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Abstract

Apart from their well-documented impacts on humavelopment and poverty alleviation,
recent evidence suggest that social cash transfagrgms may foster broader economic
development impacts. These impacts come throughgesain household behavior and through
impacts on the local economy of the communitiesretibe transfers operate. The household-
level impacts follow three main documented channély changes in labor supply of different
household members, (2) investments in productiviiviges that increase the beneficiary
household’s revenue generation capacity, and (&vemtion of detrimental risk-coping
strategies.

Using quasi experimental impact evaluation datanfidgenya and Malawi, we identify the
impact of cash transfers on income-generationegjias and productive activities. Beneficiary
households seem more likely to invest in durabledgdn Kenya, and in small animals, tools in
Malawi. In Kenya, some forms of child labor deceadn Malawi, adults seem less likely to
engage in casual agricultural labor although datédtions prevent us from ascertaining which
activities they are spending more time on, probalolyheir own plot. Program effects vary with
age and gender of household head and with numbehilofren. Linking these programs with
agricultural development and credit/insurance @ow may help strengthen these nascent
impacts and improve the sustainability and restieaf household income-generation strategies.

Keywords: social assistance; social cash transfgrgsi-experimental evaluations; local
development, Africa
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1. Introduction

This article studies the impacts of two social casimsfers program in Eastern and Southern
Africa on household economic activities and locave&lopment. Most impact analysis of cash
transfers has focused on conditional cash tran§g's) in Latin America and their short-term
impacts on consumptiénand access to services and potential long-termadtspthrough
education and health outcomes. However, some rev@ence (Gertleet al, 2007; Barrientos
and Sabatés-Wheeler, 2009; Miller, 2009) pointhe important role of transfers on income
growth and local development, which would yield meaterm impacts on poverty reduction
and increased household well-being. These impactethrough changes in household behavior
and through impacts on the local economy of themanities where the transfers operate.

Partly given these encouraging results, cash wasisf with different degrees of conditionality --
are gaining ground as tools of social protectiod paverty reduction strategies in low-income
countries. Concerns about dependency traps andumedrm fiscal sustainability of these
programs make it important to understand the ftige of their impacts so as to increase local
political support for these interventions. Thisppa seeks to contribute new evidence on
economic impacts, using panel data from two offitst on-going impact evaluations of social
cash transfers in Africa.

The second section of the paper provides informaba potential channels for economic
development impacts, specifically through changebdusehold’s behavior. The third section
describes the Kenya Orphan and Vulnerable ChildCash Transfer program, the Malawi
M’chinji Cash Transfer and their respective evalrat The fourth section delineates the
empirical strategy and the fifth summarizes resulike concluding section reviews some of the
lessons learnt for program design and evaluation.

2. Potential channelsfor economic development impacts

Economic literature provides evidence of geograpkixternalities in local economic
development, especially in rural areas, owing titoy@rs on the level and composition of local
economic activities and changes in the returnsutman and physical endowments (Ravallion
and Chen, 2005). Social cash transfers can prdaider cash injections than other government
transfers in small poor local economies. Studiesucdl pensions in South Africa (Moller and
Ferreira, 2003) or in Brazil (Delgado and Card@a0, Schwarzer, 2000, Augusto and Ribeiro,
2006) strongly suggest local economy effects (Bataset al., 2003).

Most social cash transfer programs also operagmwronments prone to market failures, where
households take production and consumption dedsjomtly and thus it is possible that
programs impact household investment decisions falg lift some of the constraints in

* Duflo (2000) examines the impact of old-age persiomthe nutritional status of recipients’ granttiiein and
finds improvements in the anthropometric statugidé whose grandmothers receive the pension.
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effective demand, liquidity and credit marketste# tommunity level. In rural areas, peasant
households maximize a multiple-objective utilityn@ion including food consumption, market
purchases and home time (Ellis, 1988). An intetiearon the consumption side may change the
relative weights of market and own food consumptitire relative value of children’s and
women'’s time and will influence decisions aboutarhousehold labor allocation on and off-
farm and choice of activities. It may also infleerparticipation in social networks (investments
in social capital, mutual insurance) since the mpltete markets both generate and reflect social
relationships, which frame households decisions.

The household-level economic impacts of social deshsfers follow three main documented
channels: (1) changes in labor supply of diffetemisehold members, (2) investments of some
part of the funds into productive activities thatrease the beneficiary household’s revenue
generation capacity, and (3) prevention of detrii@ensk-coping strategies such as distress
sales of productive assets, children school drdpand risky income-generation activities such
as commercial sex, begging and theft. Researchalsas documented three types of local
economy impacts: (4) transfers between benefiaagy non-beneficiary (eligible or ineligible)
households, (5) effects on local goods and labokets and (6) multiplier effects. In this paper,
given the available data, we are focusing on halgdlvel impact3 but report existing
evidence on local economy impacts for the programs.

Channel 1: Labor supphA frequent concern of policy-makers and the pulnligeneral is that
cash transfers would create work disincentives anaatults in beneficiary households. Contrary
to the effects in developed countries (see de Nengpet al., 2007 for a review of European
programs), this effect has not been documentedeimer@l for conditional cash transfers
(Fiszbein and Schady, 2009) or social pensionsri@doset al, 2003). Among Bolsa Familia
beneficiaries, some specific groups may decreaseldbor supply modestly (Teixeira, 2010) as
a response to the additional income provided byttaesfers: mothers of several children,
unpaid workers and workers in the informal sectdfowever, some programs have large effects
on decreasing some forms of child labor (see Fiazbed Schady, 2009 for evidence on
Ecuador's Bono de Desarrollo HumanoMexico’s Oportunidades Cambodia’s CESSP).
Several reasons can account for the modest effecéslults’ labor supply: first, beneficiaries of
CT are often quite poor and their income elastiotyleisure may be quite low; second the
reduction in income from child work and the addifab school and health expenditures may
offset the transfer. Third, if the program is seasntransitory, households would treat it as a
windfall and the labor supply may not change in #iert to medium-term. In addition,

® As shown in Table 1, we are planning additionaadamllection for both programs and we are awaitlata from
an evaluation of the Mozambique Programa de Sulzsidi: Alimentos. Additional data rounds will ind&umore
complete modules on economic activities as wellamse additional community-level information.

® Similar types of effects have been described withdfers from migrants’ remittances and their itéon with
labor allocation in subsistence farming in Alba¢Aazari et al., 2006, Mc Carthy et al., 2006)
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households, which are severely labor-constrainegaimbia (Schubert, 2005), have sometimes
used part of the cash transfers to satisfy themadel for labor and increased hiring-in.

Channel 2: Potential investment in productive atig. While the bulk of impact analysis of
cash transfers has focused on poverty alleviatioough impacts on consumption in the short-
run and on investments in human capital the long-run (see for CCTs, Fiszbein and Schady
2009), recent evidence on their potential —alb@itech— impacts on saving and investments has
surfaced. In Mexico, Gertlat al (2007) report that, after 8 months in the prog(8mpayment
cycles), recipients invested 14 per cenOgiortunidadegransfers, notably in farm animals (first
small production animals then lumpier draft anialsd land for agricultural production as well
as micro-entreprises. The aggregate effect ofrthestments yielded a 1.9 per cent increase in
consumption for each peso of transfers receive@s@lestimates indicate an estimated rate of
return on investment of 15.3% in term of income &48d2% in terms of consumption. Through
investments in productive activities, beneficianpubeholds increased their consumption by 47.6
per cent after nine years in the program. In Nigaga Maluccio (2010) however finds only
limited evidence of such investment impacts for Rexl de Proteccion SocialExplanations
include that households follow the program insinng to focus on food and education
investments, that economic opportunities are lichite the Central region where the program
operated, and that, since households know thegmog temporary, they are satisfying pent-up
demand.

Channel 3: Protection against detrimental risk-oap strategiesWhen credit and insurance
markets are absent or limited and social netwanksfficient, detrimental risk-coping strategies
may include selling productive assets (Rosenzwai Wolpin, 1993), taking children out of
school (Jacoby and Skoufias, 1997), engaging msaretional sex (Robinson and Yeh, 2009) as
well as resorting to begging and theft (Schect8f7). In Nicaragua, thRed de Proteccion
Socialoperated during a severe economic downturn daerégord 30-year low worldwide price
for coffee. Maluccio (2005) showed that programmdieiaries were better able than non-
beneficiaries to protect their income and to naotesi in human capital (keeping children in
school and maintaining access to basic healthc)\i Sabates-Wheeler and Devereux (2010)
report the same type of effects in Ethiopia so lasgthe shocks are not too important with
respect to the size of the transfer. The Producatety Net Program transfers helped protect
household income-generation strategies in 2008itedpe high food prices, except in one
region where high food prices combined with raitufa.

Depending on the characteristics of the househatidsaseline, we seek to understand whether
the SCT programs we study could activate any ofttinee channels. The relative size of the

"These investments are often fostered through progreormation campaigns or through conditions osugimg
continuous receipt of the cash benefits in condéticash transfers.
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transfer as well as the general economic envirohmety also influence the importance of each
of the channels in the different countries.

