of robots,
CNC machines, and IT, as well as employees’ education, cognitive skills, and personality. Text data
from the subsidy program offer a window into firms’ plans for using these technology grants. We
conducted fieldwork by visiting factories and interviewing CEOs, managers, workers, and grant
administrators to gain firsthand insight into the motivations behind technology investments. This
combination of data offers direct evidence on how technology subsidies affect firms and workers.

The first part of the paper reports our core findings on employment and skill demand. Receiving
a technology grant led to a 23% increase in employment, but we find no detectable effects on the
skill mix—measured by the share of highly educated workers, years of education, or the share of

production workers. We also find no effect on the labor share. These results contrast sharply with

!The first view relates to the ideas of labor replacement (Keynes, 1931; Brynjolfsson and McAfee, 2014) and skill-
biased technological change (Griliches, 1969; Welch, 1970; Tinbergen, 1975). Existing research suggests that advanced
technologies, such as computers and IT, have replaced workers’ tasks and favored skilled labor (Katz and Murphy,
1992; Berman et al., 1994; Autor et al., 1998, 2002; Krusell et al., 2000; Akerman et al., 2015; Gaggl and Wright,
2017; Acemoglu and Restrepo, 2020; Feigenbaum and Gross, 2024). The second view is reflected in factory-floor
observations (Dertouzos et al., 1989; Berger, 2013) and evaluations of industrial and tax policies (Criscuolo et al.,
2019; Garrett et al., 2020; Curtis et al., 2022), where investment subsidies have led to employment growth.



the view that technology subsidies reduce employment or lead to skill-biased changes. At the same
time, they align with recent evidence from the UK and US on subsidized investments (Criscuolo
et al., 2019; Curtis et al., 2022) and echo earlier findings from studies on US factory investments
(Doms et al., 1997; Bartel et al., 2007). In practice, trained machinists and skilled welders were
needed before and after the subsidy. The firms did not employ relatively more educated workers
after the subsidy-induced investments. Looking more closely at detailed skill measures—education
and occupation groups, cognitive performance, and personality—we generally find no effects.

Several observations support the validity of our findings in this context. The subsidy program
induced a sharp first stage: Firms showed a sharp rise in technology investments after receiving
subsidies. Treated and control firms followed similar pre-trends in investment, employment, and
skill composition before applying. Our results are robust to controls for the evaluation texts of
the subsidy applications, as well as industry, firm size, and regional trends. The results also hold
across three alternative designs: (1) a comparison to matched non-applicant firms, (2) a regression
discontinuity (RD) design based on changes in the criteria for small firms, and (3) an event-study
design without the subsidy program. Our fieldwork on factory floors further supports these findings.

The second part investigates potential firm-level mechanisms. Our fieldwork suggests two stylized
views of how firms could respond to subsidies. One is that subsidies push firms to automate,
replacing human tasks, lowering costs, and raising productivity. Previous work argues that this
could displace workers, reduce labor shares, and shift the skill mix if low-skill or routine tasks are
automated (Acemoglu and Restrepo, 2018a,b; Autor et al., 2003). The other is that subsidies help
firms expand—scaling up or shifting into new activities—without necessarily increasing productivity
or fundamentally changing the production process. Expansion’s effects on workers are also uncertain,
but it could result in increased revenues, new products, or even new work (Acemoglu and Restrepo,
2018b; Braguinsky et al., 2021; Autor et al., 2024).

In short, the micro-level effects of technology subsidies are ex-ante uncertain. Firms may choose
to use subsidies to automate, expand, both, or neither. These possibilities are not mutually exclusive;
firms could combine them or respond in unexpected ways, which we track in our data. Evidence is
needed to understand the impacts of investment subsidies in a given context.

We then present evidence on firm outcomes. We find strong positive effects on revenue but no
detectable changes in productivity, profit margin, or capital intensity. Together with employment
increases and no effects on the labor share, this evidence is consistent with the idea that firms
expanded rather than automated tasks. Zooming in, our detailed evidence shows that subsidies
led firms to export, introduce new products, discontinue old ones, and raise prices and marketing
expenditures. These new products and markets were equally skill-intensive to the existing ones.
Firms’ profits increased roughly one-to-one with the average subsidy received.

Text data from subsidy applications provide a novel way to understand firms’ motivations. In our
sample, 74% of firms cited expansion, while only 14% mentioned workforce-related motives. Com-
mon objectives included introducing new products (31%), improving quality (30%), and enhancing
capabilities or flexibility (29%). When we look at the limited set of firms that particularly aimed to

automate, we find some increased demand for skills. Survey data corroborate these findings, with



“customer-specific solutions” and “realization of a market niche” being the most frequently cited rea-
sons for technology investments in these firms. Reducing labor or material costs was relevant but less
common. Trade journal articles linked to our firm data describe the investments as low-to-medium
complexity product innovations. Fieldwork supports these observations. For example, one piston
manufacturer invested in a robot and CNC machine to produce more effective pistons, not replace
workers. We examine different technologies and find that most firms invested in physical machinery
rather than IT, computers, software, or other digital technologies.

Taking a step back, our findings are grounded in a specific policy and context, raising questions
about what our quasi-experiment identifies and whose causal effects it estimates. What local av-
erage treatment effect (LATE) do our estimates capture? One view is that financial constraints
limit firms’ ability to adopt new technologies, and EU subsidies alleviate these barriers, driving
large investments. Another view is that firms already have sufficient resources, and subsidies fund
incremental investments with limited productivity impacts. Our findings support the latter: The
relatively small average subsidy (EUR 80K) suggests the program funded marginal upgrades rather
than transformative changes. These firms did not move from no technology to full automation—they
already had some in place. Our estimates capture local average treatment effects for firms on the
margin of investment—those induced by the subsidy—mnot for inframarginal firms that would have
invested regardless or never planned to invest (Zwick and Mahon, 2017; Lileeva and Trefler, 2010).
We find limited evidence that credit constraints, employment biases, signaling effects, or spillovers
drive our results.

We focus on flexible manufacturing, where SMEs produce specialized, low-volume products to
meet shifting demand. This context stands apart from mass production (Taylor, 1911; Ford, 1922).
Although automation, labor replacement, and skill bias are central to the literature, not all technol-
ogy investments displace labor or favor skilled workers (Goldin and Katz, 1998; Autor et al., 2024;
Restrepo, 2024). Piore and Sabel (1984) argue that flexible manufacturing changes the relationship
between technology and labor. In these differentiated goods producers, technologies are often used
for expansion and product variety in combination with skilled labor, and less for automation (Mil-
grom and Roberts, 1990; Berger, 2020). Focusing on this context is both a strength and a limitation
of our study, as the results might not generalize elsewhere.

The third part steps outside our quasi-experimental setting to place the findings in a broader
context. Why didn’t subsidized machinery investments generate the skill-biased effects documented
in earlier work? (Gaggl and Wright, 2017; Akerman et al., 2015; Autor et al., 1998; Berman et al.,
1994) We explore three possibilities: (1) the effects operate between rather than within firms, (2)
the subsidies funded machinery rather than IT, and (3) skill demand in Finland differs from contexts
studied before. To investigate, we analyze a broader dataset on Finnish manufacturing firms and
examine how different types of technology investments correlate with both pre-adoption workforce
characteristics and changes in composition over time. The results point to a clear distinction: IT
investments—such as spending on computers and software—are consistently associated with skill
upgrading, while machinery investments are not.

At the macro level, technology subsidies can raise skill demand through two channels. First,



within firms: Companies adopting new technologies may increase their demand for skilled workers.
Second, through compositional changes: Firms that were already more skilled before adoption grow
faster when they adopt new technologies, shifting the overall workforce toward higher skill levels.

Comparing subsidy applicants to non-applicants, we find that applicants had clearly lower la-
bor shares and moderately more college-educated workers before adoption. Following the program,
applicant firms grew faster than comparable non-applicants. This evidence is consistent with com-
positional effects, which increase aggregate skill levels and reduce labor shares.

Expanding our analysis to a broader sample of Finnish manufacturing firms, we see that ma-
chinery investments go to moderately—but not strongly—more educated firms outside our subsidy
sample. Aggregating data at the industry level, we find that industries investing more in machinery
have not changed their skill composition more than other industries.

But IT investments tell a different story. In firms outside our subsidy sample, IT invest-
ments—Ilike software and computers—go to more educated firms. At the industry level, industries
that adopted more I'T have significantly increased their share of skilled workers. These findings align
with Autor et al. (1998, 2008) and Berman et al. (1994).

Taken together, these observations are consistent with the interpretation that the skill-neutral
effects of technology subsidies reflect the types of investments they supported. In our setting,
the program primarily supported machinery acquisitions, with limited IT investment. Our quasi-
experimental and correlational analyses reveal only a limited association between machinery invest-
ments and changes in the skill mix. In contrast, correlational evidence shows that IT investments
are positively linked to skill upgrading. This contrast could reconcile our findings with earlier stud-
ies documenting skill-biased effects from IT (Autor et al., 2002; Akerman et al., 2015; Gaggl and
Wright, 2017). However, because the program focuses on machinery rather than IT, there is limited
scope for comparing these two within our design.

Finally, we note two points. First, the manufacturing sector—and our treatment and control
groups—is shifting toward greater skill demand, reflected in the rising share of educated workers.
This trend in Finland matches global patterns, such as in the US (Acemoglu and Autor, 2011).
Second, firms applying for subsidies differ from non-applicants. Our design contrasts firms already
planning to adopt new technologies—some receiving the subsidy, others not—creating differences in
technology adoption. This setup captures LATE impacts for firms whose investment decisions were
influenced by the subsidy, but not all firms. Pre-screened non-winners probably provide a better
control group than non-applicants, as all showed interest in technology adoption.

We contribute novel evidence to the literature on firm subsidies.? Estimating the effects of sub-

20ur research builds on the literature on firm investment subsidies in the EU (Becker et al., 2010, 2012, 2013,
2018; Bernini and Pellegrini, 2011; Bronzini and de Blasio, 2006; Cerqua and Pellegrini, 2014; Criscuolo et al., 2019;
Decramer and Vanormelingen, 2016; Devereux et al., 2007; Einio and Buri, 2020; Murakozy and Telegdy, 2023;
Pellegrini and Muccigrosso, 2017; Siegloch et al., 2024) and elsewhere (Brown and Earle, 2017; Kalouptsidi, 2018),
business and capital taxes (Curtis et al., 2022; Garrett et al., 2020; House and Shapiro, 2008; Yagan, 2015), R&D
subsidies (Bronzini and lachini, 2014; Dechezlepretre et al., 2023; Einio, 2014; Howell, 2017; Takalo et al., 2013),
historical cases of industrial policy (Giorcelli, 2019; Lane, 2022; Mitrunen, 2024), and place-based policies (Busso
et al., 2013; Incoronato and Lattanzio, 2023; Kline and Moretti, 2014), reviewed by Akcigit and Stantcheva (2021);
Ehrlich and Overman (2020); Lane (2020); Neumark and Simpson (2015), and Slattery and Zidar (2020).



sidies on workers is difficult. We demonstrate novel methods that apply machine learning to match
subsidy winners and losers using their evaluation report texts. Combining this with detailed data on
firms, technologies, and worker skills allows us to examine how subsidies shaped the workforce. We
strengthen our analysis using a regression discontinuity design based on firm-size thresholds and by
analyzing investment spikes outside the program. Recent studies (Curtis et al., 2022; Criscuolo et
al., 2019; Cerqua and Pellegrini, 2014) find that subsidized investments increased employment but
had limited productivity effects.> Our distinct contribution is to provide evidence on how technology
subsidies affected skill demand and the mechanisms through which subsidies operated. In our set-
ting, the evidence suggests that firms expanded more than they automated, and that employment
gains came without changes in the skill mix. These findings suggest that technology grants can
expand opportunities for non-college-educated workers.

Our study also connects to research on technology and work.* A central idea in this literature is
that technology shapes skill demand (Autor et al., 2024). Our findings—that technology subsidies
increased employment without shifting the skill mix—echo earlier results on factory-floor machinery
(Doms et al., 1997) and recent evidence on manufacturing capital (Aghion et al., 2024). They differ,
however, from studies showing skill-biased effects from IT adoption (Akerman et al., 2015; Gaggl
and Wright, 2017; Autor et al., 1998, 2002; Berman et al., 1994). While several factors may explain
this difference, our evidence points to one: the program funded machinery rather than IT.> Our
results also contrast with studies where automation directly replaced workers’ tasks (Feigenbaum
and Gross, 2024; Bessen et al., 2023). Detailed evidence shows that automation of this kind was
uncommon under this subsidy program.®

A limitation of our study is its focus on a specific program. We caution against overinterpreting
the results. Still, our research provides new micro-level evidence on a prominent industrial policy
and informs the design of future policies that tax or support technology adoption (Acemoglu et al.,
2020a; Guerreiro et al., 2022; Costinot and Werning, 2023).

The paper proceeds in three parts. The first presents our design and main results on employ-
ment and skill composition. The second explores firm-level mechanisms, presents evidence on firm
outcomes and intentions, and discusses our LATE and context. The third places our findings in

broader context, drawing on descriptive evidence from the wider manufacturing sector.

3Consistent with Zwick and Mahon (2017), Criscuolo et al. (2019), and Murakozy and Telegdy (2023) we find
positive effects from direct grants to small firms.

4Beyond papers already mentioned, relevant research include Autor et al. (2003, 2008); Battisti et al. (2023);
Beaudry et al. (2010); Bloom et al. (2014); Bresnahan et al. (2002); Bockerman et al. (2019); Boustan et al. (2024);
Caroli and Van Reenen (2001); Genz et al. (2021); Dechezlepretre et al. (2021); Goos and Manning (2007); Kogan et
al. (2023); Lashkari et al. (2024); Lewis (2011); Lindner et al. (2022); Machin and Van Reenen (1998); Michaels et al.
(2014); Spitz-Oener (2006). Several studies focus on robot adoption: Acemoglu and Restrepo (2020); Acemoglu et al.
(2020b); Adachi et al. (2024); Benmelech and Zator (2022); Bonfiglioli et al. (2024); Chung and Lee (2023); Dauth
et al. (2021); Dixon et al. (2021); Eggleston et al. (2021); Graetz and Michaels (2018); Humlum (2021); Koch et al.
(2021). Acemoglu and Autor (2011) and Restrepo (2024) provide excellent reviews.

50ther relevant factors include: (1) firms choosing to use technology subsidies for expansion rather than automa-
tion; (2) our estimates capturing local average treatment effects (LATE) specific to subsidized firms; (3) the flexible
manufacturing context of our study; and (4) differences between micro and macro-level effects on skill demand.

SRecent research on Al provides a case in point: AI tools supported less-skilled workers more than highly skilled
ones in two case studies (Noy and Zhang, 2023; Brynjolfsson et al., 2025). Our findings also resonate with Babina et
al. (2024) who found that Al-investing firms experienced growth primarily from product innovation.



IT Moore’s Law for Pistons

Consider the piston. To understand how technology adoption plays out among small and medium-
sized manufacturing firms, we conducted fieldwork that led us to an industrial piston manufacturer.
Pistons are cylinders that move up and down inside combustion engines, converting fuel into motion.
This firm’s experience sheds light on our broader context.

The company invested in a new CNC machine, a robotic arm, a measurement device, and
computer-aided design (CAD) software. When we asked the CEO why they adopted these tech-
nologies, he emphasized a central theme in piston manufacturing: constant quality improvement.
“With the old technologies, we couldn’t make these pistons,” he explained. Figure 1 illustrates the
development of piston quality over the last 100 years—a trend the firm referred to as the “Moore’s
Law for pistons.”

The new technology enabled the production of larger, lighter, and more efficient pistons, allowing
the firm to stay competitive and expand its revenue and employment. As a small-scale, specialized
manufacturer, quality is important; pistons represent only a fraction of an industrial engine’s cost,
but their failure can be extremely costly for clients. This resembles the O-ring theory of production
(Kremer, 1993; Autor, 2015), where the reliability of each component is critical.

Interestingly, the firm’s primary motivation for adopting technology wasn'’t cost-cutting or au-
tomating work, although the robotic arm did automate certain tasks. Instead, the focus was on

“small but important changes” in production pro-

expansion. The technology investment led to
cesses and the work experience. For example, the new production design incorporated a proprietary
method of attaching the piston to the machining platform.

The adoption required workers to acquire new skills: Production workers learned to operate the
CNC machine and robotic arm, while the R&D team updated their proficiency with the latest CAD
software. Despite these changes, there was no significant shift in the formal educational composition
of the workforce, although there has been a gradual increase over time.

The company operates in niche markets where demand for each specific product is limited,
effectively making them monopolists or oligopolists in these specialized segments. Because they
cannot significantly expand by increasing production of existing products, they attempt to grow by
introducing new ones—often incremental variations of their current offerings.

Other firms we studied shared similar experiences, suggesting that these mechanisms might be
common among manufacturing firms focused on flexible, specialized production. However, they
also noted that in contexts like mass production and digitalization, technology might be adopted

differently, potentially with a greater emphasis on automation.

III Winners-Losers Design

The primary purpose of this paper is to estimate the firm-level effects of technology subsidies from
an EU program on employment and skill composition. Technology subsidies provide a temporary

reduction in the cost of technology investment for the firms that receive the subsidy. We implement



and validate an event-study design that compares close winning and losing firms of the subsidies
over time. The basis of the design is similar to Angrist (1998), Greenstone et al. (2010), and Kline
et al. (2019).

A novel aspect of our design is the use of text data to create comparisons of “close” winners and
losers. To do so, we use evaluation reports written by the program officers. We map these report
texts into propensity scores that reflect the likelihood of receiving a subsidy and control for the
scores to compare close winners and losers (see also Roberts et al., 2020, for text matching). This
general procedure, which uses text analysis and machine learning could prove helpful for evaluating
other policies. We also contrast the subsidy winners to matched non-applicant control firms.

We present two alternative designs in the Appendix: (1) a regression discontinuity (RD) design
based on a change in the threshold that determines a priority for small firms in the program (to
address internal validity), and (2) a spikes design based on the precise timing of technology adoption
events without the program (to explore external validity). These designs complement our overall

argument, and we refer to them in the analysis.

III.A ELY Center Subsidy Program

We analyze the effects of technology subsidies in manufacturing firms in Finland, 1994-2018.
The technology subsidy program is administrated in Finland by the Centers for Economic De-

velopment, Transport and the Environment (the ELY Centers).7

These centers promote regional
business policy through various activities, including advisory, financing, and development services.
Technology subsidies are part of a service called Business Development Aid. The service provides
funding for technology adoption, export promotion, R&D, and several smaller categories, such as
starting a new company. Based on the subsidy records, the service granted EUR 2 billion over our
sample period 1994-2018 and directed EUR 758 million toward technology subsidies. Technology
subsidies were, on average, 0.7% of machinery and equipment investment in Finland. This paper is
the first quantitative evaluation of the program.

The program is part of the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF), one of the
world’s largest industrial policy programs. ESIF aims to promote economic development across all
EU countries, especially in remote regions. The 20142020 program budget was EUR 670 billion.®
The national government and the EU fund technology subsidies together, typically 50/50. Decisions
are made locally by the ELY Centers. The EU regulates the budget and rules for giving subsidies.
This study speaks to the firm-level effects of the broader EU program.

The technology subsidies aim to promote the adoption of new technologies. The agenda behind
this objective is to improve firms’ competitiveness. Technology subsidies in Finland have a long
tradition based on the idea that the government can foster growth and structural change through
industrial and regional policy (Rodrik, 2007; Kekkonen, 1952; Mitrunen, 2024). The program follows

"There are 15 ELY Centers in our data. Until 2009 these centers were called TE Centers. Since 2014, four RR-ELY
Centers have administrated all technology subsidies. ELY Centers are separate from Business Finland (previously
TEKES), which provides funding specifically for R&D.

8Source: ESI Funds Open Data Platform.



the EU’s technology neutrality principle from the bottom up—firms can choose their technology as
long as it is new—and is not primarily about the direction of technology, for example, automation
vs. non-automation (Acemoglu, 2002)."

A typical technology subsidy is a EUR 80K cash grant, reimbursing 15-35% of technology costs.
The technologies are standard new production technologies in manufacturing: new CNC machines,
robots, laser cutters, surface-treatment technologies, measurement devices, and also enterprise re-
source planning (ERP) and computer-aided design (CAD) software. The most common industries
are fabricated metal products and machinery. The firms are mostly small- and medium-sized en-
terprises (SMEs), often contract manufacturers producing specialized intermediate goods in small
batches, such as pistons for engines sold to large exporters. Workers are primarily production
employees (median share: 70%), including machinists, welders, and machine operators, who are
typically vocationally trained. Grants are paid by ELY Centers as reimbursements for verified costs,
and approximately 30% of recipients are audited. Figure Al illustrates typical technologies, firms,
and workers in our sample.

The selection process works in three stages, outlined in Figure 2.

1. Application. Starting from all firms, some firms apply for technology subsidies. For our
research design, it means that we compare firms that all plan a technology investment. Firms
do not apply because (a) they do not plan to invest, (b) they do not know about the program,
(c) anticipate they are not eligible, or (d) consider the opportunity cost higher than benefits.