3. Program Information and Data

The data we use in this paper were collected ferirtipact evaluation of two programs, which
receive technical support from UNICEF in Southend &astern Africa: the Kenya Orphan and
Vulnerable Children Cash Transfer (OVC CT) and kiedawi M’chinji Social Cash Transfer
(SCT). The programs are mostly unconditional deestisfers which target the extreme poor and
vulnerable. However, they present interestingedéices in their implementation in terms of:
(a) scale (Malawi SCT operates in one district vi@h000 rural beneficiaries, Kenya OVC CT is
a pilot with 82,000 mostly rural beneficiaries)) (argeting methods: both rely on community
selection of final beneficiary households howevemita OVC CCT complements it with a
proxy-means test, while Malawi relies on communitygeting through social protection
committees, and (d) amounts transferred (an avedrageehold transfer of US$ 14.00 (Miller,
2009) in Malawi and a flat US$ 19.5 monthly in Kaenyepresent respectively 22 and 300
percent of the households’ pre-transfer incomepldda summarizes basic information about the
two programs.

Both programs set up a rigorous quasi-experimemtphct evaluatioh The data collected for
the evaluation include a household panel data guiw@lemented in both interventions and
control localities. In Kenya, baseline informatiwas collected between March and August 2007
and between March and July 2009 for the first réunid Malawi, baseline data were collected
in March 2007, with a first round in September 2@@d a second round in March 2008.

The impact evaluation survey questionnaires incinfi@mation about household composition,
consumption, anthropometrics, health and educationsing and some assets, employment and
income sources, shocks and some information ab@astbck and farming activities. The Kenya
evaluation also includes community-level informatiavhile the Malawi evaluation included
complementary qualitative fieldwork on traders medocality and on social networks in another.
Reflecting the focus on understanding consumpti@hexpenditure, which may be better related
to permanent income, the modules about income ssuand employment tend to be less
comprehensive than some of the other modules amdjdlestions are not always comparable
across questionnaires. The Kenya questionnaidade less information about income and
agricultural activities than the Malawi survey.

Quasi-experimental survey design

& In Malawi, the protocol for evaluation was reviewsdthe Boston University International Review Bdband the
Malawian Health Research Council at the MinistryHefalth.

° Second round data collection is planned for sp2idiyl in Kenya.
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Both evaluations followed a quasi-experimental syrdesign at the community-level. In

Kenya, the program selected seven districts foreteuation sample. In each district, two
communities were selected randomly as interventgomd two as control communities.

Households selected in control areas are eligiloleséholds that meet program criteria and
would have been selected if the program had opkthere. Some randomly chosen districts
would impose conditions on the cash transfer. -Nemeficiary households were also included
at baseline so that targeting could be assessetkvieo the quality of the targeting was also
evaluated against the nationally representativeydntegrated Household Budget Survey of
2005-6 (Davist al, 2010).

Likewise, the evaluation of the Malawi Mchinji S@llot was randomized at the village-group
level. Given the staggered roll-out of the progréme District Assembly first identified the next
8 village-groups (including approximately 1,000 kehnolds) eligible for the SCT according to
the scale-up plan. Community Social Protection @attees (CSPC) then selected 100 SCT
eligible household per village group (10% of allueeholds) according to the program’s
guidelines. Village-groups were then randomly gssd to control (4) or intervention (4).
Control households are then eligible householdsaintrol village groups. The quality of the
targeting was evaluated against the Malawi Integr&tousehold Survey of 2004-5 (Daeisal.,
2010).

Table 2 summarizes the main features of the impaaduation designs.
Outcomes of the quasi-experimental design

The evaluation of the Kenya OVC CCT was based omdamized, community-based

intervention. The sample includes eligible and -ebgible households in both intervention

areas and control areas but we restrict the asalg=ligible households. While the selection of
communities between intervention and control growps random, the districts were purposely
selected. In Malawi Mchinji Social Cash Transferhile the communities were chosen
randomly, the CSPC seem to have applied differelgsrin the treatment and control village
groups.

Annex 1 reports the comparison between householtteatment and control communities on a
set of demographic, education, wealth and othecatadrs. In Kenya (Table Al), the control and

intervention communities differ for a few variableg interest such as reporting wage

employment as one of three main sources of inc@¥edf households in intervention localities

vs. 6% in control localities), owning animals swhsheep (0.53 in households in intervention
localities vs. 1.18 in control localities) and pioyl(3.89 in households in intervention localities

vs. 4.65 in control localities). Households weosvever very similar in terms of demographics
(including high number of OVCs at 2.68 per housdjhgloverty status and expenditures.



In Malawi (Table A2), households in the control antervention communities also differ for
more variables of interest such as ownership dstflmuseholds own 0.27 sickles on average in
intervention localities vs. 0.17 in control locedg), availability of working age adults (1.25
members between 15 and 59 years of age in inteoveluicalities vs. 0.89 in control localities).
In addition, households in intervention localitize larger (4.82 members vs. 3.89 in control
localities), because of a higher number of childsiader 15 years of age (2.17 vs 1.56 in control
localities), youth between 16 and 25 years of &y&7(vs 0.32) and adults. They include more
orphans (1.53 per household vs. 1.08 in contrallibes), their heads have nearly one more year
of schooling than household heads in control Itieali(1.97 vs. 1.19) and are 3 years younger
(60.56 years vs. 63.55). Households were howetagistscally similar in terms of per capita
expenditures, a result similar to that of Milkgral. (2009) albeit intervention households spent
more on children education.

The systematic differences between households terviention and control communities
invalidate the hypothesis that the two groups vearelar at baseline, so we should use matching
techniques to generate a conditional randomizdtefare conducting the impact analysis.

Household characteristics and targeting

As the descriptive statistics in Annex 1 show foenia, households in the control and
intervention areas are extremely poor. Monthly letwadd per capita expenditure is on average K
Sh$ 1,245.00 or US$ 0.54 per day. Households ostngn hectare of land for a household size
of 5.7 members. Heads of households are on avé&@ggears old, 67 percent are women.
Household dependency ratio is 1.36 and householstsdm average 2.68 orphans and vulnerable
children. Twenty-four percent of children below8re orphans at baseline. Nearly half of the
houses have no toilet and roughly half use riverdflakes as their source of drinking water. The
transfer represents approximately 22 percent ofsélooid’s total consumption at baseline.
Leakage is small (only four percent of ineligibleuseholds) and the benefits distribution
moderately favor the poorer households among igélkd (54.4% of benefits go to the poorest
20% (Daviset al., 2010), compared to 36% on average in the casisfers programs reviewed
in Coady, Grosh and Hoddinott (2004)).

In Malawi, eligible households in both treatmentlaaomparison areas are destitute and the
evaluation design allows for the detection of lasgasonal income fluctuations: expenditures
double between March and September before fallgaggnaduring the rainy season. Monthly
household per capita expenditure was MK 130.00 ardd 2007 or US$ 0.03 per day, at the
lowest point of the year. Households comprisedefnbers on average with a dependency ratio
of 1.22. Heads of households are 62 years of ageverage, 64 percent are women. Forty-eight
percent of adults are illiterate. Six of ten cheld were missing at least one parent. The transfer
represents approximately 360% of household’s tovalsumption at baseline, which is a huge



relative amount. The benefits distribution strgnéhvor the poorer households among the
eligible (73.4% of benefits go to the poorest 2M@a\iset al, 2010)).

Descriptive statistics on consumption and econompacts for the Kenya program

The OVC cash transfers generate large impacts usdiwmld expenditure with increases in

average monthly consumption per adult equivalentdtal and food consumption and average
monthly health expenditure. This yields a 13 petage point decrease in the proportion of

households living on less than one US$ per dajpbatable to the program. The impacts are
largest for small households (1-4 members) sineetthnsfers are flat across household size.
Beneficiary households are also able to increastami diversity. They also acquire durable

goods such as bedsheets, blankets and mosquitfTadts 3) as well as radio and toilets.

Some forms of child labor decreased: notably pigdtion in paid work by boys aged 14-17 and

hours in unpaid work for girls (Table 3). In adliit, beneficiary households are more likely to

receive credit from teachers and shopkeepers and seport starting new businesses. There is
a perception of multiplier effects for local busises in intervention areas, even if some
interviewees reported inflated transport and mapkiees on payday (UNICEF, 2010).

Descriptive statistics on consumption and econompacts for the Malawi program

Table 4 describes some of the changes observedgabereficiary and control households in
Malawi over the course of a year, with data from finst round, providing some information on
seasonality issues. Beneficiary households seemctpire tools in greater number than
households in control localities, notably hoesklsie and axes. They are also getting bicycles
and durable goods for their kitchen. Beneficiaaéso acquire small animals such as chicken
and goats and some even buy pigs.

Adult labor in ganyu, the agricultural day wageommhal labor, decreases for adult but the data
does not include information on other activitiebh@gh anecdotal evidence point to a shift to
self-employment. As shown in Table 5, beneficiamyjdren seem to be missing less school days
in the month prior to the interview and to sperssigme on work outside the home.