2. Pre-screening. In the pre-screening stage, firms contact ELY Centers that pre-screen them
before submitting formal applications. This stage is helpful for our design: after pre-screening,
the centers’ goal is that all firms have a realistic chance of winning the subsidy. The coarse
evaluation criteria are size, industry, and general economic position. The program requires the
firms to be primarily in manufacturing and SMEs,; not owned by large firms, not in financial
difficulties and can carry out their technology plan. Firms may decide to skip this stage, but
that does not improve their chances of winning the subsidy (but it creates rejected applications

from otherwise high-performing firms that are, for example, not SMEs).

3. Decision. In the decision stage, firms submit a formal application explaining the investment
and timeline. Funding is discretionary. Subsidy winners are selected based on the program
rules and local and temporal budget priorities and constraints, and an identical firm could
receive a subsidy in a given year but not the other. ELY Centers do not score the applications
on a formal scale, but we use the evaluation reports to match applicants. In the decision
stage, ELY Centers re-evaluate the coarse criteria: size, ownership structure, industry, and
financial position. ELY Centers make an impact assessment to evaluate the effectiveness of
the subsidy. Cases where the subsidy is more likely to have any impact are more likely to

receive it. In addition, firms satisfying the criteria for small firms and firms in remote regions

9The standard economic rationales for the subsidies could be external economies of scale, coordination problems,
credit and information frictions, and pure transfers to lower-income regions. However, typically in political discourse
the program is not assessed in contrast to the free-market benchmark but seen in the context of economic planning.



are prioritized.! ELY Centers evaluate potential market distortions and sometimes reject
applications if they suspect the subsidy negatively interferes with local competition. About

15% of applications are rejected.!!

What separates winners from losers? Text data allow us to read all evaluations of winning and
losing applications. Winning applications’ evaluations state why the project satisfies the criteria,
and the officer recommends a subsidy. Losing applications’ evaluations specify why the officer does
not recommend granting a subsidy. Typical reasons for rejection are (1) effectiveness: the subsidy is
not expected to affect the project, the project is small and unlikely to have a meaningful effect, the
firm had already started the project or received a subsidy for a similar project, (2) industry, size,
and investment-type restrictions: the firm is not an SME, e.g., owned by a large firm, a particular
industry or investment is not supported at that time or region, the firm proposes to buy second-
hand machinery, which is generally not allowed, (3) budget constraints: subsidy funds are limited
at that region and time, (4) technical issues: the firm did not provide the required information by
the deadline, (5) firm’s financial position and the owners’ history: ongoing corporate restructuring,
foreclosure, or tax liability, and (6) interference with local competition. Employment-related reasons
do not appear as typical primary reasons for rejection; we discuss this aspect in Section VII.

Table A1 compares the main sample to all Finnish manufacturing firms. Technology subsidy
applicants are different from non-applicants. The median subsidy sample firm is larger (despite
being an SME), more profitable, slightly more educated, and has a lower labor share compared to
the median manufacturer. These observations highlight that non-winning applicants provide a better
control group than average manufacturers because all applicants have indicated a strong interest in
technology adoption. Our estimates approximate the local average treatment effect (LATE) for firms
close to investing in technologies. We return to the LATE interpretation in Section VII and discuss
what these differences could mean for more aggregate effects in Section IX.

We conceptualize the technology subsidy as a temporary price reduction for technology. If a
firm is close to the margin on whether or not to invest, a temporary price reduction might push
it to invest. Firms and subsidy officers reported in our interviews that subsidies affect investment
because they lower the price of technology, including the associated costs, future risk of debt, mental
investment and courage. At the same time, they said that the moderately-sized subsidies unlikely
affect firms that are far from investing; that the grants more likely affect marginal investments. We
return to this interpretation in Section VII.

We clarify the source of variation using a dynamic model adapted from Cooper et al. (1999) in
Appendix H. The model maps the price changes induced by the program into the firm’s technology
adoption decision and factor demand. Under the model, the firm’s technology adoption reflects
four forces: (1) the replacement cycle, (2) shocks to technologies’ prices, (3) shocks to technological
progress, and (4) shocks to productivity. Our design based on technology subsidies aims to isolate

the LATE effects of the shocks to technologies’s prices. We discuss dynamics in Section VI.

00ur regression discontinuity (RD) design is based on changes in the criteria defining a small firm.
" Corruption is unlikely to play a significant role in the process. The Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) ranked
Finland as having one of the lowest levels of corruption in 2012-2020.



III.B Baseline Design

Our main empirical strategy is an event-study design that contrasts similar firms, one of which
was approved for technology subsidies while the other was not. The identification strategy is based
on the idea that subsidy decisions are quasi-randomly assigned with respect to the counterfactual
changes in firm outcomes after conditioning on the information used in the screening process. We
assess the comparability of winners and losers and provide several alternative estimation strategies,
including a matched non-applicant control group and matching with text data in the next section.

We estimate two types of equations. Our main specification is a stacked event study:

Yii=oj+r+ Y [ (9 + 8- Dj)] + X, + s (1)
T€T

where Yj; is an outcome for firm j in year ¢, D; is the treatment indicator, IjTt is the event-time
indicator for firm j’s decision having occurred 7 years ago, and the set 7 = {5, —4,...,4,5} defines
the five-year horizon over which we study dynamics. Our parameters of interest are the coefficients
Br. They summarize the differential trajectory of mean outcomes for winning and losing firms by
the time relative to their application. Note that event-time is explicitly defined also for the control
group by application year, and firms are only in the treatment or control group for the entire panel.'?
Estimates before the event serve as a test of differential pre-trends between the treatment and the
control group. The coefficients v, capture the common event-time 7 effects. The term «; is the set of
firm indicators, x; set of calendar-time ¢ indicators, i.e., cohorts of applicant firms, and X7, contains
potential pre-period controls interacted with both time indicators (the main figures are reported
without). We designate 7 = —3 as our base event period and omit it. We set the base clearly before
the event to avoid contrasting the post-period to any anticipation effects (e.g., Ashenfelter’s dip)
but our results are robust to the choice of base year, as indicated by the event-study graphs. For

clarity, we present all main estimates in reduced form (i.e., intention to treat, ITT).!3
To summarize the dynamic estimates into a single number, we estimate the stacked first-differences

specifications:

AY; =f3-Dj+ X, +¢; (2)

where AYj is the change in the outcome from the base year 7 = —3 to the post period that we
define in each context. The main regressor is D, an indicator for whether the firm won the subsidy.
We also estimate continuous versions where D; refers to the amount of subsidies. The control term
X controls for potential differential trends across firm and application characteristics. We report
standard errors that are robust to heteroskedasticity and cluster by firm.

We report the event studies without additional controls. In the first-differences specifications,
we control for the baseline firm characteristics at 7 = —3 potentially correlated with subsequent

changes in our variables of interest: the 2-digit industry, firm size, and calendar-time ¢ fixed effects.

12We focus on a never-treated control group to avoid biases from staggered adoption. Robustness to alternative DiD
estimators is discussed at the end of Section V (de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfoeuille, 2020; Callaway and Sant’Anna,
2021; Goodman-Bacon, 2021; Sun and Abraham, 2021).

13With +5 years of follow-up, event years span 1999-2013 in data from 1994-2018.
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We show the results are robust to different controls (Tables 3, A9).

We construct the analysis sample in the following way. We first restrict to technology applications
based on the text data (explained in Section IV). We then restrict to manufacturing and construction
industries for three reasons: the program targets these industries, they produce physical outputs,
and we have a concrete understanding of what their new technologies are based on our fieldwork.!*
We exclude the largest 5% of applications because they tend to have poor control units. Event-time
indicator 7 = 0 refers to the year the subsidy application was submitted. The treatment group is
defined by selecting the largest approved subsidy application for each firm,'® and the control group is
defined by the largest rejected application. Repeated applications for the same project are generally
not allowed and untypical. Finally, we restrict to a balanced sample over the five-year horizon.'6

The ideal experiment that could capture the causal effects of technology subsidies on employment,
skill demand, and firm performance would randomly assign the subsidies to firms. While a perfect
technology-subsidy experiment is hard to engineer, our identification strategy is based on the quasi-
random assignment of technology subsidies, D;. The identifying assumption is that treatment

assignment is conditionally independent of the outcomes (here in changes):
Assumption 1 (Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983, CIA): (Y35, Yy;) L D; | Xj,

where Y7; and Yj; are potential outcomes for the firm if it wins or loses a subsidy.

Our identification strategy exploits the fact that the subsidy program induces quasi-exogenous
variation in selection into technology adoption. We compare subsidy-receiving firms to firms that
applied for the subsidy but did not receive it. Because the sample includes only pre-screened appli-
cants to the subsidy program, these comparisons control for differences between technology adopters
and nonadopters that originate in the decision to apply for technology subsidies. Pre-screened non-
winning applicants provide a better control group for technology adopters than conventional samples
because they have also indicated a strong interest in technology adoption. But such comparisons
do not control for all criteria used by the program to decide which applicants to accept. The data
analyzed here contain information on most characteristics used by the program to accept applicants,
including the evaluation report itself. Therefore, the remaining selection bias induced by the deci-
sion stage can be eliminated using regression techniques or matching by the information used in the
decision process.

Table 1 reports summary statistics for the treatment and the control groups. The groups are
reasonably similar in terms of revenue, employment, and worker composition. The main differences
are that the losing firms are smaller and applied for smaller subsidies. While our design is based
on comparing short-term trends between the treatment and control, the pre-period level differences

motivate our matching strategy in the next section.

1 This leaves out some technology subsidies, for example, for hotels’ online reservation systems.

15Some applications are low-value, and we focus on ex-ante higher-value subsidies similar to Kline et al. (2019). In
Section V, we show the results are robust to alternative treatment group definitions.

16The main reason for this restriction is to ensure that employment and skill estimates come from the same sample;
skill shares are only defined for existing firms. We show the results are robust to a non-balanced sample (Table A13)
and separately analyze firm survival (Figure A15).
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An alternative and important counterfactual is similar firms that did not apply for subsidies. We
use coarsened exact matching (CEM; Iacus et al., 2012) to define these similar firms. This matching
strategy addresses the concern that the losing firms are not a reasonable counterfactual for what
would have happened if the approved firms had not received the subsidy. We match by revenue,
employment, and wages at 7 = —3; revenue and employment changes in percentages from 7 = —3
to 7 = —1; and industries’ main sectors (letter classes). The CEM percentiles are 10, 25, 50, 75, 90,
and 99. The match is 1:1 with replacement. We define matched control samples for both winning
and losing firms; the latter is a placebo test. Tables B1 and B2 show the covariate balance for the
matched samples. The matched control group also later serves to assess whether the patterns in the

losing firms are typical or specific to the losing applicants.

III.C Text Matching

We demonstrate a novel method of crafting a research design by controlling for program participants’
underlying differences using text data. The subsidy records contain a report written by the officer
evaluating the application. Given similar reports, treatment assignment is more likely to reflect
quasi-random variation than systematic differences. The reports record qualitative characteristics
related, for example, to the firm’s future trajectory. Text matching methods allow us to control for
these characteristics (see, e.g., Romer and Romer, 2004; Roberts et al., 2020).

Our main text-matching method controls for propensity scores computed from evaluation reports
of applications. The propensity score is a predicted probability that conditional on a text (W), the
firm will win a subsidy:

p(Wj) = P[Dj = 1{W;]. (3)

The propensity score theorem (Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983) states that, in principle, controlling
for the probability of treatment allows for satisfying Assumption 1. Propensity scores are valuable
in this context as a dimension-reduction tool as directly controlling for texts is not feasible.!”

The subsidy records contain three types of texts that track the decision process: (1) description,
(2) evaluation, and (3) decision texts. The description and evaluation texts are written by a middle-
rank officer responsible for administrating the subsidy and presenting it to a manager for a decision.
We use the evaluation texts to compute the propensity scores as they are most likely to capture
potential differences between the firms. Based on our interviews, the subsidy officers’ goal is to
present an unbiased evaluation.'®

The text propensity score method works in three steps.

1. We represent the text as data. We use a vector representation based on word embedding. In
particular, we employ the FastText (Bojanowski et al., 2016) library for the Finnish language.
The advantage of the vector representation is that it captures the semantic meanings of the

text instead of a word collection. This is helpful in our context because our goal is to extract

" There is only one report for applicant firm j, and hence the propensity score p(W;) contains only subscript j.
18The evaluation text is available for 89% of the main analysis sample.
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information from the evaluations beyond clear markers of success or failure. The pre-processing
of the texts is detailed further in Appendix F.C.3.

2. We estimate the propensity scores using the data. We use a machine learning method, support-
vector machines (SVMs), to calibrate the word vectors into probabilities. We train the model
on all possible subsidy applications. The probabilities are calibrated using Platt scaling: a
logistic regression on the SVM'’s scores, fit by five-fold cross-validation on the training data
(Zhang, Damerau and Johnson, 2002).'? Figure 3 provides the calibration plot for our analysis
sample: The predicted probabilities based on text data are on the x-axis and the probability
of subsidy receipt on the y-axis. The predicted probabilities closely match the empirical
probabilities.?°

3. We control for confounders using the propensity score. Regression adjustment is our pre-
ferred approach. We compare the estimates to coarsened exact matching (CEM) and inverse
probability weighting (IPW; Hirano et al., 2003).2!

As an alternative text-matching method, we use cosine similarity. It measures similarity between

two non-zero vectors of an inner product space:

131 o Ao B Y

A-B T AB;
cosine similarity = Villz, iz AiBi

where A; and B; are components of vector A and B. Cosine similarity allows us to directly compute
a similarity score between the texts’ vector representations without projecting them first to a single-
dimensional propensity score. A key conceptual difference is that the propensity score measures the
text’s predictive power on treatment assignment, while cosine similarity detects overall similarity
between evaluation texts. We construct a matched sample for the winners by selecting the nearest-
neighbor from the losing firms with replacement. We choose a lower bound for the similarity as 0.85
to ensure a close match but the results are robust to this choice. Table A2 reports the summary

statistics for the cosine-similarity matched sample.

Opening the Black Box The propensity score summarizes the evaluation text into a single
number between 0 and 1, reflecting the likelihood of winning a grant. Because we construct the
propensity scores from evaluation reports, they capture critical information managers use when
deciding whether to award the subsidy. Recall that all applications in our sample have gone through

pre-screening and thus have a realistic opportunity to win a grant. Adjusting for the scores then

9Hastie et al. (2001) suggest selecting five or ten folds for cross-validation to balance bias and variance, following
findings from Breiman and Spector (1992) and Kohavi (1995).

20We calibrate the propensity scores with all possible applications, including exports and R&D. The propensity
scores are robust to fully out-of-sample calibration but less precise. We estimate standard errors by bootstrap.

2! There are multiple ways to implement each of these steps: represent the text as data, model and estimate p(W;),
and use p(W;) to control for the underlying differences (Angrist and Pischke, 2009; Gentzkow et al., 2019). The results
are broadly robust to each method we have implemented.
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aims to control for factors that are not directly observable (as numbers) or known ex-ante but predict
the acceptance decision and potentially the outcomes of interest.

Researchers often face a trade-off between prediction accuracy and model interpretability when
using machine learning (James et al., 2021). Here text matching aims to create accurately predicted
probabilities. When using word vectors, there are limited methods to pinpoint the text features
driving specific propensity scores—an issue that ongoing research (e.g., Ludwig and Mullainathan,
2024) is beginning to address. However, we can build intuition by returning to the text data:
investigating specific cases, and systematically analyzing features that predict winning the grant.
Delving deeper into the text data also complements our interviews, allowing us to construct a more
comprehensive understanding of the program.

Table A3 shows examples of successful and unsuccessful applications with identical propensity
scores. The text data are confidential: These cases are translated, anonymized, and chosen to be
representative, but we caution against overinterpreting specific cases.

Examining application descriptions (not used for matching), we find that applications with the
same propensity score are relatively similar. The descriptions typically list technologies and some
contextual details. For example, the winning and losing cases include “investments [in| a flatbed laser,

” and replacing “old machinery with a new computer-

welding robot, deep-drawing equipment, etc.
controlled engraver.” Descriptions are also relatively similar across different propensity scores.

Analyzing evaluation texts (used for matching), we find that evaluations with similar propensity
scores are similar, but those with different propensity scores are different. At the higher end,
evaluation texts are consistently positive. For example, the 0.94 winning case details: “the flatbed
laser enhances the competitiveness [...]” The 0.94 losing case similarly states: “The acquisition of a
new engraving machine will speed up delivery times and increase quality, delivery reliability, and
capacity.” At the lower end, winning and losing applications often discuss the project’s pros and
cons. For example, a 0.50 winning case describes that while the project is modest, it could still be
eligible because it could be a prerequisite for further investments.

More systematically analyzing these patterns, Figure A2 documents that words reflecting the
project’s significance (‘significant’ and ‘high-quality’) and technical terms (‘statement’ and ‘report’)
predict subsidy approval. Conversely, words linked to rejection cover the same themes in negative
terms (for example, ‘minor,” ‘conventional,” and (likely missing) ‘information’). Reassuringly, the
word ‘approve’ strongly predicts grant approval, and ‘negative’ predicts rejection. While longer
descriptions generally correlate with higher approval rates, text length does not predict propensity
scores, as shown in Table A7.

Our main observation is that despite some differences, the evaluation texts between different
propensity score levels above 0.60 appear relatively similar. For example, the 0.94 and 0.78 evalua-
tions are both positive compared to the 0.5 cases. One interpretation would be that the propensity
scores fail to capture the key elements predicting acceptance. The evidence from the texts and our
interviews with the program officials offers a more likely interpretation: Many applications are rel-
atively similar to each other, and the decisions are thus more heavily based on idiosyncratic factors

rather than differences in evaluations. While this makes text matching less powerful in our context,
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it lends credibility to our research design more generally. Indeed, Table A1l confirms that even
when removing applications with top and bottom 5%, 10%, and 20% of the propensity score values
in our sample, the main results remain qualitatively similar.??

Finally, we manually analyze the alternative cosine similarity approach. Unlike the propensity
score, this method mechanically creates matches with similar description texts. The matched texts
share a substantial amount of semantic content. For example, ‘Purchase of CAD-Cam software’
and ‘Financial management software, computer, fax’ have a similarity of 0.94. Using vector repre-
sentation rather than matching word-by-word, we focus on pairs of semantically close evaluations

according to the vector representation’s embedded understanding of the Finnish language.??

IV Data on Workers, Firms, and Subsidies

We construct a novel linkage of multiple datasets, providing detailed information on subsidies, firm

technologies, performance, and worker employment and skills.?*

IV.A Workers

Our data allow us to track all individuals in Finland over time, independent of their labor market
status. We measure employment and wages from Statistics Finland’s registers. We link these data
to various skill measures: education (level and type), 9th-grade GPA, high-school exit exams, and
cognitive and personality assessments from universal male conscription. Occupations are classified
at the 3-digit ISCO level based on employment records. To analyze occupational tasks, we use
the European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS), which provides task data collected through

face-to-face interviews.2®

22Table A4 displays decision texts that, while not factored into propensity score calculations, provide insights into
grant applications. Positive decisions often echo their evaluation reports. For instance, a decision for an application
with a 0.94 score explicitly endorses it: “The project raises the technological level of the company’s production and
improves its long-term competitiveness.” In contrast, rejections often articulate specific deficiencies. For example,
a decision rejects a 0.94 score application by stating the second-hand machine has minor value and lacks sufficient
importance. For a 0.78 score, the rejection specifies the ineligibility of the industry and the preemptive start of the
project as disqualifying factors exacerbated by depleted funds at that point. A decision with a 0.50 score cites industry
restrictions, competition effects, grant effectiveness, and procedural flaws as reasons for application failure.

Z3Examples of matched text pairs:

1. ‘Acquiring a CNC machine.” and ‘Acquiring a CNC milling machine.” Similarity: 0.992.
2. ‘Purchase of CAD-Cam software.” and ‘Financial management software, computer, fax.” Similarity: 0.940.

3. ‘Expanding operation. Constructing new facilities and acquiring machinery and equipment.’ and ‘Production
hall construction and machinery and equipment investment.” Similarity: 0.854.

When using cosine similarity, we match the applications on the short version of the description texts available in the
text data instead of the longer evaluation reports (the first sentence in the description columns on Table A3).

24 Appendix F provides comprehensive details of the data. To ensure consistent measurement, we developed new
crosswalks to harmonize Finnish occupation, industry, and geography classifications, accessible at joonastuhkuri.com.

25We develop measures for routine, manual, abstract, social, and cognitive tasks at the occupation level building
on Kauhanen and Riukula (2024). EWCS has two key advantages in our context: the survey responses come from
European countries (we use data for Finland, Sweden, Denmark, Norway, and Germany to trade off relevance and
statistical precision) and the data link directly to our ISCO occupational classification.
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IV.B Firms

Our primary source for technology investments is the Finnish Financial Statement Register, which
provides data on firms’ investments in machinery and expenditure on I'T. Machinery includes hard-
ware such as CNC machines and robots. IT expenditure covers software and consulting services,
excluding internal staffing costs. Statistics Finland compiles these figures from tax registers and
through direct data collection. The dataset covers all major Finnish industries from 1994 to 2018.