Miller (2010) also reports how through their inged production and income, beneficiaries
were also more able to hire-in workers to work bairt land (half of the beneficiaries were
hiring-in labor). This effect corroborates findsxghn Zambia (Schubert, 2005). In addition, in
one village group, the study followed the gifts dodns from SCT beneficiaries to non-SCT
household and also independently asked recipidmstaheir receipts of transfers from SCT
beneficiaries. The study also listed all local ibasses in the village group and surveyed a
sample of the different types to assess the impadhe cash transfer on their operations.
Beneficiaries spend on average 5 percent of themsters on non-SCT family members who do
not live in the household, through gifts, loans amnthg of labor. Most recipients would be SCT



eligible if it were not for the 10 percent cut-g@ibint for the program. In addition, beneficiaries
seem less likely to resort to begging and theft tt@ntrol households.

Business reported steadier sales even during thg/lmangry season and growth in profits.
Payment days have become market days and busioegsiis expectation of heightened sales
during those days. Business owners were also mitineg to lend to SCT beneficiaries, on the
grounds that the transfers provided regular incori@wever, program implementation issues
may jeopardize this strategy (when payments getydd). Overall, the program therefore seems
to generate significant economic impacts on berafidouseholds.

4. Empirical strategy

For both impact evaluations, household-level palah is available in both the treatment and
control areas before and after the program wasemehted. This enables the use of double
difference methods to estimate the average progngmact (Duflo et al., 2008 and Ravallion,
2008). The basic estimation equation employingotkxdifference and incorporating household-
level fixed-effects is:

Yiee = @0 + @1Drounar + @2 Drounaz + Sa1Perounar + SazPerounaz + Bic + Eicr (1),

where:

Y;.¢ IS the outcome variable of interest for househaldcommunity c at time t

Dyouna j,j=1,2 = 1 if round=1 (or 2 for Malawi)

P;rouna j = 1 if the program intervenes in community ¢ at royind

uic all household-level time-invariant factors for sehold i (fixed effect)

&ice the unobserved idiosyncratic household- or comtytlavel, time-varying error

a ands are unknown coefficients.

dq1 is the double-difference estimator of the averaggram effect for the first round (relative to
the baseline) andy, is for the second round relative to the baseli@éven that the control and
treatment households differ systematically at baselP,,,,n.q1 IS correlated with some
household- or community-level variables so the ysialwill have to correct for these potential
biases, using matching techniques, either basealigibility rules or on propensity scores. For
Kenya, the household-level controls at baselindudee household size, number of females,
children, adults older than 20 years of age, perswith disability, orphans, ill care providers,
whether the head is a female, age of head (linedisguare), education dummies, rural, Muslim
religion dummy. The community controls includeunmber of households in the village, car
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access, primary and secondary school over 2 knithheare over 5 km, hospital over 10 km,
mixed religion. For Malawi, the control variablie€lude household head descriptors (age, years
of educational attainment, female, single, disabldti/-positive) as well as descriptors of
household composition (size, number of membersub8enumber of members under 5 years,
number of members by age category (15-59 year§, gears; 11-15 years; 16-25 years; 26-59
years; over 60 years), household dependency mstiare of household members with HIV or
AIDs and the number of orphans in the household.

Equation (1) does not condition on the householéildecision to participate in the program but
rather on whether the program was available inhthesehold’s community. This estimated the
“‘intent-to-treat” average program effect. In akktanalysis on the Kenya dataset, standard errors
are calculated allowing for clustering at the comitwlevel (Statacorp, 2007)

In Malawi, the 10 percent cut-off meant that thegrsam excluded some otherwise eligible
household and this exclusion was not random sihosas the responsibility of the local
community social protection committee. Unfortutpgtéo make the data anonymous, the
community identifier was removed from the datasetwe are not able to use this level of
analysis and therefore use robust standard erwstghis stage, we also use the full sample for
comparison rather than matching households. Whercommunity identifier is available, we
will perform average “treatment-on-the treated” lgsig. However, since our results are
consistent with previous analyses (Miller et aD1@), we are confident the main findings hold.

5. The effects of social cash transfers on consumption, investment and economic decision-
making of beneficiary households

A difference-in-differences analysis is applietih datasets in order to analyze the descriptive
trends observed in the previous section. The esiithe analysis are in Table 6 for Kenya and
in Tables 7 and 8 for Malawi.

In Kenya, overall, program beneficiaries are allanicrease their monthly consumption per

adult equivalent by 298 KSh (US$ 3.8) while thedwod consumption per adult equivalent

increases by 190 KSh (US$ 2.4). Beneficiary hoalslshseem to acquire a few durable goods
such as radios fridges (2%), bedsheets (10%) arsdjuito nets (14%). The latter are important

to secure better health and indirectly labor praigitg. However, households did not seem to

be able to invest in animals or land. Data lim@a$ prevent analyzing labor force participation

outcomes as the question was asked only abouthilee tmain sources of income of the

household as dummies. Self-employment in agriceldecreases as one of the main income
sources as does paid work by children below 12syefiage. On the other hand, the transfers
become one of the main sources of income.
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In Malawi, variables indicative of the economic @agps at the household (Table 7) and child
(Table 8) level are explored in regressions witt asfthout control variables. Clustering could
not be controlled for at this stdeo robust standard errors are used.

From the baseline to the second round, a numbeecohomic impacts have taken place.
Beneficiary households have increased their peitacaponthly food expenditure by MW$ 900
(US$ 6.5) and their non-food expenditure by MW$ 3W52.3). As in Kenya, participation in
agriculture wage employment and self-employmentetese while transfer income increases,
although private transfers (specifically gifts buit remittances) become less frequent. The
number of days worked in casual agricultural lafganyy decreased, though the magnitude is
smaller than the decrease between baseline andiithe season. The share of adults working
outside the home has also decreased, perhaps cog\epreference for home-based activities,
which would be consistent with the minor investnsestbserved in agricultural tools (hoes, axes,
sickles) that took place mostly between baseling tae first round and hold up in the second
round. In addition, beneficiaries are to buy smaalimals such as chickens and goats.

Twelve months from the first transfer receipt, ttmeible-difference impact on school attendance
is still positive and significant. The effect onmioer of school days missed by children attending
school is also positive and significant, althoughadesser magnitude than between baseline and
the first round. There is a slight increase in Bospent on leisure by children in treatment
households (half an hour more).

The analysis of double difference results betwéenbiaseline and the first round indicators of
economic impacts point to significant effects for both householdiarhild level variables and
shed some light on the timing of investments amdetfiect of seasonality. March is the end of
the rainy season, which is a lean season witle littbd availability for these households while
September is the end of the winter. Days of caggahyy agricultural labor worked are
significantly lower among treatment households, ribé effect being a drop of approximately
one day per month. Food consumption is more inaporthan non-food expenditures in the
allocation of the increased liquidity at that mornek look at asset ownership levels confirms
that investments in livestock and in non-agricudtassets are significant but with a net effect of
close to zero. Conversely, the double-differensailte on agricultural assets reveal positive and
significant effects on the number of hoes and s&ldwned, indicating that, in the short run,
households do make some productive investmenitjsrcase in small tools.

At the child level, positive effects are observedschool enrollment, negative on days of school
missed in the previous month and a net negativecetin whether the child worked outside the
home when control variables are included in theaggion. These outcomes show the net
positive effects of the cash transfer on child tinse and the household preference for children

' The data set is missing community identifiers.
“'Tables are available upon request.
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to attend school when liquidity constraints ar@xel. These effects are stronger than on a year-
to-year comparison, pointing to the importanceeafsonal variations in the liquidity constraints.

In Malawi, the program seems to generate signifieaonomic impacts. Beneficiary households
seem to first satisfy their consumption needs awdst in small agricultural tools and animals.
This enables them to move out of ganyu labor andiddk/hire-in more on their own plot of
land. Children in beneficiary households are nadye to attend school but their participation in
the labor market may still be required in timese¥ere liquidity constraints. On the other hand,
in Kenya, we observe no impacts on investmenthdqallh we are missing information on
purchases of tools) but we do observe that padiicp of children in paid work decreases.

To understand whether the results are homogenoosauifferent types of household, we run
separate regressions for female and male-headesholds; households with one, two, three or
more children (since the transfer is flat per hbad® in Kenya); and households with heads
younger or older than 60 years of age (becauseh®fdemographic differences between
households in Kenya and Malawi). Results are sumzethin Table 9 for gender of head, Table
10 for household size, and Table 11 for age of fead

In Kenya, male-headed households are able to actarming land but are less likely to acquire
radio or mosquito nets. They also spend less afiththan female-headed households. On the
other hand, teenagers paid work increases amongldemaded households even if those
children are also more likely to go to school. Malawi, female-headed households seem more
vulnerable as they depend more on casual agrialltabor and include more ill or disabled
members. Male-headed households seem to acquire tmols, bicycles and chickens than
female-headed ones while female-headed househagjdiracmore goats and spend more on
consumption. However, the differences are notioggmt. In both cases, asset preferences
seem to differ according to the gender of the helhdvould be interesting to understand why
women are less likely to buy tools in Malawi sintey seem more involved in agricultural
activities overall.

In Kenya, policy-makers and donors are concerneditatne heterogeneity of impacts between
small and large households given that the transfdlat, regardless of household size. As
described by Azzarri and de la O Campos (2010),asty on expenditures decrease with
household size, including for purchases of houskbarables such as bed sheets and mosquito
nets. Young children (under 12) participation amdowork decreases significantly in households
with three or more children as a result of the prog (Table 10), maybe because the program
covers their opportunity cost.

In Malawi, the transfer follows more closely thenmher of children with a cap at three. Impacts
on expenditures also decrease but less so thanemya& However, purchases of small
agricultural tools and chicken and goats hold &gér households. Larger households are also

2 Only interactions that are significant for one gatey are reported.
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lees likely to participate in casual daily agricw#l labor ¢ganyy and work less days in this
activity than smaller households. One-child hoot#hare less likely to keep receiving private
gifts.

Given the different age profile of beneficiaries Malawi and Kenya and the concern about
differential responses in households where gramaparare taking care of orphan grandchildren
(the missing generation households), we also rgnessions separately for household heads
younger and older than 60 years of age (Table Ihl1Xenya, households with elderly heads
allocate transfers more towards expenditures (thotuin health and children’s education) than
durable goods. However, the descriptive statigtlosw that they had higher level of durable
goods than younger households, probably reflectmaye years of potential accumulation.
Children are also healthier and participate lessark than in other types of household, however
they spend the same number of hours in unpaid work.

In Malawi, households with older heads are smal®&i70 members vs. 5.45 for younger
households) but disability is more frequent amoidgiohouseholds and aged-dependency is
higher. As a result, at baseline, their consunmpper capita was similar to those of younger
households. Households with older heads are iksly ito work less inganyulabor and they
also do not decrease their number of days as maiglounger households. On the other hand,
they are less likely to keep receiving private gjiftan younger households as a result of the
SCT. Contrary to Kenya their per capita monthlpenditure is less affected by the SCT than
younger households. Households with older heagts iavest less in durable goods and small
animals, even though they did not start with higbeels at baseline.

6. Conclusions

Even among very poor communities, social cash fieasisnay generate significant economic
changes, especially if their amount is large enotghelieve some of the strong liquidity

constraints facing poor rural households. We sttigy impacts of the Kenya OVC Cash

Transfer between 2007 and 2009 and the Malawi Mjcl8ocial Cash Transfer between 2007
and 2008. Both programs target the poor, usingneconity-based targeting complemented with
a proxy-means test in the case of Kenya. Theyesstally reach the poor, with the Malawi

program reaching among the most destitute. Beaegfichouseholds in Malawi are older,

smaller but with higher dependency ratio than ti&inyan counterparts. They are also much
poorer and orphans and vulnerable children are fegeent.

While both programs randomized the interventiothatcommunity-level, households in control
and intervention communities, while similar in termof poverty as measured by household
expenditures, differ systematically on other outesrof interests in Malawi, probably due to the
non-uniform application of the targeting criterinthe community level. This illustrates the
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difficulty of targeting when poverty levels are hignd the multi-dimensional aspects of poverty
beyond monetary expenditures.

In Kenya, after two years in the program, in additito positive consumption impacts and
increased access to health and education serbiessficiary households seem able to buy some
durable goods. However, they do not seem to haea lable to acquire animals or land. One
potential explanation would the onset of the foodecrisis in 2008: households would have
been able to maintain consumption but not to inv@3te available information does not allow
for a detailed analysis of investment in tools, $ehold enterprises or agricultural activities.

As a contrast, in Malawi, after a year in the peogy in addition to positive consumption impacts
and increased access to health, beneficiary holdseseem able to buy durable goods such as
bicycles, but also small agricultural tools suchass, sickles and axes. In addition, they invest
in poultry and goats. As a result of the prograwhjlts are also able to get out of agricultural
daily labor (ganyu) and additional information frggrogram managers confirms that they work
more or hire-in more labor to work on their owntplo Children are less likely to miss school
and while they may still engage in the labor makaiside the home, they enjoy more leisure.
These effects are particularly strong during theter when liquidity constraints are further
relaxed. Complementary information also describesencommunity-level multiplier impacts as
additional money circulates in these small comnegit

These preliminary results are all the more prongigjiven that these programs were operating as
the food price crisis hit those countries and tkeal walue of the transfers eroded between
baseline and subsequent data collection (20 pelossitin Kenya between 2007 and 2009 and
nearly 10 percent in Malawi between 2007 and 20@8)ile the data at hand do not allow us to
qualify whether these impacts will be sustainede can hope that the increase in landholdings,
animals and own production will enable householdsntaintain higher income streams.
However, sustainability remains an issue and sofneo impacts may be vulnerable to the
program’s operational problems, such as delayedhpats in Malawi. The issue of the size of
transfer also needs further consideration as it mxfain some of the differences in impacts
between Kenya and Malawi.

We start exploring possible heterogeneity in impaatcording to the gender and age of
household heads and the number of children in theséhold. Households with male heads
seem more likely to invest in productive assetboth countries while households with female
heads invest more in children’s education (Kengpgnd more on food and health (Kenya and
Malawi), seem to depend more on teenager childed work and participate more in non-
agricultural self-employment (Malawi). Further raseh is needed to understand the barrier that
female-headed households face to invest in agui@llfctivities and other economic activities.
type of investments in agriculture that these poamuseholds would favor, especially the ones
that are labor-constrained.
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Older households seem to have accumulated slightye durables and land than younger

households in Kenya and the transfer allows themadaase consumption and expenses related
to children. However in Malawi, older househol@g® more vulnerable overall despite their

smaller size. Their income generation strategless affected by the program than younger

households. The fact that the SCT seems to hayéadexd private gifts raises questions about

the way social networks would work for these hooat#dh Overall, older households are not as

likely to invest either because of a life-cycleeetfor because they are more vulnerable.

Consumption impacts of the transfer decrease wtiséhold size, especially when the transfer
is flat (Kenya). Children are more likely to beursted (Kenya) and teenage girls work more
hours in unpaid work. However, while in Kenya, ythere also less likely to acquire durable
goods, in Malawi they do purchase agricultural $oahd small animals, consistent with a
strategy of increasing work on own plot. This eiffnce is probably explained by the relative
size of the transfers in both countries.

Overall, impacts do vary along household demograpbharacteristics and policy-makers need
to be aware of the different income-generation an#iavailable to and chosen by different
households as the social cash transfers will intedifferently with them. Most of data
collection so far has focused on human capital @rsumption indicators and the information
on labor allocation, income, agricultural activitiand assets is limited. While our analysis
complements other findings, evidence about lablocalion and a wider range of assets would
provide a more complete understanding of househmdtavior. In addition, additional
evaluation data from other neighboring countriey steed some light on the dynamics at play.
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Table 1: Basic Information about Country Case Rrog

Country Kenya Malawi
Name of| OVC Cash Transfer Social Cash Transfer
program
Institutional | OVC Transfer Secretariat in the MinistfyDepartment of Poverty Reduction and
setting of Gender, Children and SociglSocial Protection in the Ministry df
Development Economic Planning and Development
Start date 2004-2005 (pre-pilot); 2006-2008006 (expanded in 2008)
(pilot)
End date None None, pending funding
Expansion | Yes. 139,000 hhs (458,000 OVCs) in 4Yes, pending approval by government.
plans districts by 2012 300,000 hh w/ 910,000 children by 2015
Target Orphans living in extreme poverty Ultra-poamd labor constrained HHs
(bottom 10%)
Targeting Three Step Process Community-Based (community socigl
mechanism | 1) Community Targting | protection committees as village level)
2) Means Testing w/ checks from village development
3) Community Consultation andcommittee
Grievance Procedure
Urban/rural Urban and Rural Rural
Conditionali | Yes in random districts. Testing botiNo, but bonus for school attendance.
-ty health and schooling conditions and norBonus is US$1.4 (MK 200) for primany
conditions. and US$2.8 (MK 400) for secondary
Amount 1500 Ksh (US$19.50) per hh per montBased on hh size per month:
irrespective of size 1= Us$4.3 (MK 600)
2=US$7.1
3 =US$10
4+ =US$12.9
Average transfer including schooling
bonuses is US$ 14.
Delivery Postal Office in 7 districts. Distrigt Monthly through government.
mechanism | Children's Offices in 30 districts.
Both bi-monthly
# of hh 82,000 24,300
# 270,000 OVCs 51,410 people (33,700 children, | of
participants which 25,780 are orphans)
# districts 37 7
# districts in| 115 28
country
Table 2: Evaluation design for the country casey@ms
Kenya OVC CCT Malawi SCT
Timing Baseline data in 8 districts in MarchBaseline data in Mchinji district in
Aug 2007. Follow-up in March-July March 2007. Follow-up in September
2009. 2nd follow-up planned in 2011 | 2007 and March 2008.
Number of| 2,255 hh (1,513 in treatment’/58 hh (372 in intervention
hh communities) communities)
Randomizati| Community-level. Eligible householdsCommunity-level. Eligible households
on by community and PMT. by committee.
Methods PSM and DiD PSM and DiD
Partner First stage Oxford Policy ManagemenFirst stage Boston University, currently
currently University of North Carolina UNC
(UNC)
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Table 3: Descriptive statistics on income sourdesable and asset holdings among eligible housstiol