We use four additional types of data on technologies. (1) Text data from the subsidy program
enable us to investigate firms’ motivations for receiving grants. We manually code each application
into categories that describe firms’ technologies (e.g., robots, CNC machines) and intentions (e.g.,
expansion, new products, quality). (2) Survey data from the EU Community Innovation (CIS), ICT,
and Etla surveys give us a view of firms’ technology plans and their environment. (3) Literature-
based data from the SFINNO project, drawing on articles from 15 trade journals and linked to
our sample firms, provide unique qualitative information on technology investments. (4) Customs
data record 621 types of imported machinery, enabling a comparison between automated vs. non-
automated technologies, building on Acemoglu and Restrepo (2022). We provide information on
each dataset and how we code the variables when we present our results.

We measure firm performance—revenue, productivity, and profits—from the Financial State-
ment Register. We gauge productivity by revenue per worker and total factor productivity (TFP),
calculated via the Cobb-Douglas production function, and for robustness, using methods of Olley
and Pakes (1996) and Levinsohn and Petrin (2003). We winsorize firms’ monetary values at the 5%
level and deflate all economic values to 2017 euros using the Statistics Finland CPI. Export data,
including destinations and the number of products, come from the Finnish Customs Register; we
classify products at the 6-digit CN level and track new and discontinued items. We derive product
prices from the revenue per unit sold, using information from the Customs Register and Industrial
Production Statistics. R&D and marketing expenditure data come from the Financial Statement

Register. Patent data come from the Finnish Patent Database.

IV.C Subsidies

The ELY Center subsidy dataset tracks the application process from submission to decision for
both successful and unsuccessful applications. Industrial subsidies are often difficult to measure
(Kalouptsidi, 2018). This unique confidential dataset offers direct firm-level measurement that has
not been systematically assembled by researchers before.?

The dataset includes unstructured text data, generated as part of the application process. We use
these text data for three purposes: text matching, identifying technology subsidies, and measuring

firms’ intentions.2’

26We track other potential received firm subsidies using Statistics on Business Subsidies.

2"Many policy programs and firms’ decisions leave a trail of text records. Researchers can use these texts as data
to measure aspects that would be otherwise hard to measure. A novel part of our research is to measure technologies
directly within firms. Recent research uses text data, especially patents, to measure other technological changes
(Alexopoulos, 2011; Atalay et al., 2020; Autor et al., 2024; Dechezlepretre et al., 2021; Howell et al., 2021; Kalyani et
al., 2025; Kogan et al., 2023; Mann and Puttmann, 2023; Webb, 2020).
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This section details our method for identifying technology-related subsidies within the dataset,
which includes 42,909 applications across categories such as technology, export, R&D, and startup
grants. While these categories are routinely recognized by ELY centers, they are not explicitly coded
in the dataset and instead appear in the application texts. Our method follows a two-step process:
We first manually code half of the applications to establish a benchmark, then use support vector
machines (SVM) to automate and extend the coding to the remaining applications. Appendix F
provides details on the classification.

We manually code 21,210 randomly selected texts as technology-related or not. This step is
manual. To identify technology subsidies, we focus on the description texts written by program
officers. These texts provide information on firms’ plans because the plan is binding: firms only
receive subsidies against verifiable costs mentioned in the application. We aim for an understandable
classification that is not a very specific or broad view of technological change.

Our decision rule is simple: the text must explicitly mention a technology or technological
advancement. We interpret technology in its everyday sense. Robots, CNC machines, laser cutters,
and CAD software all qualify. Upgrading production methods or modernizing production lines count
as well. In most cases, technology applications involve acquiring new machinery and equipment. On
the other hand, non-technologies include export promotion subsidies (“product launch in China”),
R&D projects that don’t involve adopting new technology (“research project”), and starting new
businesses (“starting to mine nickel ore”). While this could be a nuanced issue, in our context,
the decision rule is fairly straightforward, often clear from the application title. Table A5 provides
anonymized examples of texts we classify as technology and non-technology.

Our design captures technological changes mainly involving new machinery and equipment, re-
flecting the focus of the subsidy program. But not all technological advances fit this category. Our
coding and the program itself exclude cases like productivity gains not linked to technology adop-
tion, R&D, organizational changes, and technologies in new firms (since our event study needs a
pre-period). We use a conservative approach, classifying a case as technology only when it clearly
meets the decision rule. This ensures the cases are genuinely about technology. Ambiguous cases,
though uncommon, were cross-checked by multiple coders.

We then use machine learning (ML) to code the remaining 21,699 texts. ML is used only to
scale the manual classification. We pre-process texts into a clean format, use the bag-of-words
representation with TF-IDF weights, and employ support vector machines (SVMs) for prediction.
The pre-processing, weighting, and prediction are described in Appendix F.

Our method achieves 95% accuracy in predicting technology applications in the pool of all
applications (Table A6). To explore what the ML algorithm picks up, Figure A3 presents features
that best predict being in the technology category. The predictors for technologies are intuitive.
The top positive predictors include machine, line, device, cutter, CNC, and robot. These features
also illustrate what our manual coding determined as technologies. The top negative predictors
include markers for the other categories, R&D), internationalization, and ‘launch.” To cross-validate
the classification, we manually re-checked all applications in our main design.

As an alternative coding approach, we employed K-means clustering to see whether an unsu-
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pervised learning method provides a similar classification (Steinley, 2006; Bonhomme et al., 2019).
The unsupervised learning method uncovers four clusters of texts related to technology, R&D, ex-
ports, and starting a new business. This observation, combined with interviews with subsidy officers,

increases confidence that our supervised classification captures meaningful categories.

V Main Estimates on Employment and Skills

This section presents the core estimates of technology subsidies on employment, wages, and skill
composition. The main result is clear: We find no evidence of employment reduction or skill bias
across a comprehensive set of skills from the technology subsidies. The estimates show that after
winning a technology subsidy, firms invested sharply more in technologies, hired more workers, but
did not change their skill composition. Before receiving a technology subsidy, the winning and losing
firms had similar trends in technology investment, employment, and skill composition. The results
are robust to controlling for the text propensity score and other controls. The RD and spikes designs

in Appendices C and D show similar results.

The First Stage Figure 4 shows the first-stage event-study estimates 3, from Equation 1, with
technology investment as the outcome. Winning a subsidy is associated with a sharp increase
in technology investment, measured by machinery and equipment investment. Before the subsidy
application, the groups follow parallel trends. Figure A4 shows alternative first-stage estimates
for all possible subsidies granted and received. The results indicate that winners and losers are
granted a different amount of subsidies exactly in the event year, not before or after. The pattern
for received subsidies matches technology investment. Table 2 reports first-stage estimates for the
main winners-losers design, both with and without text matching. Outcomes include technology
subsidies, technology investment, and capital. The first stage remains robust when controlling for

the text propensity score. We return to the specific investments in Section VI.

Employment and Wages Figure 5 displays the event-study estimates 5, from Equation 1. The
outcome is employment relative to the base period 7 = —3. The estimates indicate that technology
subsidies led to approximately 20% higher employment in the five years after receiving it. As the
figure shows, the employment pre-trends were similar between the treatment and control groups.
Figure 8 visualizes and Table 3 reports the first-difference estimates from Equation 2, with and with-
out the text propensity control, and with the matched non-applicant control group. These estimates
combine the multiple event-study estimates into a single number. Our preferred specification with
the propensity control indicates a statistically precise 23% increase in employment. The employment
estimates are consistent with the idea that the subsidy-induced investments were a complement to
labor in this context.

Another way to assess the potential replacement effects of advanced technologies is through the
labor cost share. It measures the share of revenue a firm pays workers—a telltale sign of task

automation (Acemoglu and Restrepo, 2018b; see also Kehrig and Vincent, 2021; Grossman and
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Oberfield, 2022). We find a precise zero estimate, reported in Table 3. We also generally find a zero
effect on wages; in some specifications, there is a small, statistically insignificant negative effect. This
absence of wage effects at the firm level could reflect sector-wide collective bargaining, where these
SMEs exert limited influence on local wages. The zero effects could also mask different mechanisms.
On the one hand, technological advances may exert downward pressure on wages, but this effect
might be counterbalanced by the increased wages necessary to recruit additional workers if firms
face upward-sloping labor supply. On the other hand, technological advances may exert upward
pressure on wages, but unobserved reductions in the skills of the new hires may offset this effect.
We describe the local labor markets these firms operate in at the end of Section VIII.

Figure A6 presents the effects on incumbent workers, those employed at the firm before the
subsidy event but not restricted to it afterward. We generally find small effects: a 0.5% positive
effect on employment but approximately the same-sized negative effect on the likelihood of staying
in the treated firm. We find an income bump at the time of application of EUR 500, potentially
reflecting additional hours during technology adoption or rent-sharing from the grant.

The employment estimates are similar when using the matched non-applicant control group
(Table 3 and Figures B1, B3), regression discontinuity design (Figure D4 and Table D4), and spikes
design without subsidies (Figures C3, C5). The employment results are also robust to different text
matching versions (Table A8), different controls (Tables A9, A10), and are clearly present in the

mean graphs that compare the treatment and control group means over time (Figure A5).

Skill Composition Figure 6 displays the event-study estimates for the main firm-level skill mea-
sures: the average years of education, college-educated workers’ share, and production workers’
share. We find no change in these measures, either before or after the technology subsidy. Figure
7 summarizes the estimates and Table 3 reports the numerical values. Our 95% confidence interval
excludes over 0.15 year changes in the average years of education. The results stand in contrast with
the view that technology subsidies would necessarily increase the share of more educated workers and
decrease the share of production workers in manufacturing firms. We observe that trained machinists
and skilled welders were needed before and after the subsidy receipt. The main skill-composition
estimates hold in all our research designs and are robust to a variety of controls referenced in the
employment results, including text matching.

We zoom into more detailed skill outcomes: education groups (Figure A7), occupation groups
(Figure A8), cognitive performance (Figure A9), school performance (Figure A10), personality (Fig-
ure All), demographics (Figure A12), and task composition (Figure A13). The big picture is that
the effects are primarily skill neutral in the sense that the skill composition does not change. An-
other central observation is that the baseline skill levels of workers in the sample firms are well
below the median. For example, the average cognitive performance is 0.3 standard deviation lower
than the average population, and the average 9th grade GPA is 0.56 standard deviation below the
population average. The sample workers also score lower in tests designed to measure personality
traits valued by the Finnish Defence Forces, such as achievement aim and dutifulness. The only per-

sonality trait the workers score higher than average is masculinity (-+0.15 standard deviation). We
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return to the role of baseline skills in Section VIII. Finally, there are some patterns of changes in the
skill composition that are consistent with the observations from our fieldwork, while not statistically
significant and subject to multiple testing concerns. The treatment effect on average school GPA is
0.1 standard deviation (Figure A10), and the treatment effects on activity-energy, achievement aim,
and sociability are 0.05 standard deviation (Figure A11). The managers and workers we interviewed
consistently pointed to these traits as complementary to advanced technologies, in contrast to higher

education or non-production occupations.?®

Selection Bias A natural concern when estimating the impact of industrial subsidies is the bias
due to a potential correlation between the subsidy receipt and unobserved characteristics of re-
cipients. These concerns are less likely to be important in our setting because (as described in
Section IIT) we focus on variation induced by the program, where comparisons by adopter status
are restricted to a sample of applicants to the program. Non-winning applicants probably provide
a better control group for winners than conventional cross-section samples because, like winners, all
applicants have indicated a strong interest in technology adoption. Moreover, the data analyzed here
contain information on most characteristics used by the subsidy program to screen applications. The
selection bias induced by subsidy program screening can therefore be eliminated using regression
techniques or by matching on the covariates used in the screening process. Our results are robust to
controlling for the pre-application characteristics and the evaluation report texts (Tables 3, 5, A8,
A9, and A10).

Our text data allow us to qualitatively explore the robustness of our results. To investigate
whether the rejected applications are reasonable counterfactual for the approved applications, we
read through all approved and rejected applications in the analysis sample. We found only ten
rejected applications that did not seem likely to receive subsidies in any situation: either the en-
trepreneur had a concerning history or the firm’s financial position was unstable. Our results are
robust to excluding these applications.

Text propensity scores enable us to narrow the sample to specific types of applications. A
potential concern is that particularly good or bad applications, or undesirable comparisons between
them, might drive our results. Table A1l addresses this concern by excluding applications with the
highest and lowest 5%, 10%, and 20% propensity scores. The results continue to be robust and
consistently point in the same direction.

We also find similar effects when using a matched non-applicant control group (Table 3, Appendix
B). As a placebo test, we also contrast the losing firms to a matched non-applicant control group.
We find no first stage on investment and a small positive transitory effect on employment, indicating
that the subsidy losers grew somewhat faster than similar non-applicant firms.

We use three different research designs: (1) the winner-losers design, (2) a regression discontinuity
design using unanticipated changes in the subsidy program rules (Appendix D), and (3) an event-

study design focusing on technology adoption events (Appendix C). These designs generate similar

Z8Managers and workers emphasized the non-cognitive skills required: initiative, cooperation, and adaptability, and
that workers perform multiple tasks. One CEO explained: “A company does not just pay a welder to weld.”
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results. This suggests that selection bias in any single design is unlikely to drive our results.

The remaining concern is selection bias common to all our research designs. The concern would
be that none of the control groups we analyze here represents a reasonable counterfactual for sub-
sidy recipients. To address this concern, we can analyze trends in treatment firms without any
control group. Figure A5 shows the evolution of treatment group means for machinery investment,
employment, and years of education. Machinery investment increased sharply after the technology
subsidy application; winners increased their employment but did not change their skill composition

disproportionately.

Statistical Power A concern particularly relevant to presenting a null result is statistical power.
Are our results precise and technology-adoption events large enough to justify our conclusion about
no significant changes in skill composition measured by education and occupation? The estimates
from our preferred specification indicate a -0.004 change in the average years of education at the
firm level, with a standard error of 0.075 years, meaning that we can exclude over 0.15 year increases
in the average education. In comparison, the treatment and control firms increase their education
on average over the 5-year event window by 0.4 years.

Statistically, the null effects are unlikely to be driven by small events: (1) A typical technology
adoption event in the subsidy sample is EUR 80K, which doubles the firm’s annual investment. This
is a lower bound on cost, as the purchase price covers only part of the total. In US manufacturing,
Berger (2020) documents that machinery costs account for just 25% of the total investment, with the
remainder covering installation, the machine bed, and integration work. (2) The subsidy program
requires technology investments to represent significant advances for the firm. (3) We also examine
large technology investment events in the spikes design (Appendix C) and find no effect on skill
composition, measured by education and occupation. We address how the relatively small grants

affect our interpretation in Section VII.

Estimation Methods We probe our results’ robustness to different estimation methods. Recent
research proposes new estimators that address issues that arise when estimating dynamic treatment
effects (Borusyak et al., 2024; de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfoeuille, 2020; Callaway and Sant’Anna,
2021; Sun and Abraham, 2021). Figure A14 shows consistent results across these novel estimators.
This robustness likely stems from our design choices: focusing on a control group never treated and
a treatment group experiencing a single treatment shift.

When we defined our treatment group, we selected the largest subsidy event from firms with
multiple applications to ensure we focus on meaningful events. The first stage (Figures 4, A4) shows
that this choice effectively isolates distinct technology-subsidy events. This approach is loosely
related to Kline et al. (2019), who focus on ex-ante high-value patenting events. We examine the
robustness of our results to this choice in Table A12.

Panel A narrows our analysis to firms with only one subsidy application, successful or not.??

29This trims the sample to 1,011 firms. 51% had a single application from 1994 to 2018, while 36% had two to
three, and 10% had four to five. These predominantly represent multiple successful applications; only 0.5% (ten firms)
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Consistent with our main results, we observe a robust first stage, rising employment, and no ed-
ucational shift. Here, the effects are subdued: halved for the first stage and reduced by 30% for
employment. This aligns with these firms applying for grants 50% smaller on average, at EUR 64K
for recipients and EUR 45K for non-recipients.

Panel B selects the first subsidy application in the data to serve as the treatment or control. Fo-
cusing on the first application maintains the sample size nearly unchanged, with minor adjustments
from applying sample restrictions. The findings here mirror our primary results. Note that defining
a first application is arbitrary in our context: first refers to the earliest recorded since 1994 in our
dataset, not necessarily the company’s actual initial application; the subsidy program’s history spans
several decades. The event-study estimates match our earlier results.

Finally, we focus on a balanced panel of firms because our primary interest, skill composition, can
only be measured in existing firms. For comparison, results from an unbalanced panel are reported
in Table A13. Compared to the balanced panel, we observe larger but consistent effects. Figure A15
directly examines firm survival, indicating incremental impacts: Increases are less than 5% over the

first three periods and 10% or less within the first five periods.

VI Investigating the Mechanism

To recap our main results, we have found that the EU technology subsidies were associated with
increases in employment and no changes in skill composition. The second part of the paper explores
possible mechanisms for what may have happened at the firm level.

Based on our fieldwork, we first outline two potential mechanisms for how firms could react to
technology subsidies. On the one hand, technology subsidies may cause firms to use technologies
to automate human tasks. On the other hand, the subsidies may enable firms to expand or allow
them to do a different set of things with potentially limited effects on productivity. The main point
is that technology subsidies could lead to several different outcomes, and their firm-level effects are
an open empirical question.

We then use several datasets and approaches to shed light on the mechanisms at play. We find
that technology subsidies led to higher revenues without changing firms’ productivity. Firms entered
new markets, changed product composition, and increased marketing. In the subsidy application
texts, firms wrote about their plans to expand rather than automate. Survey responses show that
developing customer-specific solutions and realizing market niches were typical motivations. While
our data have limitations, and firms often implemented a combination of changes, our observations

are consistent with the view that the subsidies primarily encouraged expansion (or scaling up).

VI.A Conceptual Motivation

To build intuition, we outline two stylized ways firms might respond to subsidies aimed at supporting

technology investment. The key idea is simple: subsidies lower the effective price of technology, but

had two, and one had three rejections. Figure A4 suggests that the potential multiple applications tend to be small
compared to the largest application in the 11-year window.
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firms still choose what technology to adopt—and how to use it.3°

We frame this using a composite production function:
F(Tg; [ (T1; X)) - (5)

The inner function f(-) captures how firms combine inputs X with technologies T7. The outer
function F'(-) maps this into market outcomes using technologies Tr. This setup helps distinguish
two broad channels through which subsidies might operate.

In one view, subsidies accelerate automation. Firms adopt technologies that replace human tasks,
cut costs, and raise productivity. The intensive margin, f (77; X) , reflects this idea: technology
changes how existing inputs are used. A welding robot that substitutes for a skilled welder is a
textbook case. Models by Acemoglu and Restrepo (2018a,b) and Acemoglu et al. (2020b) formalize
this channel, where task automation lowers labor shares, raises productivity, and may increase skill
demand if low-skill tasks are displaced.

A second view is that subsidies support expansion—helping firms enter new markets, develop
new products, or scale up operations—without fundamentally altering how production is done. This
is the extensive margin, F'(Tg;-). In the Moore’s Law for Pistons example, the firm used new
machines to make new products—not to automate away labor. Similar dynamics appear in Bartel
et al. (2007), where technology enabled firms to better meet shifting customer demands. In this view,
we might see higher revenue or product variety, but the effects on employment and skill demand
are ambiguous (as they are also in the case of automation). It depends on how—and where—the
expansion takes place.3!

The key point is that the effects of technology subsidies are uncertain. Subsidies may fund
automation, but not all machinery investments reflect task automation (Restrepo, 2024). One
possibility is that subsidies help firms expand scale with only modest effects on workforce composition
or productivity. The goal here is not to claim that either view makes strong predictions about labor
outcomes, but rather to highlight that firms can use technologies in different ways—with potentially
different implications for workers. These two views are not exhaustive, and firms may combine
them. In the end, empirical evidence is needed to assess how subsidies shape firm behavior and
worker outcomes in a given context.

This discussion motivates our empirical approach in three ways. First, because technology sub-

sidies may affect more than just production processes—potentially altering how firms interact with

39 Appendix G develops a model formalizing a version of these ideas, building on Melitz and Redding (2014). The
central element in the model is imperfect substitutability between products. This allows technology to have a role
in creating new horizontal product varieties, as in many standard growth models (Romer, 1990), rather than merely
enhancing productivity within a variety.