treatment and control areas in Kenya

Baseline Round 1

Control Treated Control Treated
HOUSEHOLD LEVEL STATISTICS (n=747)  (n=1,494) (n=572) (n=1,282)
Income: Participation in three main activities
Household has no work 0.03 0.04 0.05** 0.08**
Main HH income source is wage employment 0.06** 0.03** 0.09** 0.05%*
Main HH income source is ag self-employment 0.6 0.62 0.45% 0.39%
Main HH income source is non-ag self-employment 0.21 0.2 0.31 0.27
Main HH income source is own business / employer 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.08
Main HH income source is gifts or transfers (incl OVC cash) 0.05 0.06 0.05%** 0.27%**
(OVC transfer not in baseline)
Main HH income source is OVC-CT transfers 0.00%** 0.19%**
(OVC transfer not in baseline)
Child Employment
Children (aged 12 to 18) work for money 0.69 0.67 0.55%* 0.62**
Young children (aged under 12) work for money 0.25 0.3 0.20%** 0.12%**
Expenditures
Mean monthly real HH consumptionper adult equivalent 1513.87 1574.81 1542.36*** 1865.00***
Mean monthly real HH food consumptionper adult equivalent 979.05 1012.97 1110.22%*%* 1337.23%**
Mean monthly health expenditure pc (excluding AIDS) 39.80 35.54 31.66* 38.73*
Mean monthly education expenditure per child 115.16 112.77 124.37 150.76
Assets and durables
HH owns real estate property (e.g. household dwelling) 0.88 0.86 091 0.93
Acres of farming land owned by household 1.99 1.78 2.90** 1.77%*
Household owns radio 0.4 0.43 0.47%%* 0.56***
Household owns telephone 0.1 0.13 0.32 0.31
Household owns bucket 0.89 0.9 0.93 0.94
Household owns table 0.85* 0.89* 0.87 0.9
Household owns chairstool 0.93 0.94 0.94 0.95
Household owns bedsheets 0.82 0.81 0.82%%** 0.92%%*
Household owns blankets 0.87 0.9 0.89** 0.93**
Household owns mosquitonet 0.64 0.65 0.73%** 0.85%**
Household owns livestock 0.84 0.83 0.8 0.82
Number of cattle owned 1.34 1.21 1.58 1.44
Number of donkeys owned 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.07
Number of camels owned 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.05
Number of goats owned 2.33 2.01 0 0
Number of sheep owned 1.18** 0.53** 1.19 0.75
Number of pigs owned 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.07
Number of poultry owned 4.65* 3.89* 3.42 3.32
Number of small animals owned 3.54 2.56 1.23 0.83
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Treated

Control (n= Control Treated
HOUSEHOLD LEVEL STATISTICS (n=747) 4 494 (n=572)  (n=1,282)
Child Labour
Participates in paid work (ages 6-13) 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.01
Participates in paid work (ages 14-17) 0.14 0.12 0.07** 0.04**
Boys participate in paid work (ages 14-17) 0.19 0.13 0.09* 0.05*
Girls participate in paid work (ages 14-17) 0.09 0.11 0.04 0.02
Participates in unpaid work (ages 6-13) 0.77 0.78 0.85** 0.79**
Participates in unpaid work (ages 14-17) 0.84* 0.89* 0.88* 0.83*
Hours in unpaid work (ages 6-13) 13.98** 15.39** 9.96** 9.00**
Hours in unpaid work (ages 14-17) 17.56** 20.48** 12.78 12.02
Boys: hours in unpaid work (ages 6-13) 13.83 14.78 9.84 9.14
Girls: hours in unpaid work (ages 6-13) 14.19* 16.07* 10.10* 8.86*
Boys: hours in unpaid work (ages 14-17) 17.21* 20.35* 11.56 11.17
Girls: hours in unpaid work (ages 14-17) 18.00 20.68 14.62 13.13

Notes: asterisk denotes statistically differenaingebased on t-test using robust standard errors.

* significant at 10%, ** significant at 5% and **gignificant at 1%.
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Table 4: Descriptive statistics on durable andnahinoldings, and adult labor in treatment and ibr@reas in Malawi

Baseline Mar-07 Round 1 Sep-07 Round 2 Mar-08
Control Treated Control Treated Control Treated

HOUSEHOLD LEVEL STATISTICS (n=386)  (n=372) (n=386)  (n=372) (n=387)  (n=371)
Income: Participation
Salaried employment 0.02** 0.05** 0 0.01 0.02 0.03
Agricultural wage labour 0.29 0.33 0.66*** 0.29%** 0.69*** 0.26***
Ganyu labour (not reported at baseline) 0 0 0.65%** 0.29%** 0.68*** 0.25%**
On-farm self employment 0.31 0.33 0.38 0.34 0.33** 0.41**
Rental income 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.01** 0.04**
Transfer income 0.38* 0.44* 0.35%** 1.09%** 0.41%** 1.09%**
Public transfer income 0.03 0.03 0.03%** 0.99%** 0.02%** 0.99%**
Public transfers: government grants 0.02 0.01 0.07%** 0.98*** 0.07%** 0.96%**
Private transfers: gifts from family/friends 0.31** 0.39** 0.27%** 0.06*** 0.35%** 0.09%**
Other income sources 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.04
Employment
share of adults in household that worked outside the home 0.5 0.52 0.04 0.03 0.10* 0.07*
number of ganyu days worked per adult in household 3.83 3.93 2.971%** 0.81%** 3.00%** 0.54%**
working age adults(19-64)not ill/disable 0.49%** 0.64*** 0.57%** 0.77%** 0.57%** 0.88***
Expenditures
No health expenditure 0.69%*** 0.59*** 0.70%** 0.35%** 0.63*** 0.24%**
Monthly school expenditure per child 190.33**  288.96** 88.41 158.54 . 142.3
Per capita monthly food expenditure 125.32 134.19 85.59%F*  858.31%** 141.42%**  1055.53***
Per capita monthly non-food expenditure 45.86 51.4 73.46***  305.89%** 90.78***  422.15%**
Assets
number of hoes 0.88 0.88 1.53%** 2.22%%* 1.49%** 2.80%**
number of axes 0.28 0.33 0.18%** 0.54%** 0.20%** 0.60%***
number of sickles 0.17%** 0.27%** 0.13%** 0.59%** 0.18*** 0.63%**
number of beer drums (used of iga) 0 0.01 0.01* 0.03* 0.03 0.03
number of bicycles 0.01 0.01 0.01%** 0.13%** 0.02%** 0.13%**
number of chickens 0.1 0.13 0.18%** 2.08%** 0.27%** 3.43%x*
number of goats 0.02 0.01 0.03%** 0.52%** 0.02%** 0.87***
number of cattle 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0.02
number of pigs 0 0 0.00%** 0.25%** 0.00%** 0.23%**
changes of clothing 2.08 2.07 2.17%** 4.07%** 1.87%** 3.87%**
number of metallic plates N/A N/A 1.76%** 5.33%** 2.13%x* 7.3 1%k
number of metal pots N/A N/A 0.98*** 1.99%** 1.34%** 2.61%**
number of pounding mortars N/A N/A 0.45%** 0.70%** 0.59%** 1.13%**
number of panga knives N/A N/A 0.09%** 0.40%** 0.12%** 0.52%**
number of mats N/A N/A 0.97*** 1.80%** 1.21%%* 2.60%**
number of pails/buckets 0 N/A 0.7 1%** 1.66%*** 0.85%** 2.1 7%k
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Table 5: Descriptive statistics on children actgstin treatment and control areas in Malawi

Baseline (March 07) Round 1 (Sep 07) Round 2 (March 08)
BY TREATMENT/CONTROL HOUSEHOLD Control Treated Control Treated Control Treated
Number of children 673 909 673 909 673 909
child currently attending school 0.85** 0.89** 0.82%** 0.92%** 0.84*** 0.93***
[0.36] [0.31] [0.38] [0.27] [0.37] [0.25]
child worked outside home 0.3 0.28 0.37%** 0.44%** 0.34 0.36
[0.46] [0.45] [0.48] [0.50] [0.47] [0.48]
number of hours worked outside home 3.01 2.75 1.30%** 1.05%** 2.76%* 2.28%*
[3.30] [2.69] [1.70] [0.61] [1.84] [2.38]
child did any leisure activities 0.71 0.74 0.76 0.76 0.77 0.78
[0.45] [0.44] [0.43] [0.43] [0.42] [0.41]
hours spent on leisure activities 3.27 2.98 2.42%* 2.21% 2.69%* 2.96**
[4.03] [2.58] [1.42] [1.43] [1.84] [2.45]
number of days missed school past month 3.12 2.81 2.67%** 1.62%** 2.28%** 1.15%**
[4.76] [3.67] [3.69] [3.35] [3.68] [2.33]
household is headed by child 0 0.01 0 0.01 0.01 0.01
[0.04] [0.07] [0.04] [0.07] [0.10] [0.08]

Notes: asterisk denotes statistically differenangebased on t-test using robust standard errors.
Standard deviations in square brackets.
* significant at 10%, ** significant at 5% and *ignificant at 1%
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Table 6: Double-difference estimates of the Ke@yaOVC household-level effects between 2007 an®200

Main Income is Wage

Main Income is Self

Main Income is Self

Main Income is Own-

Child Paid Work

Child Paid Work

VARIABLES Employment Employment Agr Employment Non-Agr Business Main Income is Transfers 12-18 years below 12
round 0.03 0.03 -0.12%** -0.12%** 0.09** 0.09** 0.02 0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.13%** -0.13%*+* 0.01 0.01
(0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04
intervention -0.06** -0.05** 0.06 0.05 -0.01 0.01 0.03* 0.03* -0.02 -0.02 -0.06 -0.05* 0.06* 0.07*
(0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03
round*int -0.01 -0.01 -0.09* -0.09** -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 0.15%** 0.15%** 0.08 0.08* -0.19%** -0.19*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.06) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05
Constant 0.10*** -0.02 0.54%** 0.35 0.23*** 0.59** 0.05*** 0.22 0.07*** -0.05 0.73*** 0.62** 0.24%* -0.33
(0.03) (0.16) (0.04) (0.27) (0.03) (0.27) (0.01) (0.14) (0.02) (0.18) (0.03) (0.26) (0.03) (0.23
Control variable: NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES
Observations 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924
R-squared 0.02 0.23 0.03 0.32 0.01 0.15 0.00 0.16 0.03 0.18 0.01 0.17 0.02 0.12
Monthly Exp. per Monthly Food Exp. per Monthly Health Exp. per Monthly Education Exp. Owned Household Owns Household Owns

VARIABLES Adult Equivalent Adult Equivalent Capita per Child Farming land Radio Bedsheet
round -37.18 -37.18 110.25*% 110.29** -14.97* -14.97* 3.42 4.65 0.76 0.76 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02
(94.02) (80.95) (57.26) (51.06) (8.80) (7.75) (33.25) (28.50) (0.58) (0.57) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03
intervention -1.89 -25.48 30.68 10.81 -13.08* -14.63** -24.58 -24.33 -0.24 -0.22 -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.02
(85.68) (72.93) (47.54) (43.21) (7.88) (6.75) (27.05) (24.02) (0.21) (0.20) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03
round*int 298.64*** 298.64*** 190.98*** 191.13*** 16.91* 16.91** 33.67 31.94 -0.65 -0.65 0.08 0.08 0.10** 0.10%
(106.52) (94.01) (68.42) (62.41) (9.36) (8.41) (36.08) (31.51) (0.64) (0.63) (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04
Constant 1,581.92*%* 2366.26*** 983.18*** 1,540.45%* 47.97%** -24.59 138.68*** -84.85 2.10%** 0.83 0.44*** 0.39 0.80*** 0.88*
(77.00) (452.24) (39.78) (310.55) (7.52) (31.43) (24.96) (146.26) (0.18) (1.98) (0.04) (0.28) (0.03) (0.21
Control variable: NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES
Observations 1,924 1,924 1,920 1,920 1,924 1,924 1,907 1,907 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924
R-squared 0.02 0.19 0.04 0.17 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.01 0.21 0.01 0.20

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 6 (cont'd): Double-difference estimatesha Kenya CT-OVC household-level effects betweerv20td 2009
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Number of Cattle Number of Donkeys Number of Camels Number of Poultry

VARIABLES Owned Owned Owned Owned
round 0.25 0.25 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 -0.94* -0.94**
(0.21) (0.19) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05) (0.51) (0.45)
intervention 0.05 -0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 -0.15 -0.07
(0.17) (0.16) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.48) (0.47)
round*int -0.05 -0.05 -0.02 -0.02 -0.07 -0.07 0.08 0.08
(0.25) (0.23) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) (0.61) (0.56)
Constant 1.18%** -0.18 0.03%** -0.27* 0.03 -0.98*** 4,33%** 4.90*
(0.15) (2.06) (0.01) (0.16) (0.02) (0.38) (0.37) (2.65)
Control
variables? NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES
Observations 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924 1,924
R-squared 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.19 0.01 0.13
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Table 7: Double-difference estimates of the Maleighinji SCT household-level effects between 2@®d 2008

Wage income Ag-wage income Ganyu income On-farm income Rental income Self employment Transfer income
VARIABLES participation participation participation participation participation participation participation
round -0.001 -0.005 0.201%** 0.398*** 0.342%** 0.685%** 0.007 0.014 -0.006 -0.015 -0.148***  -0.301*** 0.018 0.03(
(0.005) (0.010) (0.017) (0.032) (0.012) (0.022) (0.017) (0.034) (0.005) (0.010) (0.015) (0.031) (0.018) (0.03%
intervention 0.041** 0.022* 0.274%** 0.011 0.218***  -0.022*** -0.011 0.013 -0.002 0.009 0.141** 0.064* -0.245%** 0.084°
(0.021) (0.013) (0.053) (0.035) (0.016) (0.007) (0.054) (0.035) (0.020) (0.013) (0.056) (0.036) (0.056) (0.03¢
roundint -0.008 -0.015 -0.236%**  -0.484***  -0.218***  -0.443*** 0.031 0.054 0.011 0.025 -0.044**  -0.088**  0.308***  0.617*
(0.009) (0.018) (0.024) (0.047) (0.016) (0.032) (0.024) (0.049) (0.009) (0.018) (0.022) (0.044) (0.024) (0.04¢
Constant 0.019* -0.003 0.089** 0.431***  -0.342%** 0.034 0.306*** 0.316%** 0.032%** 0.078** 0.573%** 0.536%** 0.361%** 0.378*
(0.011) (0.034) (0.037) (0.098) (0.012) (0.068) (0.037) (0.096) (0.012) (0.034) (0.039) (0.090) (0.040) (0.10¢
Control variable: NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES
Observations 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,49
R-squared 0.007 0.039 0.128 0.172 0.440 0.473 0.006 0.027 0.004 0.015 0.139 0.174 0.276 0.29¢
Public transfer income Public cash transfer Private transfer Private remittances Private gifts Other income
VARIABLES participation participation participation participation participation participation
round -0.008 -0.015 -0.005 -0.013 0.016 0.028 -0.017* -0.033* 0.019 0.034 -0.014* -0.027*
(0.006) (0.012) (0.004) (0.009) (0.018) (0.036) (0.009) (0.017) (0.017) (0.034) (0.008) (0.017)
intervention -0.484*** 0.002 -0.490*** -0.009 0.227%** 0.078** 0.001 0.003 0.252%** 0.096*** 0.007 -0.003
(0.021) (0.013) (0.014) (0.008) (0.055) (0.036) (0.029) (0.020) (0.054) (0.035) (0.029) (0.019)
roundint 0.485***  0.969***  0.482***  0.965*** -0.173*** -0.347*** -0.011 -0.024 -0.171%**  -0.339%** -0.004 -0.009
(0.009) (0.019) (0.007) (0.014) (0.024) (0.047) (0.011) (0.023) (0.022) (0.045) (0.012) (0.024)
Constant 0.0471%** -0.049 0.023** -0.016 0.346%** 0.403%** 0.097*** 0.073 0.292%** 0.334*** 0.084*** 0.185%**
(0.014) (0.039) (0.010) (0.035) (0.039) (0.102) (0.021) (0.048) (0.037) (0.090) (0.020) (0.053)
Control variable: NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES
Observations 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497
R-squared 0.844 0.847 0.906 0.909 0.070 0.103 0.013 0.030 0.066 0.095 0.005 0.031

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*#* p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 7 (cont'd): Double-difference estimatesha Malawi M’chinji SCT household-level effects besn 2007 and 2008

Days of casual Share of adults in Per capita monthly food Per capita monthly
agricultural labor household worked . . Number chickens owned = Number goats owned Number cattle owne
. expenditure nonfood expenditure
VARIABLES worked outside home
round -0.415%* -0.778*  -0.200%**  -0.403%** 8.048 15.839 22.461%*  45320%*  0.057** 0.073 0.001 -0.013 -0.001 -0.00-
(0.203) (0.381) (0.012) (0.023) (10.027) (21.637) (3.439) (6.759) (0.023) (0.053) (0.006) (0.015) (0.001) (0.00:
intervention 1.331* -0.379 0.053 0.002 -443.748***  49.038** -157.373** 23.418***  .1.564*** -0.067 -0.432%%*  -0.040%** -0.013* -0.00-
(0.684) (0.426) (0.045) (0.027) (41.738) (21.677) (14.586) (7.605) (0.134) (0.050) (0.032) (0.015) (0.007) (0.00:
roundint -1.261***  -2,686***  -0.028* -0.065** 452.622*** 898.031*** 162.912*** 316.609*** 1,594***  3,229*%*  (.427**  (0.852%** 0.011* 0.020
(0.261) (0.500) (0.017) (0.032) (31.607) (58.991) (12.136) (23.541) (0.130) (0.259) (0.029) (0.059) (0.006) (0.01:
Constant 4.236%** 5.733%** 0.698*** 0.728***  117.273%%* 590.249*** 23.399%%* 242.115%** 0.044 0.496 0.017 -0.246%* 0.004 0.00]
(0.493) (0.942) (0.032) (0.063) (20.856)  (114.248) (6.178) (62.119) (0.032) (0.426) (0.011) (0.106) (0.004) (0.011
Control variable: NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES
Observations 1,516 1,497 1,506 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,49"
R-squared 0.065 0.187 0.299 0.392 0.301 0.362 0.310 0.345 0.246 0.273 0.299 0.333 0.004 0.01¢
VARIABLES Number hoes owned Number axes owned Number sickles owned Number beerdrum Number bicycles owned
round 0.301%** 0.551%*  -0.042%**  -0.082*** 0.002 -0.004 0.012* 0.022 0.005 0.007
(0.030) (0.057) (0.016) (0.029) (0.014) (0.027) (0.007) (0.014) (0.005) (0.010)
intervention -0.659***  -0.137***  -0.131** 0.038 -0.087* 0.075** 0.012 0.008 -0.063*** -0.012
(0.065) (0.040) (0.054) (0.031) (0.049) (0.029) (0.012) (0.006) (0.015) (0.008)
roundint 0.657**  1.281***  0.177***  0.340***  0.180***  (0.354*** -0.004 -0.006 0.058***  0.117***
(0.056) (0.102) (0.026) (0.048) (0.024) (0.047) (0.009) (0.018) (0.011) (0.021)
Constant 0.582%** 1.012%** 0.324%** 0.297*** 0.171%** 0.191* -0.009 -0.039 0.008 0.081*