31Related concepts include automation vs. augmentation (Autor et al., 2024), cost vs. differentiation (Porter,
1985), and process vs. product (Utterback and Abernathy, 1975). We could also consider these as the textbook case
of substitution and scale effects. If higher productivity leads a firm to expand its product line, as in Bernard et al.
(2011), the line between expansion and automation becomes blurred. While we abstract from different factors in X,
we can explicitly write it, for example, as F (Tg; f(Tr1; K, Lu, L)), to clarify the relationship between technology 77,
capital K, and high- and low-skilled labor Ly and Lr. Tg can be viewed as Hicks-neutral productivity term (not
affecting the balance of labor and capital), while 77 embeds both capital and labor-augmenting changes with two
different types of skills (see also Acemoglu, 2003; Acemoglu and Autor, 2011; Lewis, 2011).
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customers—we examine a broad range of outcomes: revenue, productivity, profits, exports, product
mix, patents, R&D, marketing, and prices to build a more complete picture. Second, firms choose
how to use technology. Our text and survey data allow us to document their stated intentions at
the time of application. Third, the ambiguity in theory underscores a key point: we are evaluating
a specific policy in a particular setting. The results may not generalize, but they help clarify how

one country’s implementation of a large EU program operated—and whom it benefited.

VI.B Evidence on Firm Performance

We now turn to firm outcomes. Tables 3 and 4 summarize the core results. We find increases in
revenue, exports, product turnover, marketing, and prices. In contrast, we observe no changes in
productivity, profit margins, capital intensity, or input use. We conclude by discussing magnitudes

and dynamics.

Revenue, Productivity, and Profits Figure 8 and Table 3 report the first-difference estimates
from Equation 2 for revenue, productivity, and profit margin. The finding is that technology subsidies
led to approximately 30% higher revenues in the five years after. In contrast, we find no evidence
of changes in productivity or the profit margin. The results are robust to controlling for the text
propensity scores and comparing to the matched non-applicant control group.

We measure productivity as revenue per worker and TFP using the Cobb-Douglas production
function. Revenue per worker is robust to different production functions and our preferred measure.
TFP is not ideally suited to measure firm performance in our context because some firms change
their product composition (as we will show later). We also estimate TFP using the Olley and Pakes
(1996) and Levinsohn and Petrin (2003) methods and find null effects (Figure A18).

Firm survival, often cited as a measure of firm performance in our interviews, improves with
subsidies, as shown earlier in Figure A15. This is relevant for interpreting our productivity results:
We see no productivity effects, but we effectively control for firm survival.

The zero productivity effects are consistent with the existing evidence on firm subsidies: Criscuolo
et al. (2019), who study an investment subsidy program in UK manufacturing, Cerqua and Pellegrini
(2014), who focus on capital subsidies to businesses in Italian low-performing regions, Murakozy and
Telegdy (2023), who find no effects on TFP from EU-funded firm grants in Hungary, and Curtis et
al. (2022), who observe no productivity effects from the bonus capital depreciation policy in the US.

Table 4, Panel E, reports more detailed estimates on profits. The average profit margin is 5.2%
and the subsidies do not appear to increase the profit margin, as noted before. But as the firm
expands, winning a subsidy leads to an increase in gross profits by EUR 143.5K and net profits by
EUR 123.6K over the post-period without discounting. Discounting the future profits at a 5% rate
yields present-value net profits of EUR 95.8K, and at a 10% rate, EUR 73.7K. The average received
subsidy (EUR 81.77K) falls within the 95% confidence intervals of both, suggesting that the data

are consistent with a hypothesis that profits increase approximately one-to-one with the subsidies.??

320ur sample includes only seven publicly traded firms, preventing analysis of subsidy decisions on stock values.
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Exports and Products Figure 9 visualizes the event-study estimates for firms’ export status.
Subsidy winners are more likely to become exporters. Table 4, Panel A, reports an effect of four
percentage points from the baseline of 28%.%3 The effect on the exports’ revenue share is 0.9
percentage points from the baseline of 5.2%. The winners exported to an additional 0.2 regions from
the baseline of 1.5.

Export data allow us to explore changes in exported products and product composition. Table
4, Panel A, reports an effect of 0.15 products from the baseline of 1.55 products per firm. We also
observe an increase in product turnover: treatment firms both introduce and discontinue products
at higher rates. However, subsidy-winning firms switch between products and regions that have
the same skill intensity (Table Al4). Overall, exporters had more educated workforces than non-
exporters, both in Finnish manufacturing and our sample.

The result of increased exporting as a response to technology subsidies is consistent with the idea
that access to capital and foreign markets are complements, echoing the observations of Lileeva and
Trefler (2010) and Koch et al. (2021). Some research observes that exports and new products tend
to be skill-biased (Bernard and Jensen, 1997; Xiang, 2005; Matsuyama, 2007). A likely reason why
we do not observe skill bias from exports or new products here is that these changes are a normal
part of how these firms operate. We observe in our fieldwork that these manufacturers have short
production runs, constantly identify shifts in demand, and redeploy their productive resources to

new uses using new technologies.?*

Inputs and Imports Table 4, Panel B, examines firms’ input use. While subsidies increased
machinery investment, this did not lead to higher capital per worker. We also find no change in
input intensity, measured by the share of input costs to revenue. These null results align with our
finding of no effect on labor productivity: Firms did not make production more capital- or input-
intensive but scaled operations proportionally. We observe a slight increase in imports relative to

revenue—some import substitution—but overall, firms’ input use remains unchanged.

Patents, R&D, and Marketing Next, we look at three outcomes relevant to different stages of
innovation: patents, R&D, and marketing, reported in Table 4, Panel C. A relatively clear picture
emerges: We observe no effect on patenting, a small EUR 560 increase in R&D expenses, and a
larger EUR 4,760 increase in marketing costs.

These results are consistent with the expansion view: Technology subsidies appear to have led
to increased marketing and less so in technological development reflected in patents or R&D. Figure
A19 plots the dynamics of marketing effects. Marketing is a relevant signal for the interpretation.

If the firms were purely interested in automation and production costs, there would have been little

33The definition from Statistics Finland identifies a firm as an exporter in a given year if its annual exports exceed
EUR 12K across at least two months, or if it has a single export transaction exceeding EUR 120K.

34Earlier fieldwork in manufacturing SMEs in the US and Europe by Dertouzos et al. (1989), Berger (2013), and
Berger (2020) corroborates these observations. Relevant research on exports, products, intermediate inputs, and
technologies include Verhoogen (2008); Goldberg et al. (2010); Bernard et al. (2010, 2011); Bustos (2011) and Kugler
and Verhoogen (2012). See also Hottman et al. (2016); Flach and Irlacher (2018); Argente et al. (2024) and Braguinsky
et al. (2021) on expansion and product innovation, appeal, and differentiation.
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incentive to market that. If the firms, however, aimed to expand, potentially with new offerings,
marketing could be valuable. These estimates also reflect how the subsidy program aims to work:
It supports firms scaling from idea to production (consistent with the ideas in Berger, 2013, and
Gruber and Johnson, 2019).

Compared to our employment, skill, revenue, and productivity results, these results are somewhat
unstable, potentially because the measures contain both zeros and large values. Future research may

be able to speak more about investment subsidies’ effects on patenting in other contexts.

Prices Table 4, Panel D, reports the effects on prices. We measure prices from the Customs
Register and Industrial Production Statistics (a survey of manufacturing firms). We compute prices
as product-level revenue divided by quantity and focus on the firm-level unweighted average. We
find a 29.1% increase in the customs prices and 30.8% in the manufacturing survey. The price data
are noisy and cover only a subset of the sample, making these estimates more sensitive than our
main findings. At a minimum, we do not observe price declines. Prices provide relevant information
for contrasting automation versus expansion. Acemoglu et al. (2020b) clarify that automating firms
expand by lowering prices. In contrast, subsidies may have ambiguous effects on prices; for instance,

quality improvements could raise prices (Khandelwal, 2010).

Magnitudes Table 5 reports the first-difference estimates from Equation 2 with a continuous
treatment variable, the subsidy granted in EUR. The estimates from our preferred specification
indicate that EUR 1 in subsidies is associated with a EUR 1.0 increase in machinery investment.
Firms’ revenue increased by EUR 5.3 per EUR 1 of subsidies. We interpret these results cautiously,
because the continuous treatment is subject to additional selection concerns.

What is the implied cost per job from this industrial policy based on our estimates? The
employment increase is 0.25 jobs per EUR 10K subsidies, indicating a back-of-the-envelope cost
estimate of EUR 40K (USD 44K) per job. This number matches what managers reported for
machinery per worker in their plant in our interviews, often about EUR 35K. Our estimate is also
close to the average among the cost-per-job estimates reviewed by Criscuolo et al. (2019). It is
relatively close to the cost per job estimates of USD 43K by Pellegrini and Muccigrosso (2017) and
USD 68K by Cerqua and Pellegrini (2014) in the context of capital subsidies to businesses in the
least developed regions in Italy, and the estimate of USD 63K by Glaeser and Gottlieb (2008) for
the US Empowerment Zones. Criscuolo et al. (2019) report an estimated USD 27K at the firm level,
and Garrett et al. (2020) suggest that the bonus capital depreciation policy in the US had a cost
per job between USD 20-50K.

Dynamics The employment effects increase gradually over five years after the subsidy (Figure
5). In our design, the quality of the comparison may decline over time. This makes it hard to
tell whether longer-run effects are genuine or artifacts of the design. We extend the analysis to
eight years after the application to assess longer-term dynamics (Figure A16). Most increases occur

within the first four years post-intervention. The matched control version shows this more clearly
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(Figures B1, A16). Some increases occur after four years, yet the 95% confidence interval does not
rule out a flat trend. In contrast, the spikes design shows employment effects that initially increase
but later become smaller (Figure C3). This may result from restricting the sample to firms without
post-period spikes.

Other dynamic patterns also emerge within the five-year window after the event. Some outcomes
react rapidly. The first-stage estimates show a sharp rise in investment rates between years 0 and 2,
followed by a moderate increase (Figure 4). Exporting and marketing react quickly; effects appear
in the application year and largely materialize by 7 = 1 (Figures 9, A19). In contrast, employment
responds gradually (Figure 5). Firm survival also shows gradual effects, but the standard measure
shows that the estimates stabilize by 7 = 3 (Figure A15, Panel C). Skill mix remains flat throughout
(Figure 6). Note that investment is a flow, whereas employment, survival, and skill mix are stocks,
which naturally have smoother patterns. Our precision is limited in resolving patterns beyond
increases, flat trends, or declines.

Retrospectively, these dynamics offer several insights. The positive contemporaneous effect on
machinery investment suggests the subsidies were additive. We find no evidence of substitution from
later periods for the treatment group. The control group does not catch up later. In short, subsidies
raised overall investment rather than simply shifting the timing of machinery replacement (Cooper
et al., 1999; our dynamic model in Appendix H).

A key question is whether the grants produced temporary or lasting improvements. The gradually
rising effects on employment and firm survival favor lasting gains. Many firms explained in our
interviews that, when applying for subsidies, they already had an idea for how to expand with the
funds. For example, in application texts, many firms cite responding to foreign demand as a reason
to acquire new technology. This would likely show up in the data as an immediate increase in export
status measured as an indicator, and later expansion in employment if the exporting was successful
(consistent with the scaling up from a blueprint discussed by Berger, 2013, and Gruber and Johnson,
2019). By contrast, if automation were the main goal, we would expect to see higher productivity
and lower output prices simultaneously with potential expansion (Acemoglu et al., 2020b). Our
results do not show these dynamics (or these effects more broadly).

There are alternative explanations for the lasting effects. (1) The subsidy can make a decisive
difference in whether firms continue to expand or face closure in the years following their application.
(2) Firms may learn by doing, which induces extended growth (Lucas, 1984). (3) Receiving a subsidy
might enable further upgrades, contributing to the gradual rise in employment and survival rates.

The literature on dynamic effects is mixed. Becker et al. (2018) find that EU grants led to tem-
porary improvements that reversed when funding ended. In contrast, Curtis et al. (2022) document
lasting employment gains driven by capital accumulation. Garrett et al. (2020) report enduring
employment effects but only short-term earnings gains. Criscuolo et al. (2019) find persistent em-
ployment effects with no impact on wages, but note that losing subsidies led to negative employment
effects. Some of these differences may reflect the level of analysis. We examine firm-level dynamics,
whereas Becker et al. (2018) and Garrett et al. (2020) focus on local labor markets.
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VI.C Text and Survey Evidence

This section presents evidence on firms’ intentions using text and survey data. We analyze three
sources: (1) subsidy application texts describing how firms planned to use the grant, (2) survey
responses on technological goals, and (3) trade journal articles detailing firms’ projects. Each source
has limitations, but together they suggest that firms aimed to use technology subsidies to expand

their operations in various ways.

Text Evidence from Subsidy Applications The application texts offer a novel window into
firms’ motivations. Consider a firm buying a robot—a multipurpose technology. Some firms may use
it to automate tasks previously done by workers; others may use it to expand capacity, introduce new
products, improve quality, or shorten delivery times. Firms in our sample describe these intentions
in their applications, which we analyze systematically.

Our approach is straightforward. We use the application records to answer the question: What
did the firm plan to do with the subsidy? Previously, we examined how firms changed their oper-
ations after receiving the grant. Here, we focus on firms’ plans prior to treatment. The analysis is
descriptive rather than causal.

We hand-code each application into detailed categories that reflect firms’ stated intentions. Table
6 defines these categories—such as expansion, new products, quality, productivity, and work—and
gives representative examples. The categories are grounded in our fieldwork and reflect goals that
firms described consistently in interviews. In practice, we read each application and assigned one or
more categories based on concrete statements. The texts provide sufficient information for coding
in 88.9% of cases (1,805 firms).

We use narrow, concrete categories to ensure that each code captures a clear and interpretable
objective. This approach allows us to document firms’ goals as they describe them, without collaps-
ing distinct intentions into broader groupings. A category is only assigned when the text makes the
objective explicit. For example, “new products” requires a direct mention of a new product, service,
or business area. “Productivity” applies only if the firm refers to efficiency, cost savings, or a similar
goal. A firm that writes, “The project contributes to improving the company’s competitiveness as

9

it expands the product range,” is coded as “new products.” Another that states, “The new produc-

tion line increases the company’s capacity by approximately 30-40%,” is classified as “expansion.”
Appendix F contains full descriptions, additional examples, and details on the coding process.3?
Figure 10, Panel A, presents the main findings from the text coding analysis. About 74% of firms
reported expansion motives, such as growth, scaling up, or increased capacity. When we combine ob-
jectives directly tied to expansion—expansion, new customers/markets, and exports—=80.1% of firms

referenced at least one. Another 8.8% aimed to expand through vertical or horizontal integration,

35 Appendix F presents anonymized, translated, and paraphrased examples that illustrate the text features leading
to each classification. The original application texts are confidential and cannot be shared. To ensure transparency,
we recorded the specific passages that motivated each classification. Our coding approach is conservative: when a
category assignment is uncertain, we leave it blank. The reported frequencies likely represent lower bounds. Some
categories—such as exports, new products, and quality—tend to be clearly signaled by specific words or phrases, while
others—such as capabilities/flexibility and adaptation—require broader interpretation and contextual reading.
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such as mergers and acquisitions.

New products (31.1%), quality (29.9%), and new capabilities or flexibility (29.4%) were common
objectives. Firms often described new capabilities in terms of being able to offer customized solutions.
Other goals included faster delivery (9.5%), improved precision (6.1%), and brand enhancement
(4.2%). Overall, 64.5% of firms reported plans to modify their output—via new products, quality,
delivery, branding, precision, or flexibility. These findings align with our fieldwork.3%

Fewer firms mentioned automation of work: only 13.9% referenced work-related motives. We
group all mentions of technology aimed at reducing labor costs or improving labor productivity into
a single category. This choice helps avoid understating work-related motives—especially important
given the focus of the paper—and reflects a key limitation of the text data: in most cases, firms do not
clearly distinguish between automation and other work-related objectives. The language is often too
ambiguous to separate these categories reliably. To isolate more narrowly defined labor-saving uses,
we focus on firms that report work-related motives but do not mention changing output—excluding
new products, quality, precision, or capabilities/flexibility. Under this criterion, we classify 4.7% of
our sample as labor-saving. In either case, the findings suggest that automation was not the primary
objective for most firms. This contrasts with prior research focused specifically on automation and
may help reconcile the differing results (Bessen et al., 2023; Feigenbaum and Gross, 2024).37

At the same time, productivity was a common stated goal: 51.6% of firms mentioned it. This
stands in contrast to our earlier null results on measured productivity. Several explanations are
possible. TFP might take time to materialize (though we do not observe trends within 5 years).
Firms may have aimed to improve productivity but failed. In interviews, firms often used “pro-
ductivity” to mean overall success—e.g., higher revenue or firm survival. They may have referred
to productivity improvements in parts of their operations—"solving bottlenecks” as they described
it—which eventually led them to hire more workers, and hence, there was no firm-level improvement
in labor productivity. Finally, our productivity results condition on firm survival. For instance, 26%
of firms cited adaptation to market conditions and often implied that, without the investment, their
trajectory would have been worse. Understanding the lack of measured productivity effects—both
in our setting and in similar programs studied by Criscuolo et al. (2019) and Curtis et al. (2022)—is
an important direction for future work.

Table 7 examines heterogeneity in impacts by stated intentions. We define four groups based on
application texts: (1) work only, (2) productivity only, (3) work or productivity only (the union),
and (4) the complement group, excluding all three. The first three groups exclude firms that also
mentioned new products, quality, precision, or new capabilities, in order to better isolate labor-

saving or productivity-enhancing objectives that do not involve output change. For precision, we

36The “New Products” category requires an explicit reference to new products as an outcome of the investment. In
contrast, “Capabilities/Flexibility” refers to increased production potential without specifying a product. “Quality”
and “Precision” are coded separately, based on specific language.

3"The term automation in the application texts does not necessarily refer to the automation of work. It more often
describes automation in a narrow part of the production process—for example, automatic defect sensing in piston
quality—or refers to the technology itself operating autonomously. At the same time, the data also include some cases
of task automation, such as: “The machine requires fewer personnel resources than before. The sanding machine is a
new acquisition; previously, sanding was done manually.”
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compare each group to matched non-applicants, since the “loser” subgroups are small. The results
are as follows. (1) The work-only group shows some skill bias and the largest estimates on years
of education, alongside a smaller employment effect. (2) The productivity-only group shows a
4.5% positive productivity estimate, though it is not statistically significant. (3) The complement
group—firms not focused on labor-saving or productivity goals—shows larger employment effects
than the other groups or the full sample.

One interpretation is that there is limited heterogeneity in treatment effects across stated objec-
tives. Most firms in this context appear to have pursued expansion, though their strategies varied.

This text analysis has several limitations. (1) Classification is qualitative and requires judgment.
We address this by using concrete categories and avoiding overreliance on any single one. (2) Coding
is based on what firms stated; lack of mention does not imply lack of intent. (3) Intentions are
self-reported and firms may have framed their intentions strategically, for example by emphasizing
expansion. Our main check is whether the patterns in the texts are consistent with patterns in the

survey and trade journal data.

Survey Evidence on Firms’ Intentions Survey data provide a complementary perspective.
The EU’s Community Innovation Survey (CIS) asks firms about their objectives for product and
process innovation, such as expanding product lines, enhancing quality, and reducing labor costs.
This information helps us understand how firms intended to use their grants. We matched these
survey responses to 708 firms in our sample. The Appendix F documents the surveys.

Survey data serve as a critical check to triangulate whether different data sources provide similar
answers. Firms are likely to respond truthfully to the survey because it is confidential and unrelated
to the subsidy program. The survey also captures objectives firms might consider less important or
overlapping with others, which they might not mention in their applications. The survey categories
align with our text analysis.

Figure 10, Panel B, shows that firms rated customer-specific solutions (43.4%), replacing out-
dated products (30.0%), better quality (26.6%), accessing new markets (26.0%), and larger product
selection (25.7%) as highly important. Lower labor costs, while relevant, were not a top priority;
only 20.6% of firms reported them as highly important. Lower material costs were a high priority
for 9.2% of firms.

The Etla survey provides similar observations. Figure A20 shows that 88.3% of our sample firms
(N = 202) reported producing differentiated products, though only 2.1% considered their products
strongly differentiated. Looking ahead three years, 45.3% planned to introduce new products and
services, while 55.8% aimed to develop production methods for moderate or strong differentiation
from competitors. The lowest panel shows that, over the past year, 40.2% had introduced new or
substantially improved products. Additionally, over 80% had solicited customer feedback and made

changes in response.

Evidence from Trade Journals Technical and trade journals report industry news and often

describe firms’ technology investments. The SFINNO database, which tracks innovations in Finland,
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is based on a systematic review of 15 such journals from 1985 to 2020. We match 213 articles from
this database to firms in our sample.

These data have two advantages: the articles were written by independent journalists rather
than the firms themselves, and the coding was conducted by independent researchers, not by us.
SFINNO also surveyed the firms to supplement the text-based information. Figure A22 provides an
example article.?8

Figure 10, Panel C, shows that common motivations included filling a market niche (93.1%) and
meeting customer needs (91.0%) Figure A21 breaks down innovation types: 89.7% were product
innovations, 8.9% process innovations, and 1.4% services. Most innovations were low- to medium-
complexity—such as redesigned pistons. Key technical aspects included developing and integrating
components and modules (38.4%) and commercializing the firm’s core technology (27.4%). Overall,

the evidence from trade journals, combined with targeted surveys, aligns with our earlier findings.