(0.038) (0.229) (0.036) (0.095) (0.031) (0.104) (0.008) (0.029) (0.009) (0.043)

Control variable: NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES
Observations 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497 1,516 1,497
R-squared 0.342 0.468 0.080 0.251 0.137 0.220 0.004 0.015 0.062 0.102

Robust standard errors in parentheses
% p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 8: Double-difference estimates of the MalBghinji SCT child-level effects between 2007 ar@D3

Child currently Child worked outside Hours child worked . s Hours child spenton  School days missed in
. . Any leisure activities .
attending school home outside home leisure last month
(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)
round -0.010 0.002 0.039 0.002 -0.250 -0.252 0.058** 0.017 -0.574***  -0.392**  0.837***  -0.761***
(0.022) (0.021) (0.025) (0.023) (0.261) (0.244) (0.024) (0.019) (0.200) (0.182) (0.280) (0.281)
intervention 0.043** 0.034* -0.023 -0.019 -0.265 -0.101 0.025 0.008 -0.288 -0.249 -0.310 -0.261
(0.019) (0.019) (0.023) (0.022) (0.287) (0.262) (0.023) (0.020) (0.209) (0.180) (0.266) (0.268)
roundint 0.051* 0.043* 0.043 0.043 -0.217 -0.321 -0.016 -0.009 0.553%* 0.494*%  -0.815%*  (0.912%***
(0.026) (0.025) (0.033) (0.031) (0.338) (0.312) (0.031) (0.025) (0.242) (0.224) (0.325) (0.325)
Constant 0.849*** -0.127 0.300%** -0.004 3.010%** 3.748*%F  0.715%**  -0.358***  3267**  3.227%* 3116**  3.668***
(0.016) (0.095) (0.018) (0.068) (0.231) (1.661) (0.017) (0.061) (0.183) (0.764) (0.224) (0.925)
Control variables? NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO YES YES NO
Observations 2,667 2,617 3,164 3,109 1,011 987 3,164 3,109 2,380 2,337 2,342 2,299
R-squared 0.014 0.103 0.005 0.188 0.011 0.119 0.004 0.347 0.005 0.061 0.046 0.062

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*#* p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 9: Double-difference estimates by genddronfsehold head
Note: only significant interactions for at leastieocategory reported.

Kenya — 2007-2009 (632 male-headed household4,28@ female-headed households)

Main Income is Self Main Income is Child Paid Work Child Paid Work Owned
VARIABLES Employment Agr Transfers 12-18 years below 12 Farming land
round*int -0.16* " -0.06 0.13**  0.16** " 0.00 0.13** -0.17*  -0.19%*  -0.91* -0.65

" 007 " 005 " 004 " 004 " (007) " (0.06) " (0.08) " (0.06) " (0.53) " (093)

Head gender MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE

Monthly Exp. per Monthly Food Exp.per  Monthly Health Exp. Household Owns Household Owns Household Owns
VARIABLES Adult Equivalent Adult Equivalent per Capita Radio Bedsheet Mosquitonet
round*int " 20587  349.15%* 159.39* 217.45*+ " 283 23.39%* 0.04 0.10*+  0.16** ' 007 " 003 0.19%**

"(15427) "(112.66) " (88.79) " (76.93) " (999) " (10.66) " (008) " (0.06) " (0.06) " (005) " (008) " (0.06)

Head gender MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*¥** pn<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 9 (cont'd)
Malawi — 2007-2008 (271 male-headed householdgti8bdemale-headed households)

Head Gender

0.942%%*  0.977***

-0.335%**

-0.355%*

-0.335%**

Malawi Control variables not reported
VARIABLES Ag-wage income Ganyu income Self employment Transfer income Public transfer income  Public cash transfer Private transfer Private gifts
roundint -0.526%* -0.452%* -0.447%* -0.435** " .0.020 -0.134**  0.625**  0.611***  (0.973**  (0,967***

-0.344%+*

" 0.079) " (0.059) " (0.054) " (0.040) " (0.080) " (0.053) " (0.081) " (0.061) " (0.029) " (0.024) " (0.021) " (0.018) " (0.079) " (0.059) " (0.074) " (0.056)

Male Female

Head Gender

" 0.761) " (0.642) " (83.043) " (82.206) " (24.314) " (36.593) " (0.046) " (0.020) " (0.385) " (0.341) " (0.086) " (0.076)

Male Female

Male Female

Male Female

Male

Female

Male Female

Male Female

VARIABLES

Number hoes owned

Number axes owned

Number sickles owned

roundint

Head Gender

1.507**  1,119***

0.407*%*  0.303***

0.364***  0.345***

" (0.186) " (0.117) " (0.096) " (0.052) " (0.091) " (0.052)

Male Female

Male Female

Male Female

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Control variables not reported

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
Days of casual Per capita monthly Per capita monthly Number bicycles Number chickens Number goats owned
VARIABLES agricultural labor food expenditure nonfood expenditure owned owned
roundint -3.118**  -2.358*%* 795.277** 969.672*** 258.887*** 354.882*** (0.200***  0.070***  3.809**  2.874**  (0.718***  (0.921***
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Table 10: Double-difference estimates by househbiaiel (one, two, three or more children)

Kenya — 2007-2009 (312 one-child, 457 two-childaed 1,138 three or more children households)

Main Income is Main Income is Main Income is Child Paid Work
VARIABLES Self Employment Agr Self Employment Non-Agr Transfers below 12
round*int -0.19* -0.08 -0.06 0.01 -0.16** 0.00 0.18***  0.18***  (0.14*** -0.05 -0.04 -0.28%**
(0.10) (0.09) (0.06) (0.10) (0.08) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.04) (0.12) (0.09) (0.06)
No of Children 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+
Monthly Exp. per Monthly Food Exp. per Adult Monthly Health Exp. Household Owns Household Owns
VARIABLES Adult Equivalent Equivalent per Capita Bedsheet Mosquitonet
round*int 663.46**  249.64  201.13* 415.77** 188.05* 120.86 30.65* 28.12%* 9.83 0.33*** 0.14 0.03 0.32%* 0.19* 0.09
(263.25) (158.08) (116.91) (187.91) (113.62) (74.94) (16.13) (12.53) (11.54) (0.11) (0.09) (0.04) (0.13) (0.10) (0.06)
No of Children 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+

Robust standard errors in parentheses
% p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 10 (cont’d) Malawi — 2007-2008 (131 one-child6 two-children and 264 three or more childrendeholds)

Malawi

VARIABLES Ag-wage income participation Ganyu income participation Self employment participation Transfer income participation Private transfer participation

roundint -0.560%** -0.479*** -0.693*** -0.481*** -0.596*** -0.715***  -0.185* -0.063 0.005 0.590***  0.698***  0.726*** -0.335*** -0.261** -0.244***
(0.116) (0.117) (0.078) (0.077) (0.071) (0.045) (0.111) (0.108) (0.075) (0.120) (0.130) (0.082) (0.118) (0.124) (0.077)

N Children 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+

VARIABLES Private gifts participation Days of casual agricultural labor Per capita monthly food Per capita monthly nonfood Number bicycles owned

roundint  -0.337%*  -0.172  -0.264*** -3.488** -3,079% -4.117*** [,008.505** 823.938%** 713.798*** 283.126*** 320.892*** 253.159%**  .022  0.187**  (0.142%**
(0.111)  (0.114)  (0.075)  (0.897) (1.241)  (1.108) (197.158) (109.936) (64.143) (31.213) (35.568) (22.220) (0.048)  (0.056)  (0.034)

N Children 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+

VARIABLES Number chickens owned Number goats owned Number hoes owned Number axes owned Number sickles owned

roundint  2.320%%  3.835%* 3.885%*  (,708%*  1.066*** 1.001** 1I85%*  1,199% 15210 (255%%  0.360%*  0,428%  0,385%*  0,409%%*  (,352%*x
(0.489)  (0.664) (0.447) (0.118)  (0.151) (0.090) (0.243)  (0.255) (0.210)  (0.111)  (0.109)  (0.082) (0.118) (0.114)  (0.078)