VI.D Which Technologies Did Firms Adopt?

Our data enable us to measure specific technologies, categorize them into meaningful groups, and
contextualize our findings. We define these technologies ex-ante, rather than based on observed ex-
post effects. The evidence shows that firms primarily adopted machinery, with far less investment in
IT. This distinction sets our study apart from research focused on IT and digitalization (Akerman
et al., 2015; Gaggl and Wright, 2017).

The Financial Statement Register separates machinery investment from IT expenditure. Ma-
chinery investment includes physical equipment, such as CNC machines, laser cutters, and robots.
IT expenditure covers software, programming, computer design, and IT consulting. While both
categories can have significant effects, they represent distinct types of technology. Tables 2 and A15
show the first-stage results for each. Baseline rates are EUR 108.0K for machinery and EUR 46.2K
for IT. The data indicate that subsidies increase machinery investment by EUR 103.8K but raise IT
expenditure by only EUR 4.1K.

Text data reveal a similar pattern. We manually code each application into machinery and IT
categories. As before, machinery refers to physical investments like CNC machines, robots, and laser
cutters, while I'T includes software and digital tools such as enterprise resource planning (ERP) and
computer-aided design (CAD) software. This division is informed by our fieldwork and uses terms
familiar to most manufacturers. The coding shows that only 5% (107 firms) of our sample mentioned
IT, software, or digital technologies.?”

Text data enable us to examine specific types of machinery in more detail. Table A18 reports

results for firms mentioning CNC, robots, or lasers in their applications. We define these technologies

38 Appendix F documents the data. See Palmberg et al. (1999) for details on SFINNO and Coombs et al. (1996) or
the literature-based innovation output (LBIO) method. The current version of SFINNO identifies 5,481 innovations
from approximately 1,700 firms.

39 Appendix F provides a detailed description with examples. Do the IT cases show different effects? Firms with
above-median IT expenditure or those mentioning software potentially saw smaller employment effects (Table A17).
However, given the limited number of I'T cases, our precision is limited, and we do not find major differences in their
within-firm effects. But IT investing firms are ex-ante more educated and have lower production-worker shares.
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based on keywords common in this context (CNC, robot, laser, and plasma). Our main findings hold
qualitatively across each type, showing that results are robust across different machinery categories.
We find no significant differences in effects between machinery types.

We look into specific technology-occupation pairs: machining and machinists, welding and
welders, painting and painters, and logistics and logistics workers in Table A19, identified by key-
words and occupational registers. Our results suggest these technologies generally complement,
rather than substitute, related workers. For instance, the share of machinists rises by 4.5 percentage
points in firms adopting machining technologies. For other technologies, we observe no changes in
the share, wages, or education levels of these employees, aligning with our overall findings.

Finally, we group technologies into two categories—automated and non-automated—drawing on
Acemoglu and Restrepo (2022). This classification uses application texts and customs data, where
we manually code all sample application texts and 621 technologies from customs records. While
not always clear-cut, the main criterion is whether the technology requires active human operation.
Automated technologies include robots, CNC machining centers, conveyor belts, and large-scale
textile machinery, as these can run independently for at least a period. Non-automated technologies,
such as manual welding tools, vehicles, and hydraulic presses, require human operators. This coding
reflects the type of machinery, not whether firms used it for automation. Appendix F documents the
classification with additional examples. Figures A23 and A24 show that, as with other technology
groupings, the effects are consistent across both categories, with increases in employment and no
shifts in skill composition. We acknowledge that our categories may be too broad to capture finer
distinctions between technologies.

Next, we contextualize our findings in three sections. Section 7 discusses our source of variation,
Section 8 overall manufacturing context, and Section 9 zooms outside our subsidy sample to position

our findings in the broader trends and analyze different technologies.

VII What Is Our LATE?

Our conceptual motivation proposes that technology subsidies may produce a range of effects. What
causal impacts does the quasi-experiment identify, and whose effects do we estimate? In other words,
what is our LATE?

The EU subsidy program functions as an intent-to-treat policy. Not all firms take up the policy;
only a subset chooses to make qualifying technology investments. The treatment effects approximate
the LATE impacts for the firms induced to invest by the program, capturing a non-random, non-
representative subset of firms that respond to the subsidy.

This section notes that our findings likely reflect incremental investments driven by the subsidy
program. We consider alternative explanations, such as credit constraints, employment biases,
signaling effects, and spillovers. While these factors may have some influence, we find limited

empirical support suggesting they would primarily drive our results.
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Incremental Investments One hypothesis is that financial constraints limit technology adoption
and that EU subsidies lift these constraints, allowing firms to make large investments. Alternatively,
firms may already be capable of investing, and the subsidies lead to incremental investments with
limited productivity effects. Our results support the latter view.

We focus on firms close to the investment margin. Which firms will likely respond to the sub-
sidies? Both winners and losers intend to invest, as shown by their applications. However, winners
receive a modest grant (EUR 80K), reducing their effective investment cost. These firms are likely
near the margin of indifference, where the subsidy pushes them to invest slightly more.

Five observations support this interpretation: (1) Firms already owned some technology and did
not shift from no technology to full automation. (2) The average subsidy (EUR 80K) is relatively
small, close to the yearly average investment, suggesting it funds incremental changes unless it sparks
substantial additional investment. (3) The first stage on machinery investment is close to one-to-one
with the subsidy amount, indicating firms mainly invested the subsidy itself without unleashing
significant additional investment. (4) Profits increase roughly one-to-one with the average subsidy,
indicating that firms earned no additional profits beyond the subsidy itself. This suggests that the
return on investment roughly equaled the subsidy amount—consistent with break-even investments
at the margin. (5) Losing firms also invested, as shown in Figure A5, suggesting we are looking at
a marginal effect among firms that all invested.

This reasoning could explain why subsidies did not lead to substantial productivity gains. If large
productivity gains from automation were both feasible and profitable, firms would likely have pursued
them without subsidies. Also, our fieldwork suggests that automation and significant productivity
improvements are costlier than investments aimed at expansion. The fixed costs of automation, rel-
ative to medium-scale grants, may drive firms to prioritize expansion over automation (see Lashkari
et al., 2024, on scale dependence).

Fieldwork and interviews reinforce this interpretation. On the one hand, program officers would
like to see larger-than-marginal changes and sometimes reject applications deemed too small. On
the other hand, CEOs explained that the program most likely affects firms on the verge of making
incremental investments, and is less effective for firms already planning significant investments or

those too constrained to benefit from the program.

Credit Constraints A related alternative explanation is that the effects are primarily due to
access to credit rather than technologies—an exclusion restriction concern for the interpretation.
While credit constraints may play a role in allowing the subsidies to induce firms to invest more,
several arguments counter this explanation as the primary cause for the employment and skill results:
(1) We observe a strong first stage on technology investment; at minimum, the firms acquired new
machinery. (2) We do not observe larger effects for firms that are ex-ante more likely to be credit-
constrained, such as small firms (Table A20) or those with higher financial costs or relative debt
(Table A21). Controlling for these measures, we observe similar effects. (3) To measure credit
constraints more directly, we link our sample firms to CIS data on self-reported credit constraints.

When asked about obstacles to innovation, only 6.3% cited lack of credit as highly relevant. (4) We
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observe the same effects without the program in Appendix C.

Signaling Value A reasonable concern is that winning the subsidy might not only reduce the
cost of technology adoption but also serve as a positive signal about the firm’s prospects. If these
signaling effects were significant, we would expect to see positive employment effects even when the
subsidy is small relative to the firm’s size. To test this, Figure A17 narrows the sample to cases where
the subsidy is a small share of the firm’s total costs in the base year (7 = —3), progressively reducing
the sample from the bottom 50% to the bottom 10%. Reassuringly, the relative employment effects
of a subsidy shrink to zero when the subsidy constitutes a negligible share of firms’ total costs. Small

grants do not create large effects.

Employment Bias Another possible explanation is that the program itself is biased toward low-
skill employment. This concern is partly based on accurate observations: Omne objective of the
ELY Center subsidy program is to stimulate employment by supporting the adoption of advanced
technologies in manufacturing firms. However, several factors suggest that program biases are not
the main driver of our findings: (1) We find similar results when we analyze technology adoption
events outside of the subsidy program in Appendix C. (2) To some extent, the text propensity scores
systematically address concerns about employment bias: If employment-related phrases predicted
subsidy acceptance, the propensity score would control for them. Under employment bias, controlling
for the scores would lower the employment effects (which we do not find). (3) Interviews with firm
managers indicate that technology adoption events supported by subsidies are generally similar to
typical technology adoption events in this context. (4) Interviews with administrators show that
major technology projects are rarely rejected for low employment effects, though minor projects
may be if they lack technological advances. The program does not enforce employment outcomes;
firms make their own hiring decisions after receiving subsidies. Additionally, the program does not
specifically target low-skill jobs; ELY Centers also support high-skill hires in manufacturing firms. (5)
We reviewed all rejected applications and found that none were denied mainly for employment-related
reasons. While five reports mentioned employment concerns, these were secondary to low projected

technological advancement. Our findings remain robust when these applications are excluded.

Spillover Effects These firm-level results are consistent with potential spillover effects. A firm’s
technology adoption can affect others, so total employment and skill impacts may differ from our
estimates. Estimating these effects is challenging because (1) these firms are small, and (2) they
trade globally (our sample is primarily tradable per Mian and Sufi, 2014), making local spillovers
likely dispersed. Empirically, we find similar results using the matched non-applicant control group,
suggesting that spillovers from winning to losing firms are unlikely to drive our findings. Furthermore,
new hires at winning firms rarely come from losing firms (Table A22).

Conceptually, whether technology adoption replaces employment elsewhere depends on the types
of technology and resulting externalities. For example, we found that these firms sometimes ex-

panded by introducing new products, typically intermediate goods or machinery used by final goods
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producers. In Romer (1990), this type of variety expansion promotes growth, raising the possibility
that some externalities may be positive. However, new intermediate goods could also replace older
versions, creating negative business stealing effects and aligning with “Schumpeterian models” of
quality improvements and creative destruction (Grossman and Helpman, 1991; Aghion and Howitt,
1992). Investigating these externalities further, as in Acemoglu et al. (2020b), Koch et al. (2021),

and Oberfield and Raval (2021), is a promising direction for future research.

VIII Our Context Is Flexible Manufacturing

These observations are broadly applicable in industrial manufacturing. But they do not apply everywhere—mass
production is different.

— A CEO from our interviews

What is our context, how does it differ from others, and how might it shape our findings? Here, we
examine our setting to clarify where our results likely apply—and where they might not.

Our context has the features of flexible manufacturing: small and medium-sized firms producing
specialized, nonstandard products in small batches and adapting to changing demands. A key
feature—and limitation—of our study is its focus on this specific context, meaning our results may

not extend to other settings, particularly mass production.

VIII.A Flexible Manufacturing # Mass Production

Our conceptual motivation highlights two potential responses to technology subsidies: automation
versus expansion. A central question raised by our empirical analysis is: When and why is one more
likely to occur than the other? We mostly observe the latter in our context. But both responses
occur in practice, and some studies document capital substituting for workers’ tasks (Feigenbaum
and Gross, 2024; Restrepo and Hubmer, 2021; Acemoglu and Restrepo, 2020). We explain next
why our findings are distinctive but logical, and potentially applicable to other settings with similar
incentives for technology adoption.

Consider two contrasting views of manufacturing: mass production (Taylor, 1911; Ford, 1922)
and flexible manufacturing (Piore and Sabel, 1984; Milgrom and Roberts, 1990). Mass production
is characterized by standardized products, high volumes, and stable environments. The produc-
tion process is divided into tasks that can often be automated, as seen in industries like cement,
steel, and high-volume assembly lines. Flexible manufacturing, by contrast, focuses on specialized
products, small batches, and multi-skilled workforces. Firms in this setting operate in fast-changing
environments, requiring rapid adaptation to remain competitive—such as those producing advanced
machinery, defense equipment, or high-end textiles. These distinctions suggest that the effects of
technology subsidies could vary by manufacturing context. Evidence from one setting might not
generalize to another. Goldin and Katz (1998) suggest that the relationship between technology and
skills may depend on the production setting.*"

“0Klette and Kortum (2004), Akcigit and Kerr (2018), and Flach and Irlacher (2018) also relate the type of firm
and innovation.
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We hypothesize that the prevalence of expansion over automation in our context could be, in part,
due to the characteristics of flexible manufacturing. This hypothesis is not new: While automation is
a widely accepted concept in the literature, not all investments in modern manufacturing technologies
aim to automate worker tasks (Acemoglu and Restrepo, 2018b). Most importantly, Piore and Sabel
(1984) argue that different technology-labor relations emerge in flexible manufacturing, particularly
in technologically advanced SMEs producing specialized products in small volumes for a changing
market. These firms are more likely to use new technologies to expand, replace outdated products,
and provide customer-specific solutions, rather than automate work.

Automation entails significant fixed costs, justifiable only in long, uninterrupted production runs
typical of mass production. Flexible manufacturers, whose competitive advantage lies in creating
specialized products and differentiating their offerings, do not find this model attractive. For exam-
ple, one manufacturer we interviewed could automate their assembly but would need to commit to
specific models and parts. This commitment was unattractive due to the frequent need to update
their products to stay competitive. “I could see the business case for automation,” the company
CEO said, “in a standardized environment, with many workers performing routine work, and with
unions and strikes.” But that was not their context.

A large body of literature documents the shift from mass production to more flexible, specialized
production since the 1980s (Dertouzos et al., 1989; Berger, 2013). These new forms emphasize qual-
ity and responsiveness to market conditions while using advanced technologies and a multi-skilled
workforce. Piore and Sabel (1984) call this the second industrial divide, Kenney and Florida (1993)
describe it as moving beyond mass production, and Milgrom and Roberts (1990) call it modern man-
ufacturing. Despite different approaches, the common observation is that “the business environment
is no longer conducive to producing standardized products for a stable market” (Piore, 1994). A
manager in Berger (2020) explained: “American manufacturing has been transformed. It’s become
highly engineered, highly specialized, and highly customized. I see this across all manufacturing.
This is a different country. It’s no longer the mass production of the past.”

Research suggests several reasons for this change: Consumers shifted away from standardized
goods (Bils and Klenow, 2001), globalization reduced the cost of specialization between firms (Berger,
2005), and new technologies reduced setup times and made switching production between products
less costly (Bartel et al., 2007). Relatedly, emphasizing different “varieties of capitalism,” Hall and
Soskice (2001) argue that in coordinated market economies, like Finnish manufacturing SMEs, the

comparative advantage lies in incremental innovation by a skilled labor force.

VIII.B Key Facts About the Context

This section shows that our context reflects flexible manufacturing, not mass production. Key
features include specialized products, low volumes, adaptability, and skilled labor.*! A limitation

is that we lack data from other contexts; even the spikes design in Appendix C focuses on similar

41Other important factors include the feasibility of automation (Graetz and Michaels, 2018; Acemoglu and Restrepo,
2020), employment protection policies (Saint-Paul, 2002; Manera and Uccioli, 2021), and complementary resources
such as venture capital, trade associations, and suppliers (Berger, 2013; Gruber and Johnson, 2019).
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firms and technologies. Documenting our setting provides a basis for future research to compare

these findings with results from other settings.

Specialized Products The firms we interviewed produced specialized products for markets with
limited demand for each product. For example, the industrial piston manufacturer featured in our
fieldwork explained that they could not significantly expand within a product by lowering prices but
they could expand by introducing new products.

Our surveys document this specialized context. CIS data show that a common motivation
for innovation was creating customer-specific solutions. Similarly, 93% of SFINNO respondents
identified realizing a market niche as important. Etla data indicate that 88% of firms produced
differentiated products (Figures 10, A20).

Industry evidence corroborates this view. The Rauch (1999) index, a measure of a good’s com-
modity status, indicates that 91% of the sample firms operate within specialized industries. Our most
common industries—fabricated metal products, machinery, equipment, and wood products—are cat-
egorized as specialized according to this index. Our sample includes few, if any, firms producing

non-differentiated bulk goods like cement, steel, or sugar, or engaged in high-volume assembly.

Low Volumes In our interviews, most managers explained that they are specialized low-volume
producers who invest in advanced technologies to meet the unique demands of a few industrial
customers. In this context, there is typically no production line; instead, firms produce in small
batches or even one unit at a time. Several firms explained, that the possibilities for automation are
limited because they would need higher production volumes to cover the upfront investment needed
to automate workers’ tasks. The evidence supports this: Firms in our sample are mainly SMEs, as
shown in Table 1—mnot mass producers. The subsidy application texts also frequently describe small
batch production and short series. The fact that we study short-term subsidies for SMEs connects
our results to Zwick and Mahon (2017) and Criscuolo et al. (2019), who find larger effects from

investment incentives for small firms.

Adaptation Needs The firms in our context described operating in a fast-changing environment
where adaptability is important. One firm described using robots to handle demand volatility:
They could not hire skilled workers for short periods during demand peaks, so they used robots as
temporary support. Another firm elaborated: “We cannot compete with the low-cost competitors.
We need to offer unique goods and services.” Other firms in our fieldwork described that the need
for adaptation arises from changes in consumer preferences and technological obsolescence.?

The need for adaptation leads to two key empirical predictions: (1) higher product turnover in

addition to new products, and (2) a negative trajectory for firms that did not adopt the technology,

42More generally, firms with limited capabilities to respond to cost competition may launch new varieties when
faced with low-cost rivals (Porter, 1985; Aghion et al., 2005). This idea is consistent with Bloom et al. (2016) and
Fieler and Harrison (2023), who document that import competition induced innovation and product differentiation.
Bernard et al. (2010) analyze product switching as a source of reallocation within firms. See also Argente et al. (2024)
on the life cycle of products.
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contrasting with higher survival rates for adopters. Our evidence confirms both predictions (Table
4, Figures A5, A15). More directly, our text data record that 26% of firms invested in technologies
to respond to changing demand, and 29% described improved flexibility and capabilities (often
mentioned together, hence coded together). The CIS survey data show that 30% of firms regarded
replacing outdated products as highly important. The Etla survey data document that 85% had

made changes due to customer feedback over the past year (Figures 10, A20).

Skilled Workers and the Labor Market The conceptual frameworks of flexible manufacturing
(Piore and Sabel, 1984) emphasize the role of a multi-skilled and adaptable workforce. One inter-
pretation of our evidence is that because these workers are already skilled and continue to learn new
skills, we do not observe changes in skill composition even if the technologies are skill-biased. To
some degree, this is likely true.

The workers are already skilled: The typical manufacturing workers in our context are skilled
welders and trained machinists with vocational degrees rather than unskilled workers. These workers
possess foundational skills that they apply to non-standard manufacturing tasks, resembling modern
artisanal work more than assembly line tasks. The CIS survey shows that only 7.5% of our sample
firms reported that a lack of skilled employees constrained innovation. However, these workers are
not highly educated; only 15% had a college degree, and their primary school GPA was 0.56 SD
lower than the average. Table A25 offers descriptive statistics on the workers. 43

The workers also learn new skills: Managers we interviewed reported that technology adoption
was integrated with worker training. New technologies required new skills, but current workers were
typically best suited to learn and apply them. This adjustment was often challenging, involving trial
and error, but ultimately led to successful upskilling. Importantly, the skills managers discussed
were not about formal education or replacing the production workers with college graduates, but
upskilling production workers. These observations echo Bartel et al. (2007), who found that CNC
machinery investments shifted skill requirements for largely high-school-educated workers, rather
than requiring higher educational levels.

Several other aspects of the Finnish labor market are relevant. Firms generally have autonomy in
hiring, firing, and technology decisions. Unions do not directly negotiate technology adoption or new
hires. Short-term contracts are common. Terminating permanent staff is somewhat restricted, but
Finland’s employment protection aligns with OECD standards (OECD, 2020). Firms can terminate
employment contracts for “production-related grounds,” such as in response to changes in production
technology.

Wage setting in Finland is moderately inflexible: Collective bargaining coverage is high, and
unions and employer associations negotiate contracts for industries and occupations. Union coverage
ranged from 78.5% in 1994 to 59.4% in 2017 (Ahtiainen, 2023). However, firms retain some flexibility

43The labor supply to the firms is skilled. For example, the PIAAC survey for adult skills ranks Finland among
the world’s highest (OECD, 2019). 46.5% of 17-year-olds are enrolled in vocational education (Silliman and Virtanen,
2022), most male workers in our sample are military trained, and nearly half of manufacturing workers participate
in ongoing vocational training (CVTS, 2015). At the same time, Weaver and Osterman (2017) emphasize that most
manufacturing work does not require high levels of formal education.
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within these contracts, and Harju et al. (2021) find that the impacts of firm wage policies on wage
variation align with global estimates. The relative rigidity in the Finnish wage setting may contribute
to the absence of observed wage effects. Our wage estimates could have been different in a context
with a more flexible wage setting.

We focus on small and medium-sized firms (the average size is 17 employees), which are unlikely
to impact local wages significantly or have considerable labor market power. These SMEs are also
more inclined to adhere to industry wage agreements than to engage in firm-level negotiations.
Moreover, half of the new hires come from outside employment rather than other firms (Table A22).
Still, the observed negligible effects on wages may also stem from various mechanisms. For example,
technologies may exert downward pressure on wages, but this effect could be counterbalanced by
the increased wages required to attract more workers if the firms have some labor market power.
Conversely, technologies may also exert upward pressure on wages, but this effect might be offset by
lower unobserved skills of the marginal new workers (e.g., lower experience, as seen in Figure A12).

Further evidence is required to unpack these mechanisms.

IX Zooming Out

In this final section, we step outside the subsidy program to place our results in the broader context
of technology adoption in manufacturing. Using both subsidy data and a broader sample of Finnish
manufacturing firms, we examine firm- and industry-level patterns in technology adoption and work-
force composition. The descriptive evidence shows that I'T investments are more strongly associated
with skill upgrading than machinery. Since the subsidy program primarily supported machinery
rather than IT, this distinction could help reconcile our findings with earlier studies documenting
skill-biased effects of IT adoption (Berman et al., 1994; Doms et al., 1997; Autor et al., 1998).

IX.A Big Trends

Before we begin the analysis, we ask: Are Finland’s broad skill trends comparable to those in other
countries? Our study’s backdrop is the general shift in Finnish manufacturing toward higher skill
demands. This trend is visible in the rising share of educated labor, a declining share of production
workers, and an increasing college wage premium, as shown in Figure 11 from 1994-2018. These
trends align with global patterns (Acemoglu and Autor, 2011) and are also reflected within our

treatment and control firms, where skill levels increase steadily over time (Figure A5).

IX.B Compositional Effects

We next examine compositional effects. Our firm-level estimates may differ from macro-level impacts.
At the macro level, technology subsidies can increase skill demand in two main ways: (1) within-
firm effects, where subsidized firms raise their demand for skilled workers, and (2) compositional
changes, where grants go to firms with higher pre-adoption skill levels, allowing these firms to grow

their market shares. We examine whether subsidies primarily target high-skill, low-labor-share firms
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and, if so, whether these grants raise aggregate skill demand and reduce labor shares by favoring
such firms.4*

Table A1 compares subsidy applicants to non-applicants in Finnish manufacturing. Applicants
have lower labor shares (18.45% vs. 25.86%) and are slightly more educated (11.69 vs. 11.61 years),
with modestly higher college shares (15.28% vs. 14.76%). These differences suggest that firms with
lower labor shares and more educated workers were more likely to participate in the program and
expand, potentially lowering aggregate labor shares and raising skill levels. These compositional
effects may help reconcile our findings with earlier research linking technology adoption to aggregate
declines in the labor share (see also Grossman and Oberfield, 2022). For context, the production
worker share is slightly higher among subsidy applicants than in manufacturing overall.*?

The movement of workers also shapes compositional effects. Table A22 shows that new hires
joining winning firms generally come from larger, more productive firms (451 workers, EUR 184K
per worker), with higher labor shares (26.45%) and more skilled workforces (12.04 years). This
movement aligns with labor-share-reducing compositional effects, as new hires are drawn from firms
with relatively high labor shares. However, the flow of workers from more educated firms to less
educated ones contrasts with the potential skill-biased compositional effects. Nearly all new hires

come from outside the program: only 0.7% are from other winners and 0.02% from losers.%6

IX.C Cross-Sectional Correlations

Outside the subsidy program, how does skill mix predict technology adoption? Our data allow us to
investigate skill differences in technology adoption beyond subsidies. We find that the relationship
between skill mix and technology adoption varies by type: Firms adopting machinery have skill
levels similar to non-adopters, while IT adopters are distinctly more skilled. Both technologies are
associated with lower labor shares.

Our registers measure two types of technologies: machinery investment and IT expenditure.
Machinery investment refers to investments in physical machinery and equipment, such as CNC
machines, laser cutters, and robots. IT refers to software, programming, and computer-design

expenditure. The data cover all Finnish manufacturing firms. We focus on manufacturing because

“These two channels are not the only ways subsidies may affect skill demand. Other mechanisms include: (1)
product or factor market externalities, such as firms competing for the same clients; (2) technological spillovers
influencing how other firms adopt new technologies; (3) macro-level shifts, where technologies reshape industries or
practices—e.g., self-booking platforms displacing travel agents or the internet transforming job search; and (4) new
economic sectors created by technologies, as with the Apollo program’s impact.

45We assess compositional effects by comparing applicants and non-applicants. Comparing winners and losers (Table
1), winners have higher labor shares (18.68% vs. 15.47%), are moderately more educated (11.71 vs. 11.45 years),
and show higher college shares (15.51% vs. 11.63%). Production-worker shares and labor productivity remain similar
across both groups.

46We focus on winning firms to assess whether their expansion contributes to compositional effects. We find no
differential effects between winners and losers. A fuller understanding of compositional effects would require knowing
where unemployed workers would have gone had they not joined these firms—information our design does not identify.
Additional characteristics of new workers show that 46% come from non-employment, including education (21%),
retraining (3.54%), military service (3.20%), and unemployment (13.53%). Of those previously employed, most retain
their occupation (69%) and about half stay in the same industry (51%). On average, new workers gain a 2.39 km
shorter commute.
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the data are consistently defined and well-understood based on our fieldwork. We include firms from
1999 to 2018 with a minimum of two workers (IT data are available from 1999). Section IV and
Appendix F provide detailed descriptions of the data.

Table 8 shows the results of predicting firms’ machinery investment and IT expenditure per
worker with college share, production workers’ share, labor share, and productivity. These cross-
sectional estimates are weighted by employment and include controls for year fixed effects.

We observe that the skill mix has some but limited predictive power on machinery investment.
Initially, without controls, a one percentage point higher college share predicts 36.5 euros more
machinery investment per worker, with a low R? of 0.01. After controlling for the 2-digit industry
and firm size, the coefficient becomes an insignificant 9.2, which is close to zero compared to the
baseline of 5321.7 euros per worker. The estimates also show that the production workers’ share is
not a strong predictor of machinery investment. In summary, we find some, but limited, predictive
power of skill mix on machinery investment in the cross section.

The results for IT are strikingly different: Skill mix strongly predicts I'T expenditure. A one
percentage point higher college share predicts 77.8 euros more I'T expenditure per worker, with an
R? of 0.28. After controlling for industry and firm size, the estimate remains significant at 55.7
euros. Compared to the mean of 1016.1 euros I'T expenditure per worker, this corresponds to a 5.5%
increase. A commonality between machinery and IT adoption is that both are robustly predicted
by lower labor shares and higher productivity.

Five robustness checks are relevant. First, the results are robust to controlling for firms’ revenue
and age. Second, expanding the sample to include all firms (not just manufacturing) keeps the
results essentially unchanged. Third, examining small versus large firms (those with under or over
50 workers) reveals similar relationships, with a starker difference between machinery and IT for
large firms. Fourth, the unweighted estimates are similar but smaller in absolute terms. Finally,
adjusting the definitions of machinery and IT by revenue rather than employment shows similar
relationships between skills and technologies as reported here.

Survey data in Table 9 provide a complementary method to measure technologies in firms, with
a smaller sample size but greater specificity. We use three separate surveys: CIS, ICT, and Etla
survey, which include measures of robots—a type of machinery—and IT. We link these surveys to
register data on manufacturing firms’ college shares, production workers’ shares, labor shares, and
productivity. All these data are documented in Appendix F.

What do these survey data reveal about skill differences between technology adopters and non-
adopters? First, Panel A examines robot use. Similar to the register data, robot users are about as
educated as non-robot users who responded to the survey. The CIS survey shows that robot users
are slightly more educated than non-users, while the ICT and Etla surveys suggest that robot users
are slightly less educated. Surveyed firms are generally more educated than all manufacturing firms
(Table Al). All three surveys indicate that robot users have higher shares of production workers
compared to non-using manufacturing firms. Additionally, the survey data consistently show that
robot adopters have lower labor shares and higher productivity.

Next, Panel B examines IT use. IT users are more educated than non-users and even more
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so compared to robot users. Firms with above-median computer use had a 43% college share,
while those below the median had a 25% college share. Firms that highly value digitalization had
college shares over ten percentage points higher than those that did not. Additionally, firms with
higher I'T use had a lower proportion of production workers. While the patterns for labor share and
productivity are less clear, the evidence suggests that computer users may have higher productivity.

Customs data provide an alternative view on robot adoption. Some firms import their robots,
leaving a trace in customs records (recorded in the 6-digit CN code for robots, as explained in Sections
IV and VI). Table 9 shows that robot importers are more educated than average manufacturers, with
a college share of 31.8% compared to 14.5%. However, these firms have similar education levels to
those that participated in robot surveys but did not use robots. Firms that imported other goods,
but not robots, also have higher college shares at 20.8%. These observations suggest caution when
comparing robot-importers to non-importers.

We briefly return to our winners—losers design to examine I'T. Table A16 shows a familiar pattern:
Firms with higher IT investment have higher college shares, more educated workforces, and fewer
production workers. Similar patterns appear among firms that mention software in their application
texts. Even within our matched sample, IT investment is associated with a more skilled workforce

prior to adoption.*”

IX.D Industry Trends

At the industry level, how do technology investments relate to shifts in skill composition? We find
that industries investing more heavily in machinery have not experienced faster skill upgrading,
whereas industries adopting more I'T have significantly increased their skill shares.

We started this section by thinking about the more aggregate effects of firms’ technology adop-
tion. For many different mechanisms, these aggregate effects could be visible in industry-level
regressions. If a technology is skill-biased, the industries that invested more heavily in it would
possibly see starker changes in their skill composition. In our closing step, we aggregate our register
data up to the industry level and look at how technology adoption across industries relate to relative
skill mix.

Figure 12 illustrates the overall patterns. It shows the relationship between our technology
measures—machinery and IT—and changes in the employment shares of college graduates from
1999 to 2018. We find no relationship between industries’ machinery investment and skill shares.
However, there is a strong positive relationship between IT expenditure and skill shares. That is,
machinery and IT predict different patterns at the industry level. In Panel A, some of highest
machinery investors were the oil product and basic chemicals industries, while the lowest were the
shipbuilding and footwear industries. Despite this, all these industries saw about average increases

in their college shares. In Panel B, the highest IT expenditure was in the electronics industry, which

“TThe spikes design, which focuses on significant machinery investment events at the firm level (Appendix C),
provides a somewhat mixed message. Firms that made substantial one-off technology investments are clearly ex-ante
more educated and productive compared to the average manufacturer. However, compared to matched non-spiking
firms, they are equally educated and productive—even though we match by employment, revenue, and wages in the
cross-section before the spike (not by education, productivity, or labor share).
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also saw the highest increase in college shares. Industries with lower I'T expenditures, like treatment
and coating of metals (the most common industry in our design), experienced lower educational
upgrading.

Table 10 collects the estimates for three educational outcomes: college, high school (HS), and
below high-school educated workers’ shares. Machinery investment per worker does not predict
changes in educational composition, as shown in Panel A. In contrast, IT expenditure predicts an
increase in the college-graduate share and a decline in the high-school graduate share (Panel B).
Specifically, 1000 euros in total IT expenditure per worker-year from 1999 to 2018 predicts a one
percentage point higher college share. For reference, the average IT expenditure is 2,306 euros per
worker-year, and machinery investment is 9,236 euros. Notably, when predicting college shares, the
R? is below 0.001 for machinery but 0.59 for IT.

The past skill mix of an industry could predict both future skill mix and technology adoption.
Controlling for the pre-period college share in 1999, as shown in Column (2), makes minor changes
to the coefficients but keeps the basic pattern unchanged. In itself, this control predicts polarized
future changes: higher shares of college educated workers and those without high-school degrees,
but lower shares of those with exactly high school degrees.

Looking at other outcomes, Table E1 shows the estimates for labor share, productivity, and
production workers’ share. Both machinery and IT predict lower labor shares. IT predicts higher
productivity, while machinery’s coefficient is not significant. The main difference is that machinery
investments predict higher production workers’ shares, whereas I'T expenditures predict lower shares.
These correlations are consistent with the cross-sectional firm-level estimates.

We performed several robustness checks on these industry-level results. We find similar rela-
tionships when we include all industries, not just manufacturing, except the machinery estimates
in Column (2) become zero. Figure 12 shows that one industry, electronics, had particularly high
IT expenditure and a significant increase in college shares (also documented by Houseman, 2018).
Excluding the electronics industry keeps the machinery results unchanged but slightly alters the I'T
results: The college share increase remains similar, but the high-school graduate share now increases
and the below high-school share declines. The non-weighted estimates are less precise but generally
similar. Comparing large vs. small firms (above vs. below 50 workers), we find qualitatively similar
estimates, with large-firm industry estimates being more precise. We also produce similar estimates
when defining machinery and IT as changes over 1999-2018 rather than as cumulative totals. In
that specification, the magnitudes change moderately; for example, the IT-college estimate is about
double, 0.029 (SE 0.0089). We also observe similar relationships when we adjust machinery and IT
by industry revenue rather than employment: IT expenditure predicts then a higher college share,
and machinery investment predicts a marginally lower college share.

The finding that I'T correlates more strongly with skill mix than machinery may help reconcile
our results with prior research. Our estimates for machinery investments align with studies focused
on machinery, including Doms et al. (1997), Curtis et al. (2022), and Aghion et al. (2024), while our
distinct estimates for IT are consistent with IT-focused studies by Berman et al. (1994), Autor et
al. (1998, 2002), Akerman et al. (2015), Gaggl and Wright (2017), and Lashkari et al. (2024). One
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interpretation is that our finding of no relation between subsidized machinery investments and skill

mix could reflect the nature of machinery investments funded by subsidies.

X Conclusion

We examine the micro-level effects of EU technology subsidies on the quantity and quality of jobs.
The main finding is that firms receiving subsidies increased their employment without changing their
skill mix. These employment gains primarily benefited non-college-educated workers.

We develop novel methods for using text data in program evaluation. Many policy programs
generate text records that capture details otherwise difficult to measure. We demonstrate how to
use this text data for both matching and constructing outcome measures. In the spirit of Roberts et
al. (2020) and Mozer et al. (2020), we craft a research design that controls for underlying differences
among program participants using text as data.

We are explicit about what our estimates do and do not capture. We contribute novel firm-level
evidence to the literature on how firm subsidies shape workers’ job opportunities. Our findings
complement Criscuolo et al. (2019) and Curtis et al. (2022), who estimate positive employment
effects from investment subsidies in the UK and US. We provide new evidence on skill demand and
show how technology subsidies were used at the firm level. We find that the subsidies stimulated
incremental investments and increased revenue, exports, and product variety.

However, our estimates do not capture all potential effects of technological change. Our findings
shed light on the types of advances firms implemented under the subsidy program, but they largely
exclude other technologies aimed at task automation or productivity enhancement. For example,
prior research shows that certain technological advances can replace workers’ tasks, as shown in large-
scale studies (Acemoglu and Restrepo, 2020; Bessen et al., 2023) and more specific cases (Autor et
al., 2002; Feigenbaum and Gross, 2024). Our detailed evidence suggests that this context did not in-
clude many such cases. Other innovation activities—such as R&D and organizational changes—and
technological advances in other countries may yield distinct effects (Machin and Van Reenen, 1998;
Caroli and Van Reenen, 2001; Lindner et al., 2022; Battisti et al., 2023).

Our LATE estimates complement previous work on factory-floor investments (Doms et al., 1997).
By contrast, studies of IT adoption typically find skill-biased effects (Gaggl and Wright, 2017,
Akerman et al., 2015; Autor et al., 2002). Our descriptive evidence also shows different patterns for
machinery and IT.

A relevant question is whether similar effects would emerge in other contexts. Our study focuses
on a setting where firms have adopted quality-centered, flexible production approaches, as described
by Piore and Sabel (1984) and Milgrom and Roberts (1990). Insights from our fieldwork—including
interviews with managers, workers, and subsidy officials—confirm that these approaches were cen-
tral to how firms utilized subsidies and adapted their operations. However, our findings may not
generalize to mass production settings described by Taylor (1911) and Ford (1922).

Our results suggest that well-designed subsidy programs can promote technology investment and

expand opportunities for non-college-educated workers.
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Figure 1: Moore’s Law for Pistons.

Notes: The development trend of piston materials over the last 100 years. Sources in the figure. Back to Section II.
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Figure 2: ELY Center Subsidy Application Process.

Notes: Details in the main text. Back to Section III.
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Figure 3: Text Propensity Score Calibration Plot.

Notes: Upper panel: The predicted probabilities of winning the subsidy based on text data are on the x-axis, and
the observed probabilities on the y-axis. The text data are evaluation reports of the applications written by the
subsidy program officers. The predicted probabilities are calibrated using a vector representation of the texts and
SVM. Standard errors are estimated by non-parametric bootstrap. The calibration is performed using all possible
subsidy applications. The predicted probabilities across the bins closely match the empirical probabilities. Lower
panel: Distribution of the predicted values. Most of the applications have high predicted values reflecting the

overall high acceptance rate. Back to Section III.

o8



-5 -4 -3 -2 H 0 1 2 3 4 5
Years Relative to Event

"—i 95% Cl Low/High = ——e—— Difference in Differences ‘

Figure 4: The First Stage: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Machinery Investment.

Notes: Event-study estimates from Equation 1. The outcome is investment in machinery and equipment (in EUR K)
measured from the Financial Statement Register. Event time 7 = 0 refers to the application year. The estimate for
7 = 1 indicates that the treatment group invested EUR 60K more than the control group in the year after subsidy
application. The estimates indicate a cumulative EUR 100K effect on machinery investment over 7 € [0, 2]. This

event-study specification contains no controls in the term X, of Equation 1. Back to Sections V and VI.
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Figure 5: Employment Effects: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Employment (%).

Notes: Event-study estimates from Equation 1. The outcome is employment relative to the base year 7 = —3. Event
time 7 = 0 refers to the application year. The estimates indicate approximately 20% increase in employment after
five years. This event-study specification contains no controls in the term X7, of Equation 1. Back to Sections V
and VI.
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Figure 6: Skill Effects: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Main Skill Outcomes.

Notes: Event-study estimates from Equation 1. The outcomes are relative to the base year 7 = —3. Event time

7 = 0 refers to the application year. The estimates indicate approximately zero changes in the main skill measures.
Education years are defined as the average years of education among the workers in the firm (measured in years);
college-educated workers’ and production workers’ shares are the shares of employment of that group (measured in
percentage points). These event-study specifications contain no controls in the term X7, of Equation 1. Back to
Sections V and VI.
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Figure 7: Skill Effects: First-Difference Estimates on Main Skill Outcomes.

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. The right-hand side reports means at 7 = —3. Education
is measured as a relative change (%) in the average years of education in the firm between 7 = —3 and the average
over T € [2,5]. The shares are measured in percentage-point changes. The estimates indicate no detectable changes

in the skill composition. The specifications include two-digit industry and firm size as controls. Back to Section V.
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Figure 8: Firm-Level Effects: First-Difference Estimates on Main Firm-Level Outcomes.

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. The right-hand side reports means at 7 = —3 (omitted
for TFP). Machine Investment, Employment, Revenue, Wages, and Productivity are measured by relative changes to
baseline at 7 = —3. For Machine Investment, the post-period outcome is the average of investment over 7 € [0, 2]
and for other outcomes, the average over 7 € [2,5]. The specifications include two-digit industry and firm size as
controls. Back to Sections V and VI.
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Figure 9: Export Effects: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Export Status.

Notes: Event-study estimates from Equation 1. Event time 7 = 0 refers to the application year. The outcome is the
firm’s export status indicator (exporter vs. non-exporter). The estimates indicate an approximately 4 percentage
point increase. The baseline value is 0.28 (28%). Exports are measured from the Finnish Customs’ Foreign Trade
Statistics. The definition from Statistics Finland identifies a firm as an exporter in a given year if its annual exports
exceed EUR 12K across at least two months, or if it has a single export transaction exceeding EUR 120K. This

event-study specification contains no controls in the term X7, of Equation 1. Back to Section VI.
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Figure 11: Skill Trends in Finnish Manufacturing.

Notes: These figures document trends in Finnish manufacturing over 1994-2018. We restrict to firms with at least
three workers. Note that occupation data, and thus also production worker employment share, is missing for years
1996-1999 and 2001-2003. We compute the year-level averages from firm-level observations. The numbers are

unweighted to match our research design. The employment-weighted numbers are similar. Back to Section IX.
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Figure 12: Industry-Level Evidence on Machinery and IT.

Notes: Industry-level graphs on predicting skill mix changes with total machinery investment (Panel A) and IT
expenditure (Panel B) between 1999-2018. The technology variables are measured in EUR K per worker-years

(FTE). The outcome measure is the change in share of college educated workforce in the industry in percentage
points (i.e., .1 refers to 10 p.p.). Each bubble indicates an industry. The observations are weighted by industry
employment, reflected in the size of the bubble. The related estimates are in Table 10. Back to Section IX.
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Table 1: Summary Statistics: Winner-Losers Design.