N Children 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+ 1 2 3+

Robust standard errors in parentheses
% p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Control variables not reported
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Table 11: Double-difference estimates by age ofskbold head (below or above 60 years)

Kenya — 2007-2009 (1,090 households with headsgeuihan 60 and 834 households with heads oldarG@pa

Main Income is Self Main Income is Child Paid Work Child Paid Work Monthly Exp. per Monthly Food Exp.
VARIABLES Employment Agr Transfers 12-18 years below 12 Adult Equivalent per Adult Equivalent
round*int -0.09* -0.08 0.14%** 0.14%** 0.02 0.09 -0.34%** 0.06 127.27  551.58***  69.95 377.89%**
(0.05) (0.07) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.07) (125.96) (116.16) (80.38) (90.49)
Age Head
(Yrs) <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+
Monthly Health Exp. Monthly Education Owned Household Owns Household Owns Household Owns
VARIABLES per Capita Exp. per Child Farming land Radio Bedsheet Mosquitonet
round*int 15.21 18.18** 17.05 45.55* -0.55 -0.68* 0.11* 0.04 0.12%** 0.09 0.15** 0.13*
(11.34) (9.11) (44.81) (27.47) (0.99) (0.41) (0.06) (0.07) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07)
Age Head
(Yrs) <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+
Robust standard errors in
parentheses

*#* p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 11 (cont’'d). Malawi — 2007-2008 (282 housdlakith heads younger than 60 and 474 househottisheads older than 60)

Ag-wage income

Ganyu income

Rental income

Transfer income

Private transfer

Private gifts

VARIABLES participation participation participation participation participation participation
roundint 0.674***  0.390***  -0.664*** -0.350%** 0.069** -0.001 0.764***  0.539***  0.201*** 0.427*** 0.207*** 0.409***
(0.075) (0.059) (0.043) (0.042) (0.031) (0.022) (0.076) (0.063) (0.072) (0.061) (0.070) (0.058)
Age Head
(Yrs) <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+
D?ys of casual Per capita monthly food Per capita monthly Number bicycles Number chickens
agricultural labor expenditure nonfood expenditure owned owned Number goats owned
VARIABLES worked P P
roundint 5.043*%*  -1.123** 950.191*** 860.149*** 383.586*** 272.966*** 0.173***  0.076*** 4.519*** 2.280*** 0.874***  (0.842***
(1.034) (0.525) (104.273) (69.451) (50.076) (21.153) (0.036) (0.025) (0.517) (0.234) (0.082) (0.080)
Age Head
(Yrs) <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+
VARIABLES Number hoes owned Number axes owned Number sickles owned
roundint 1.425%*%*  1.086*** 0.469*** 0.256*** 0.4171%*** 0.315%**
(0.177) (0.124) (0.076) (0.061) (0.076) (0.059)
Age Head
(Yrs) <60 60+ <60 60+ <60 60+

Robust standard errors in

parentheses

% p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Control variables not reported
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Annex 1: Outcomes of the quasi-experimental design
Notes: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5% significant at 1% , standard errors in brackets
Table A1: Comparison of control and treated hoakihat baseline (March 2007) in Kenya

Control Treated

HOUSEHOLD LEVEL STATISTICS (n=747) S (m=1494)  5€ ttest
Income: Participation

Household has no work 0.03 [0.17] 0.04 [0.20]

Main HH income source is wage employment 0.06 [0.25] 0.03 [0.17] ok
Main HH income source is ag self-employment 0.6 [0.49] 0.62 [0.49]

Main HH income source is non-ag self-employment 0.21 [0.41] 0.2 [0.40]

Main HH income source is own business / employer 0.06 [0.23] 0.08 [0.27]

Child Employment

Children (aged 12 to 18) work for money 0.69 [0.46] 0.67 [0.47]

Young children (aged under 12) work for money 0.25 [0.43] 0.3 [0.46]
Expenditures

Mean monthly real HH consumptionper adult equivalent 1513.87 [788.69] 1574.81 [882.94]

Mean monthly real HH food consumptionper adult equivalent 979.05 [516.24] 1012.97 [596.69]

Mean monthly health expenditure pc (excluding AIDS) 39.80 [65.23] 35.54 [59.57]

Mean monthly education expenditure per child 115.16 [260.68] 112.77 [256.99]

Assets

HH owns real estate property (e.g. household dwelling) 0.88 [0.32] 0.86 [0.34]

Acres of farming land owned by household 1.99 [2.10] 1.78 [2.10]
Household owns table 0.85 [0.36] 0.89 [0.31] *
Household owns livestock 0.84 [0.37] 0.83 [0.38]

Number of cattle owned 1.34 [2.31] 1.21 [2.09]

Number of donkeys owned 0.04 [0.24] 0.04 [0.32]

Number of camels owned 0.05 [0.64] 0.07 [1.00]

Number of goats owned 2.33 [6.00] 2.01 [12.30]

Number of sheep owned 1.18 [6.43] 0.53 [2.16] *x
Number of pigs owned 0.03 [0.47] 0.02 [0.20]

Number of poultry owned 4.65 [6.29] 3.89 [5.58] *
Household head

Female 0.65 [0.48] 0.68 [0.47]

Age 55.47 [14.78] 56.73 [14.19]

Years of education 0.99 [1.33] 1.06 [1.37]
Demographics

Household size 5.64 [2.54] 5.38 [2.63]

Children years 6-12 1.54 [1.29] 1.52 [1.17]

Children years 13-17 1.13 [0.93] 1.03 [0.97]
Household poor according to programme's definition 0.99 [0.12] 0.98 [0.14]

Number of OVCs 2.65 [1.54] 2.69 [1.45]

Number of disabled household members 0.19 [0.57] 0.24 [0.72]

Rural 0.90 [0.29] 0.89 [0.32]
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Table A2: Comparison of control and treated hoakihat baseline (March 2007) in Malawi

Control Treated .
HOUSEHOLD LEVEL STATISTICS (n=386) s-€ (n=372) S€ Difference
Income: Participation
Salaried employment 0.02 [0.13] 0.05 [0.22] ok
Agricultural wage labour 0.29 [0.45] 0.33 [0.47]
On-farm self employment 031 [0.46] 0.33 [0.47]
Non-farm self employment 0.42 [0.49] 0.52 [0.50] ok
Transfer income 0.38 [0.49] 0.44 [0.50] *
Public transfer income 0.03 [0.18] 0.03 [0.18]
Private transfer income 0.36 [0.48] 0.42 [0.49]
Private transfers: gifts from family/friends 0.31 [0.46] 0.39 [0.49] ok
Employment
share of adults in hh that worked outside the home 0.5 [0.41] 0.52 [0.40]
number of ganyu days worked per adult in household 3.83 [6.24] 3.93 [6.08]
working age adults(19-64)not ill/disabled 0.49 [0.72] 0.64 [0.83] ok
Expenditures
No health expenditure 0.69 [0.46] 0.59 [0.49] ok
Monthly school expenditure per child 190.33 [244.25] 288.96 [615.64] ok
Per capita monthly food expenditure 125.32 [254.05] 134.19 [275.71]
Per capita monthly non-food expenditure 45.86 [71.29] 51.4 [85.30]
Assets
number of hoes 0.88 [0.32] 0.88 [0.32]
number of axes 0.28 [0.45] 0.33 [0.47]
number of sickles 0.17 [0.38] 0.27 [0.44] okx
number of beer drums (used of iga) 0 [0.05] 0.01 [0.10]
number of bicycles 0.01 [0.11] 0.01 [0.09]
number of chickens 0.1 [0.30] 0.13 [0.34]
number of goats 0.02 [0.13] 0.01 [0.12]
number of cattle 0 [0.05] 0 [0.00]
number of pigs 0 [0.00] 0 [0.00]
Household head
Age 63.55 [17.36] 60.56 [17.48] o
Years of schooling 1.19 [2.21] 1.97 [2.49] ok
Female 0.66 [0.48] 0.62 [0.49]
Single 0.74 [0.44] 0.71 [0.45]
Disabled 0.22 [0.41] 0.2 [0.40]
Diagnosed with HIV/AIDS 0.02 [0.15] 0.01 [0.07] ok
Demographics
Household size 3.89 [2.13] 4.82 [2.57] ok
Number of children 5 and less 0.32 [0.65] 0.38 [0.69]
Number of children 6 to 10 0.49 [0.67] 0.73 [0.85] ok
Number of children 11 to 15 0.54 [0.72] 0.75 [0.85] ok
Number of youth 16 to 25 0.32 [0.64] 0.47 [0.73] okx
Number of adults 26 to 59 0.47 [0.64] 0.66 [0.75] Hokx
Number of adults 60 and over 0.85 [0.65] 0.72 [0.65] ok
Dependency ratio, total 1.05 [1.42] 1.39 [1.59] Hokx
Number of hh members that are orphans 1.08 [1.50] 1.53 [1.81] rokx
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