Treatment Group Control Group Both Tests
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Mean  Std. Dev. pl0 Median P90 p-value
Machine Investment (EUR K) 109.93 369.14 82.60 233.11 0.00 27.24 233.80 0.378
Revenue (EUR M) 3.20 25.39 1.64 5.29 0.16 0.96 5.67 0.458
Employment 17.81 47.16 9.67 21.29 1.40 7.90 37.00 0.039
Wages (EUR K) 22.23 9.08 18.40 10.22 11.26 22.30 31.61 0.000
Labor Share (%) 18.68 9.31 15.47 10.28 6.49 18.03 30.70 0.000
Labor Productivity (EUR K) 146.82 163.84 145.61 87.86 72.35 118.60  228.49  0.930
Subsidy Applied (EUR K) 112.05 129.25 47.01 81.30 8.89 58.13 290.06 0.000
Subsidy Granted (EUR K) 81.77 103.02 0.00 0.00 3.24 35.64 200.23  0.000
Educ. Years 11.71 0.99 11.45 1.12 10.50 11.73 12.67 0.004
College Share (%) 15.51 16.80 11.63 18.42 0.00 12.50 33.33 0.012
Production Worker Share (%)  70.53 21.53 70.37 28.61 42.86 72.73 100.00  0.966
F-test 0.000
N 1885 146 2031 2031

Notes: All variables measured at 7 = —3 except for subsidies applied and received which are sums over 7 € [0, 2].

Machinery investment and revenue are measured from the Financial Statement Register. Data on employment, and
wages come from the firm- and worker-level registers. Subsidies applied and granted are from the subsidy application
data. Education years, college share, and production worker share are measured based on the worker composition

within the firm. The variables are not winsorized prior for these summary statistics. Back to Sections III and VIII.
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Table 2: The First Stage: First-Difference Estimates.

(1) (2) (3)
Subsidies Granted Machine Inv. Capital Stock
Treatment 66.06***  70.22***  103.8*** 100.3*** 49.78"*  41.60

(3.119)  (4.907) (22.56)  (29.29) (18.26) (23.60)

Propensity Score v v v
Observations 2031 1812 2031 1812 1560 1540

Standard errors in parentheses.
* p<0.05, " p<0.01, "™ p<0.001

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2 with and without the text propensity score control. The
outcomes are in EUR K. To measure capital stock, we use the official records on firms’ balance sheets. The
post-period outcomes are means over 7 € [0, 2] multiplied by three (the number of periods). The specifications

include two-digit industry and firm size as controls. Back to Section V.
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Table 4: Detailed Firm-Level Estimates.

Panel A: Exports and Products.

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
Exporter Export Export  Products Products Products
Status Share Regions  Number Introduced Discontinued
Treatment  0.0404"* 0.00935*  0.219*** 0.155™* 0.0880** 0.0664"*
(0.0134)  (0.00451) (0.0568)  (0.0599) (0.0282) (0.0223)
Mean 0.284 0.0523 1.498 1.546 0.498 0.539
N 2031 2031 2031 2031 2031 2031
Panel B: Inputs and Imports.
(1) (1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
Capital Input Input Import Import Machine Machine
per Worker  Value Share Value Share Imp. Value Imp. Share
Treatment -0.085 -115.6  -0.0521  20.60**  0.0029* 3.437** 0.0005
(0.087) (663.6)  (0.0438)  (5.989)  (0.0014) (1.031) (0.0002)
Mean 23.85 3457.9 0.292 152.9 0.0203 27.80 0.0037
N 1550 321 321 2031 2031 2031 2031
Panel C: Patents, R&D, and Marketing.
(1) 2) 3)
Patents R&D Costs  Marketing Costs
Treatment 0.002 0.564™ 13.89™**
(0.008) (0.239) (4.162)
Mean 0.056 7.101 31.42
N 1535 1842 2028
Panel D: Prices.
(1) (2)
Prices, Exports Prices, Manuf. Survey
Treatment 0.291 0.308"*
(0.328) (0.102)
N 400 217
Panel E: Profits.
(1) (2) (3)
Profit Margin ~ Gross Profits Net Profits
Treatment 0.00121 143.5%** 123.6™*
(0.00772) (51.15) (51.61)
Mean 0.052 274.8 -16.07
Median 0.050 52.85 37.56
N 2031 2031 2031

Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. The specifications include two-digit industry and firm
size as controls. The baseline means are measured at 7 = —3. All level estimates are in EUR K and shares in
percentage points. The export, input, and import shares are defined over revenue. Patents are measured as the
average annual patenting rates. Prices are computed as product-level revenue divided by quantity from the Customs
Register and the Industrial Production Statistics (a survey of manufacturing firms). Post-period values calculated as
the average over 7 € [2, 5], except for the profit levels that are over 7 € [0, 5] multiplied by the number of periods, 6,
to scale them to the overall effect without discounting. The pre-period for the estimations is 7 = —3. More details
are in the main text and Appendix F. Back to Sections VI and VIII.
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Table 5: Continuous Treatment Estimates.

(1) (2) (3)
Machine Inv. Employment Revenue
Granted Amount  1.011***  0.973"*  (0.249*** 0.230*** 5.292"** 4.973***
(0.115)  (0.118)  (0.0213) (0.0220) (0.468)  (0.478)

Propensity Score v v v
Observations 2031 1812 2031 1812 2031 1812

Standard errors in parentheses.
* p<0.05, " p<0.01, " p <0.001

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. Treatment is the subsidy amount in EUR, scaled to
EUR 10K for employment. For machinery investment, the post-period outcome is the sum of investment between
7 € [0,2] and for other outcomes, the average over T € [2,5]. The pre-period for the estimations is 7 = —3. The

specifications include two-digit industry and firm size as controls. Back to Section VI.

70



"TA UO0T329G 01 eg ] xipuaddy ul o[qe[rese are so[durexs pa[rejop 210w pue s[rejap [ ‘suoryesrydde oy ur Surreadde seseryd uowrwod jo sojdurexo soAld

x99 pazIdIe) pue ‘uolpdiIosep e sepiaoid 9xo) Ie[nSor ‘omreu A10899eD S} S9)RIIPUI 1X9) Plog (PAISN[OXS A[[eNINUI J0U) SOLI0S9IRD 9SAT) JO SIOUW 10 dUO 0f SUOTAq

Aewr uoryeordde yoer ‘syxe) uorpeosridde ApIsqns oy} WOIj PaPod A[[enuetl USY} PUB POUYSP ISIY oM Jey[} SUOTJUSIUI SULIY JO SOLI0S01eD S)SI[ 9[qe) SIYJ, :S9I0N

'spoaU 42W09STD burbunyo o3 1dopy

9bDWL 201IDOOUUL PUD PIOUDAPD 240U D JI2L04J

"fi2171qD2)24 fi1200]9p 2UDYUD ‘SIWLY PDI) FINPIY

“fi320230nposd 40QD] 95DUOUL ‘SIS0D LOQD] DINPIL ‘SYSDY IIDULOINT
“fiouaronffo aouvyua ‘fiprargonpoid 2svaLoUL ‘§1800 )
JUDWLDINSDIUL 2IDINIID L0UL D)GDUD “U015199.40 9SDIUOUT
"SUOYINJOS SLIAIP PUD PIZIULOISND 4[]

‘squawaLnbas figyonb juobuiiys 100w ‘figyypnb jonpoud aaosdwy
"sU0NY0S 201Da0UUL dojpadp ‘Dbun.i Jonpoud fiftsioarp ‘ponposd map
su01sINDID puw suabiow ‘asnoy-ur sysvy buiig

‘spoyupws ubraaof 03 addp ‘buryiodra 140G

19YADUL MIU D UDJUD ‘SUIULOISTD MAU UM

‘ypmoab ansand ‘fiprondvo uoonpo.sd ppng ‘gndino asvasouf

"‘SPURWOP 10 SOFUS[[RYD MdU 0 Jsnlpy
‘uorydeotad orqnd 10 oFewr pueiq aroxdwy
"$O19SI30] 10 ‘A3iIqeral ‘peads AroAr[op oaoxdwy
'spoodse Poje[eI-00I0J3I0M 9SURY)

"“Aousoyge 10 Ajarjonpord jsoog

"“Aoeanooe 10 uolsaid oouryus]

ANiqixepy 1o sanyfiqedes uoronpoid aoueyuy
“Ay1renb uorjonpoad 10 jonpolrd soueyuy
"SOOIAISS 10 syonpoid mou youner|

‘ureyo onpea oy} ul uonyisod s way Isnlpy
‘se131A130R Surprodxe ur oFesuy

*S1OYIRUWT MOU I9JUS I0 SIOUWIOISTID MIU J93IR],

*o[eos wLIy 10 ‘suorjersdo ‘uorjonpoid puedxyy

uorjeydepy

pueig

Ve YN T

I0M

Ananonpoad

UoISIOaIg
Aypiqrxerg/semiqede)
Ayrendy

s10NpOoIJ MON
uo11eIS9JU] [RJUOZIIOH /T@DIIIISA
sprodxy

Sy IR\ /SI8m0ISN) MON

uoisuedxy

sojdurexy

uornydiroso(q

K10397e)

"SUOTJUOIU] SWLIL JO So11080380) 1XJ], 19 O[qR],

71



Table 7: Heterogeneous Effects by Firms’ Intentions.

Subgroup Employment Educ. Years Labor Share Productivity N
All 0.217** 0.030 -0.003 0.012 3,200
(0.018) (0.021) (0.002) (0.012)
17.7 11.6 0.185 144,204
Work Only 0.165* 0.220* -0.012 0.027 138
(0.068) (0.094) (0.010) (0.057)
21.0 11.5 0.188 132,724
Productivity Only 0.143*** 0.064 -0.004 0.045 542
(0.043) (0.050) (0.005) ( 0.029)
22.9 11.6 0.188 141,218
Work or 0.143*** 0.068 -0.005 0.047 562
Productivity Only (0.042) (0.048) (0.005) (0.029)
22.5 11.6 0.187 142,013
Excluding Work or 0.234%** 0.021 -0.003 0.008 2,638
Productivity Only (0.020) (0.023) (0.002) (0.013)
16.7 11.6 0.184 144,671

Standard errors in parentheses and baseline means on every third row.
* p<0.05, " p<0.01, ™ p<0.001

Notes: The table presents estimates by subgroup using the matched control group. Each estimate is from a separate
firm-level regression. The All category contains all applications as a reference. The Work Only category contains
applications that mention a work-related motive but no product changes (new products, quality improvements,
capabilities/flexibility, or precision). The Productivity Only category similarly contains applications that mention
a productivity-related motive but no product changes. The Work or Productivity Only category is the union of
these two. Excluding Work or Productivity Only is the complement: It excludes the Work or Productivity
Only category from all applications. Descriptions of the underlying narrow text categories are provided in Table 6
and Appendix F. Outcomes: Employment and productivity are in relative changes, e.g., 0.20 would refer to a 20%
increase. Education years is in years. Labor share is in percentage points. Post-period values are calculated as the

average over T € [2,5]. The pre-period for the estimations is 7 = —3. Back to Section VI.
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Table 8: Predicting Machinery Investment and I'T Expenditure in Firm Register Data.

0 @ ® @

A: Machinery Investment Mean

College Share 3651.1%** 1646.3** 916.7 0.217
(727.8) (523.8) (574.9)

Production 1481.9* 99.26 888.9 0.612

Workers’ Share (611.1) (476.8) (512.6)

Labor Share -38251.2***  -16093.1***  -15733.8*** 0.236
(1966.0) (937.5) (972.2)

Productivity 19460.9*** 9069.6*** 8958.6*** 0.173
(1217.1) (821.8) (858.5)

B: IT Expenditure

College Share T779.8%%* 6607.8"** 5569.2*** 0.217
(426.2) (283.1) (286.6)

Production -5646.4***  -4577.6***  -3579.1*** 0.612

Workers’ Share (394.6) (237.7) (208.5)

Labor Share -10719.0***  -7339.8***  -6200.8*** 0.236
(581.2) (314.4) (325.8)

Productivity 5850.5%** 4418.4** 3961.3*** 0.173
(288.5) (250.0) (266.6)

Year Controls Yes Yes Yes

Industry Controls No Yes Yes

Firm Size Control No No Yes

Machinery R? R? R? N

College Share 0.013 0.298 0.299 159,583

PW Share 0.009 0.311 0.313 125,817

Labor Share 0.103 0.310 0.310 161,336

Productivity 0.179 0.318 0.318 161,338

IT

College Share 0.256 0.475 0.508 159,583

PW Share 0.177 0.453 0.510 125,817

Labor Share 0.182 0.428 0.478 161,336

Productivity 0.332 0.472 0.517 161,338
Mean 10p 90p Obs. # 0

Machinery 5321.7 0 14054.0 116,032

IT 1016.1 106.0 2343.0 149,988

Standard errors in parentheses.
* p<0.05, " p<0.01, ™ p<0.001

Notes: Cross-sectional estimates predicting machinery investment (Panel A) and IT expenditure (Panel B). Each
estimate is from a separate firm-level regression. Shares are on a scale of 0 to 1 (estimates reflect a change from 0 to
100%), productivity in EUR M, and machinery and IT in euros per worker. N refers to firm x year observations.
The data contain all Finnish manufacturing firms with > 2 full-time equivalent employees (FTE) from 1999-2018.
Estimates are weighted by firm employment. Back to Section IX.
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Table 9: Contrasting Robot and IT Use in Survey and Customs Data.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
CIS ICT Etla Customs
Robots’ Importance Robot-User Robot-User Robot-Importer
A: Robots High Low Yes No Yes No Yes No No*
College Share 0.325 0.294 0.312 0.355 0.294 0.340 0.316 0.145 0.208
(0.022) (0.003) (0.015) (< 0.001)
Production 0.600 0.555 0.633 0.5649  0.600 0.529 0.565 0.694 0.634
Worker’s Share (0.0129) (< 0.001) (0.002) (< 0.001)
Labor Share 0.199 0.246 0.200 0.230 0.235 0.258 0.172 0.232 0.205
(< 0.001) (< 0.001) (0.037) (< 0.001)
Productivity (€K) 311 246 324 275 231 212 209 140 173
(< 0.001) (0.009) (0.258) (< 0.001)
N 271 1,195 357 521 298 306 760 260,434 91,880
Share 0.185 0.815 0.407 0.593 0.493 0.507 0.003 0.994 0.351
Years 2014-2018 2018 2015 2000-2018
CIS ICT Etla
Digitalization’s Computer Users’ Big Data
Importance Share vs. Median  and Analytics
B: IT High Low Above Below  Yes No
College Share 0.397 0.273 0.428 0.248  0.383 0.291
(< 0.001) (< 0.001) (< 0.001)
Production 0.473 0.623 0.481 0.685  0.506 0.599
Worker Share (0.046) (< 0.001) (< 0.001)
Labor Share 0.240 0.234 0.210 0.225 0.254 0.245
(0.527) (0.097) (0.500)
Productivity (€K) 263 257 342 249 232 213
(0.734) (< 0.001) (0.324)
N 192 1263 436 443 137 493
Share (%) 0.132 0.868 0.496 0.504  0.217 0.783
Years 2014-2018 2018 2015

Notes: Data by technology use in the CIS, ICT, and Etla surveys and Finnish Customs data. In Column 4, No*

refers to firms that did not import robots but imported something. The text in italics is the question from each

survey. The p-values in parentheses are based on a t-test for the difference between the groups. The data contain

Finnish manufacturing firms with more than two full-time equivalent employees (FTE) overlapping with the surveys

and customs records. More details in the main text and Appendix F. Back to Section IX.
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Table 10: Industry-Level Evidence on Machinery and IT.

(1) (2)
HS Less HS Less
College grad than HS  College grad than HS
A: Machinery 0.0001 0.0017 -0.0018 -0.0006  0.0027**%*  -0.0022**
Investment (0.0007) (0.0009)  (0.0009)  (0.0008) (0.0005)  (0.0007)
Pre-Period 0.396* -0.657F**  0.261%FF
College Share (0.165) (0.167) (0.0586)
B: IT 0.0097***  -0.0114***  0.0017  0.0082***  -0.0065* -0.0017
Expenditure (0.0006) (0.0018)  (0.0015)  (0.0010) (0.0025) (0.0020)
Pre-Period 0.123 -0.411%%*  (0.288**
College Share (0.0862) (0.104) (0.0833)
N 49 49 49 49 49 49
Mean Pre-Period 0.245 0.471 0.284 0.245 0.471 0.284
Mean Change 0.104 0.0494 -0.153 0.104 0.0494 -0.153
R?, Machinery 0.000 0.035 0.118 0.356 0.646 0.421
R?, 1T 0.592 0.509 0.036 0.614 0.660 0.268
Mean Total 10p 90p
Machinery 9.236 2.560 21.75
IT 2.306 0.610 4.011

Standard errors in parentheses.
* p < 0.05, ¥* p < 0.01, ¥** p < 0.001

Notes: Industry-level first-difference estimates on predicting skill mix changes with total machinery investment
(Panel A) and IT expenditure (Panel B) between 1999-2018 in Finnish manufacturing industries. The technology
variables are measured in EUR K per worker-year (FTE) and the educational variables are in long-changes over the
timeline. The educational groups are mutually exclusive. “College” refers to the employment share of
college-educated employees in the industry, “HS grad” to the share of exactly high-school educated workers including
vocational degrees, and “Less than HS” to the share of those without a high-school or vocational degree. The
estimates and means are weighted by pre-period industry employment sum between 1999-2002. The pre-period is
elsewhere defined as the year 1999. N denotes the number of 2-digit manufacturing industries. Figure 12 illustrates

the estimates for the college share. Back to Section IX.
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A Winners-Losers Design

-

(A) A CNC Machine and a Robot.

(C) Machine Operators and a Milling Machine.

Figure Al: Fieldwork: Documenting the Context.

Notes: Photographs from fieldwork. Back to Section III.
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Figure A2: Predictive Words for Winning a Subsidy in the Application Texts.
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Notes: The features (words) are plotted from top and bottom linear SVM coefficients predicting treatment status in
the evaluation texts of the applications. The texts are represented as TF-IDF weighted Bag-of-Words vectors to be
able to interpret the coefficients for individual words. The y-axis refers to the coefficient size and indicates the
relative importance of each feature. Positive (negative) values indicate that the word is typically (not) associated

with applications winning a subsidy. The features are translated from Finnish into English. Back to Section III.

Figure A3: Predictive Words for Technology in the Application Texts.
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Notes: The features (words) are plotted from top and bottom linear SVM coefficients predicting technology in the
short description texts of the applications. The texts are represented as TF-IDF weighted Bag-of-Words vectors to
be able to interpret the coefficients for individual words. The y-axis refers to the coefficient size and indicates the
relative importance of each feature. Positive (negative) values indicate that the word is typically (not) associated
with applications winning a subsidy. The sample contains all applications which we have hand-classified as
technology vs. not technology. N = 21,699. The features are translated from Finnish into English. Features in <>

refer to compound terms combining similar spelling versions of the same term. Back to Section IV.
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Figure A4: The First Stage: Effect of Winning a Subsidy on Granted and Received Subsidies.

Notes: Event-study estimates from Equation 1. The outcomes are (A) any subsidy granted and (B) received,
measured from the Finnish Statistics on Business Subsidies. Event time 7 = 0 refers to the application year. This

event-study specification contains no controls in the term X7j; of Equation 1. Back to Section V.
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(C) Education Years.

Figure A5: Raw Means of Machinery Investment, Employment, and Education.

Notes: Means over time for the main treatment and control groups (winners vs. losers). Machinery investment in

EUR K, employment in % relative to 7 = —3, and education in years. Back to Sections V, VII, and IX.
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Figure A6: Effects of Technology Subsidies on Incumbent Workers.

Notes: The sample is the baseline workers (employed at the firm from 7 = —5 to 7 = —1) in the main analysis
sample (subsidies design). The first two outcomes are in percentage points, the third in percentages, and the fourth
in euros. The baseline workers in treatment group firms are slightly more likely to be employed in general, but less
likely to be employed in the baseline firm after the event. The same workers also receive extra income of about 500
euros in the year of the application. This corresponds to a salary of about one week. We present here results for the

high-tenure workers. If we relax that restriction, we find even smaller effects. Back to Section V.
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Figure A7: Skill Effects: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Education Group Shares.

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. The right-hand side reports means at 7 = —3. The data

are from Finnish educational registers. Education groups are defined in Appendix F. Back to Section V.
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Figure A8: Skill Effects: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Occupation Group Shares.

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. The right-hand side reports means at 7 = —3. The data
are from the Finnish occupation registers. Occupation groups are defined in Appendix F. The shares do not sum to

100% because some workers do not have occupational info. Back to Section V.
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Figure A9: Skill Effects: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Average Worker Cognitive Performance
Measures.

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. The right-hand side reports means at 7 = —3. The
estimates are in percentages of standard deviations. The data are from the Finnish Defence Forces. Appendix F
provides more information. Back to Section V.
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Figure A10: Skill Effects: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Average Worker School Performance.

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. The right-hand side reports means at 7 = —3. The
estimates are in percentages of standard deviations. The data are from the Secondary Education Application

Register and the Finnish Matriculation Examination Board Register. School variables are defined in Appendix F.

Back to Section V.

Leadership I L -32.3%
Activity-Energy f = { -12.6%
Achievement Aim I -30.7%
o
"
~
Confidence } - { 24% =
°
>
5}
)
Deliberation } s -11.3% 2
£
(72}
©
]
Sociability } { -23.5%
Dutifulness | L { -26%
Masculinity } L { 14.9%
-10% -5% 0% 5% 10% 15%

—i— Difference-in-Differences Estimate, Percentage Points

Figure A11: Skill Effects: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Average Worker Personality Measures.

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. The right-hand side reports means at 7 = —3.The
estimates are in percentages of standard deviations. The data are from the Finnish Defence Forces. Personality
variables are defined in Izadi and Tuhkuri (2024). Back to Section V.
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Figure A12: Skill Effects: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Average Worker Demographics.

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. The right-hand side reports means at 7 = —3. The data

are from the Finnish worker and population registers. Back to Sections V and VIII.
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Figure A13: Skill Effects: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Task Content.

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. The right-hand side reports means at 7 = —3. We
discretize the data for each worker into above vs. below median (high/low) because it has no natural scale. Median
refers to the median task intensity in the Finnish labor force. For example, the first row indicates that 74.9% of
workers in our sample firms are in an occupation times industry cell that is above the median in routine task
content. The treatment group increases the share of these workers by a statistically insignificant 1% compared to
the control group. The data are from the Finnish occupation registers and the European Working Conditions Survey
(EWCS). More details in F. Back to Section V.
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(A) Effect of Technology Subsidies on Machinery Investment.
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(B) Effect of Technology Subsidies on Employment (%).

Figure A14: Robustness to Different Event-Study Estimators.

Notes: Results from different recent event-study estimators: Borusyak et al. 2024; de Chaisemartin and
D’Haultfoeuille 2020; Callaway and Sant’Anna 2021; Sun and Abraham 2021. The regular two-way fixed effects refer
to event-study estimates from Equation 1. Event time 7 = 0 refers to the application year. Panel A: The outcome
is investment in machinery and equipment (in EUR K) measured from the Financial Statement Register. Panel B:
The outcome is employment relative to the base year 7 = —1. These event-study specifications contain no controls

in the term X7, of Equation 1. Back to Section V.
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(A) Firm Survival Based on the Firm Register.
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(C) Firm Survival Based on the Firm Register.
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(D) Firm Survival Based on Worker Flows.

Figure A15: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Firm Survival.

Notes: Group means and event-study estimates from Equation 1. Panels (A, C): Survival is measured from

whether the firm ID exists in the firm register. Panels (B, D): Survival is extended to include mergers and

acquisitions (and other cases the firm ID changes), where at least 50% of workers continue under the same new firm

ID. The main estimates are reported for a balanced sample over the 5-year window. The estimates are robust to a
non-balanced sample, shown in Table A13. Back to Sections V, VI, and VIII.
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(A) Winners vs. Losers. (B) Matched Control Group.

Figure A16: Longer-Term Effects: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Employment until 7 = 8.

Notes: Event-study estimates from Equation 1 with an extended post-event horizon. The outcome is employment
relative to the base year 7 = —3. Event time 7 = 0 refers to the application year. The balanced sample requirement
is extended to 7 = 8. This event-study specification contains no controls in the term XJ; of Equation 1. Back to
Section VI.
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Figure A17: Placebo Test: The Employment Effects of Insignificant Subsidies (%).

Notes: Event-study estimates from Equation 1. The graphs restrict the sample to cases where the subsidy is a
progressively smaller share of the firm’s total costs in the base year 7 = —3. 100% contains full sample, 50% the
subsidies that are below median share of total costs, 25% below the first quartile of total costs, etc. The control
group here contains all losing firms, as the control sample is small. This event-study specification contains no

controls in the term X7, of Equation 1. Back to Section VII.

Al13



-5 -4 -3 -2 1 0 1 2 3 4

Years Relative to Event

———— 95% CI Low/High

—=eo— Difference in Differences

(A) Olley-Pakes.

wwmﬁéﬁﬁ

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Years Relative to Event

————— 95% Cl Low/High =~ —e—— Difference in Differences
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Figure A18: TFP: Alternative Versions.

Notes: The sample is the main analysis sample (subsidies design). Event study graphs of log total factor
productivity, estimated as in (a) Olley and Pakes (1996) and (b) Levinsohn and Petrin (2003). The results are in
line with the Cobb-Douglas version, showing no effect. Back to Section VI.
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Figure A19: Effect of Technology Subsidies on Marketing Expenditure.

Notes: Event-study estimates from Equation 1. The outcome is the firm’s marketing expenditure in euros, measured

from the Finnish Financial Statement Register. Event time 7 = 0 refers to the application year. This event-study

specification contains no controls in the term X7; of Equation 1. Back to Section VI.
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Figure A20: Etla Survey: Intentions.

Notes: The Etla survey provides information on firms’ objectives and strategy. The full questions are “To what
extent do your own products/services differ from other options on the market?”, “To what extent do you think your
company will change in the next 3 years?”, where the subtopics are “We will bring products/services to the market
that differentiate us from our competitors.”, “We will develop production methods for our products/services that will
differentiate us from our competitors.”, and “We will acquire customers from new sectors.”, and whether “During the
last 12 months, we have...” “introduced new or substantially improved products to the market;” “changed our
operations based on feedback received from customers”; “surveyed customer satisfaction;’” and “asked customers
about their future needs.” N = 202 (firms matched to our winner-losers design). Back to Sections VI and VIIL
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Table Al: Summary Statistics: Benchmarking Subsidy Sample to All Manufacturing.

Subsidy Sample Finnish Manufacturing

Variable Mean pl0 Median p90 Mean pl0 Median p90
Revenue (EUR M) 3.09 0.17 0.96 5.67 7.26 0.20 0.63 5.46
Employment 17.22 2.20 7.90 37.00 25.69 2.50 5.50 32.80
Wages (EUR K) 21.95 13.72 22.30 31.40 24.84 14.98 24.17 34.59
Labor Productivity (EUR K) 146.73 72.35 118.60 228.49 150.63  62.51 114.95  246.23
Labor Share (%) 18.45 6.53 18.03 30.70 25.86 7.98 20.09 36.74
Profit Margin (%) 5.22 -3.44 4.97 18.51 -15.10 -6.75 4.12 18.03
Employment Change (%, Five Year) 88.74 -26.61 20.67 165.83  165.83  -31.67 16.67 180.95
Revenue Change (%, Five Year) 100.69 -20.08 37.75 218.08 21146 -33.51 27.08 220.78
Subsidy Applied (EUR K) 107.38  8.89 58.13 290.06 4.74 0.00 0.00 0.00
Subsidy Granted (EUR K) 75.89 3.24 35.64 200.23 2.61 0.00 0.00 0.00
Educ. Years 11.69 10.50 11.74 12.67 11.61 10.29 11.67 12.81
College Share (%) 15.28 0.00 12.50 33.33 14.76 0.00 9.09 38.63
Production Worker Share (%) 70.74  44.08 7273  100.00  69.98 33.33 74.19  100.00
Number of Observations 2031 254,008

Number of Unique Firms 2031 19,661

Number of Years 16 16

Notes: Manufacturing means are measured for each firm-year and pooled together over 1994-2018. Manufacturing
firms include all firms that satisfy the subsidy sample’s balance-sheet-based restrictions and have over two full-time
employees. The subsidy sample is measured at event-time 7 = —3, expect for subsidies applied and received which
are sums over 7 € [0,2]. The subsidy variables for the manufacturing sample are sums for the firm for its overall life

span. The summary statistics are not winsorized. Back to Sections IIT and IX.

A21



Table A2: Summary Statistics: Text Matching Using Cosine Similarity.

Treatment Group Control Group Both Tests

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Mean  Std. Dev. pl0 Median P90 p-value
Machine Investment (EUR K)  96.86 240.06 91.43 229.23 0.00 20.03 201.79  0.525
Revenue (EUR M) 2.26 4.44 1.68 3.85 0.13 0.72 4.68 0.000
Employment 15.77 26.04 11.15 24.65 1.10 5.90 27.40 0.000
Wages (EUR K) 21.24 8.15 19.28 10.29 6.73 21.27 29.23 0.000
Labor Share (%) 18.49 9.31 15.76 10.59 3.54 16.62 30.65 0.000
Labor Productivity (EUR K) 138.81 100.83 151.79 93.55 73.51 121.83 231.61 0.000
Subsidy Applied (EUR K) 110.02 128.33 64.64 105.44 4.60 38.35 241.32 0.000
Subsidy Granted (EUR K) 78.31 99.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.34 124.65 0.000
Educ. Years 11.67 0.98 11.42 1.04 10.50 11.63 12.50 0.000
College Share (%) 15.18 16.75 11.05 16.30 0.00 10.30 33.33 0.000
Production Worker Share (%)  70.62 22.17 72.65 27.18 40.00 75.00 100.00  0.215
F-test 0.000
Observations 1508 1508 3016 3016
Notes: All variables measured at 7 = —3, expect for subsidies applied and received which are sums over 7 € [0, 2].

The summary statistics are not winsorized. Details in the main text. Back to Section III.
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Table A4: Propensity Score Text Examples: Decisions.
Decision

P-Score ‘Winner Loser

0.94 I propose granting the applicant an investment subsidy of A used machine of relatively small total value, acquired to re-
[sum]. The project raises the technological level of the com- place an older device, cannot be considered to have sufficient
pany’s production and improves its long-term competitiveness. importance for the overall operation or growth of the company.

The amount of [sum]| euros cannot also be regarded as signif-
icant for the company’s operations. The presenter of the case
does not support granting the aid.

0.78 This project report replaces the previous one dated [date], ref. The application is recommended to be rejected. The company
no. [number]. It corrects the breakdown of expenses and the in question primarily contracts sewer renovations for munic-
granted aid according to the payment decisions (dated [date]). ipalities and cities. According to the financing guidelines of

the ELY Center, development assistance for companies has
not generally been granted for contracting activities due to
the distorting effects on competition. The project has already
started, and according to the evaluator’s assessment, the sub-
sidy would not have a significant impact on the project’s imple-
mentation. Furthermore, supporting the project would not be
possible as the budget is all but exhausted. [Discusses reasons
for why the project is not suitable for rural funding either.]

0.50 The project improves competitiveness through the enhance- Referring to the reasons presented in sections 5.1 and 5.2,

ment of production conditions. At this stage, the project is
relatively small in size. Growth in the first phase of the in-
vestment comes from an increase in value added. Conditions
for profitable operations exist. The support has an impact
on the project. The level of support follows the department’s
guidelines.

the application is recommended for rejection. The business in
question operates in contracting, and support for such projects
has generally been approached with caution due to the distort-
ing effects of grants on competition. The project is relatively
small in terms of the company’s operational scale and its finan-
cial resources. The company can easily implement the project
without assistance. This assessment is reinforced by the fact
that the company has not submitted additional information
requested on [date] and [date], nor has it otherwise been in
contact with the application manager, whose contact details
were provided to the applicant. No response has been received
to the requests, so the application has been processed with the
information available (Administrative Law 434/2003, Section

33).

Notes: The table shows examples of decision texts of winning and losing applications with the same propensity
scores. The propensity scores are estimated based on the evaluation texts, not the decisions. The texts have been
translated to English and longer texts have been slightly shortened without removing important details. We cannot
share any identifying information on individual cases, so certain parts of the texts have been replaced with generic

terms in brackets. The application pairs are the same as in Table A3. Back to Section III.
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Table A5: Examples of Application Texts Classified as Technology.

Technology:

Machinery and equipment.

Vertical machining center.

Laser welding technology investment.

Acquisition of Mazak Multiplex 6200 machine tool.

Acquisition of laser cutter, measuring equipment, and edger steel sets, obtaining the CE SFS-EN
1090-2 certificate for the manufacturing of steel structures, and improving the utilization rate of
production facilities.

Streamlining the production of demonstration samples. The goal of the project is to invest in
and improve the manufacturing of demonstration samples to meet the demand from the market.
The objective is to have the enhanced equipment for the production of demonstration samples
operational by the end of August.

Not Technology:

Internationalization project in Germany.

Market research in the USA. The goal of the project is to assess market opportunities in the USA,
including market size, pricing and distribution structures, product adaptation needs, consumer
preferences, and requirements for market entry.

Product development project.
Development of a fuel-efficient snow blower.
Start-up support.

Launch of a short-term care and rehabilitation facility.

Notes: Examples of what is classified as a technology and what is not from the application data. The first four of

technology examples are one-sentence versions of the description while the latter two are the full description texts

available in the data. The second example of not technology is also the full description text. The Appendix F

presents additional examples. Back to Section IV.
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Table A6: Predictive Accuracy: Coarse Text Category Predictions Using SVM.

Class Precision Recall Fl-score Test Support Number of Cases
Technology (1) 0.88 0.92 0.90 571 11887
Not Technology (0) 0.97 0.96 0.96 1550 31022
Accuracy 0.95 2121 42909
Balanced Accuracy 0.94 2121 42909
Macro Avg. 0.93 0.94 0.93 2121 42909
Weighted Avg. 0.95 0.95 0.95 2121 42909

Notes: Test Support refers to the 10% random out-of-sample of the applications classified by hand, from which
accuracy measures are computed. The number of cases refers to the total number of subsidy applications with labels
(both classified by hand and predicted). Precision is the ratio of correctly predicted positive observations to the
total predicted positive observations. Recall (Sensitivity) is the ratio of correctly predicted positive observations to
all observations in the category. F1 Score is the harmonic mean of Precision and Recall. Accuracy is the ratio of

correctly predicted observations to the total observations. Back to Section IV and Appendix F.

Table A7: Predicting Treatment Status and Propensity Scores Using Text Lengths.

® @)
A. Evaluation Text Accepted Propensity Score
Characters (K) 0.0478***  0.0386*** -0.0004
(0.009) (0.008) (0.005)
B. Description Text
Characters (K) 0.0413***  0.0309*** 0.0061
(0.008) (0.007) (0.004)
Propensity Score v
Observations 1831 1812 1812

Standard errors in parentheses.
* p<0.05 " p<0.01, ™ p<0.001

Notes: The table shows the results from regressing the acceptance indicator (Column 1) and the propensity score
(Column 2) on character counts in the evaluation (Panel A) and the description (Panel B) texts. The character
counts are measured in thousands. There is a small positive correlation: Applications with longer description texts
and evaluation reports are more likely to win a subsidy, even when controlling for propensity score. In contrast, no

statistically significant correlation exists when regressing the propensity score on the lengths. Back to Section III.
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Table A10: Continuous Treatment Estimates: Controlling for the Subsidies Applied.

(1) (2) (3)
Machine Inv. (EUR K) Employment Revenue
Granted Subsidy 0.915*** 0.960*** 0.129**  0.140** 1.546  2.074*

(0.228) (0.239)  (0.0464) (0.0500) (0.960) (1.038)

Applied Subsidy v v v v v v
Propensity Score v v v
Observations 2031 1812 2031 1812 2031 1812

Standard errors in parentheses.

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. Treatment is the received subsidy amount in EUR.
Treatment is scaled to EUR 10K for employment. Applied subsidy is the applied subsidy amount in EUR.

Machinery investment is the sum between 7 € [0,2]. Other outcomes are averages over 7 € [2,5]. Back to Section V.
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Table A12: Robustness to Different Sample Specifications: Single and First Events.

(1) (2) (3)
A. Single Event ~ Machine Inv. (EUR K) Employment Educ. Years
Treatment 51.79** 56.67* 0.165* 0.188* 0.0178  -0.0319
(18.24) (24.15) (0.0665) (0.0805) (0.0624) (0.0782)

B. First Event
Treatment 1.67*** &7.79** 0.286***  0.312**  0.00550 -0.0350
(20.03) (26.96) (0.0635) (0.0776) (0.0539) (0.0659)

Propensity Score v v v
N, Single 1011 888 1011 888 937 819
N, First 1980 1668 1980 1668 1895 1589

Standard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.05, " p<0.01, " p<0.001

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2. Panel A: We restrict the sample to firms with only one
(either successful or unsuccessful) subsidy application. Panel B: We select the first subsidy application in the data

to serve as the treatment or control. The specifications include two-digit industry and firm size as controls, and are

presented with and without the text propensity-score control. For machinery investment, the post-period outcome is
the average of investment over 7 € [0, 2] multiplied by three (the number of periods) and for other outcomes, the

average over 7 € [2,5]. Back to Section V.
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Table A14: Effects on Export Products’ and Regions’ Skill Intensity.

(1) (2)

Product Skill Intensity Region Skill Intensity

Treatment -0.0267 -0.00139

(0.0599) (0.0316)
Baseline 12.64 12.87
N 401 401

Standard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.05 " p<0.01, "™ p <0.001

Notes: The effects on the skill intensity of exported products and export regions. We use data on all Finnish
exporting firms to construct the outcomes. We first compute the average worker education years for each export
product and region by taking the average over all years from firms that export the given product or export to the
given region. Then for each exporting firm in our sample, we calculate the skill intensity each year by taking the
unweighted average of the skill intensities of the products the firm exports that year or the regions it exports to.
Export regions and products are measured from the Finnish Customs’ Foreign Trade Statistics. A concern about the
lack of skill-bias effects in our sample is that it exists, but is subtle and hard to find empirically. One way to explore
this possibility is to estimate whether, after adopting new technologies, the firms export products which require
more skills or export to regions that do. If this is true, the firms are likely also to exhibit an increased need for skills,
even if we do not detect these effects in the short term. This table explores these effects on export products’ and
regions’ skill intensity. The coefficients on both outcomes are fairly precise zeros, implying that the hypothesis of

undetected skill bias through this channel does not receive support. Back to Section VI.
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Table A15: The First Stage: IT Expenditure.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
IT Expenditure

Treatment 4.101**  2.395

(Indicator) (1.355) (1.831)

Granted Subsidy 0.0516™*  0.0489***
(Continuous) (0.0073)  (0.0073)
Propensity Score v v
Observations 2031 1812 2031 1812

Standard errors in parentheses.
* p<0.05 " p<0.01, "™ p <0.001
The baseline IT expenditure is 46.2K EUR at 7 = —3.

Notes: Difference-in-differences estimates from Equation 2 with and without the text propensity control. To
measure 1T, we use the official records on the Financial Statement Register. The post-period outcomes are means
over T € [0, 2] multiplied by three (the number of periods). The units are EUR K (Columns 1 and 2) and EUR

(Columns 3 and 4). The specifications include two-digit industry and firm size as controls. Back to Section VL.
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Table A16: Summary Statistics by I'T Status.

A. Register Data

IT above median IT below median Tests
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. p-value
Machine Investment (EUR K)  105.15 447.60 110.78 246.22 0.725
Revenue (EUR M) 4.10 34.39 2.08 4.23 0.063
Employment 20.63 61.70 13.82 19.40 0.001
Wages (EUR K) 23.05 10.23 20.85 7.94 0.000
Labor Share (%) 18.77 9.71 18.13 9.11 0.127
Labor Productivity (EUR K)  150.43 189.93 143.03 121.92 0.296
Subsidy Applied (EUR K) 96.53 121.23 118.22 132.67 0.000
Subsidy Granted (EUR K) 66.63 95.67 85.14 106.20 0.000
Educ. Years 11.78 0.99 11.60 1.00 0.000
College Share (%) 16.67 17.31 13.86 16.45 0.000
Production Worker Share (%)  69.17 22.40 72.58 20.86 0.028
Observations 1015 1016 2031

B. Text Data

Software mentioned Machinery mentioned  Tests
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. p-value
Machinery Inv. (EUR K) 134.89 308.26 108.10 362.15 0.440
Revenue (EUR M) 4.15 6.27 3.06 24.86 0.653
Employment 27.71 32.99 17.03 46.18 0.016
Wages (EUR K) 25.50 8.93 21.81 9.19 0.000
Labor Share (%) 21.11 9.34 18.45 9.46 0.003
Labor Productivity (EUR K)  185.39 496.94 146.17 161.47 0.010
Subsidy Applied (EUR K) 95.88 105.48 108.67 128.66 0.316
Subsidy Granted (EUR K) 66.96 87.50 76.99 102.47 0.323
Educ. Years 11.85 1.03 11.69 0.99 0.092
College Share (%) 18.87 16.75 15.19 16.94 0.026
Production Worker Share (%)  64.30 22.14 70.49 21.93 0.027
Observations 107 1971 2007

Notes: Summary statistics by I'T expenditure and mentions of machinery vs. software in the application texts. The
sample is the main analysis sample (winners vs. losers design). Panel A: The groups are defined by IT expenditure
over 7 € [0,2] in the register data. Panel B: The groups are defined by whether the application text data mentions

software or machinery. The summary statistics are not winsorized. Back to Section IX.
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