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The Malawi Social Cash Transfer (SCT) scheme is part of a wave of social protection
programmes providing cash to poor households in order to reduce poverty and hunger
and promote child education and health. This paper looks beyond the protective func-
tion of such programmes, analysing their productive impacts. Taking advantage of an
experimental impact evaluation design, we find the SCT generates agricultural asset
investments, reduces adult participation in low skilled labour, and limits child labour
outside the home while increasing child involvement in household farm activities. The
paper dispels the notion that cash support to ultra poor households in Malawi is charity
or welfare, and provides evidence of its economic development impacts.

Keywords: cash transfers; impact evaluation; income-generating activities; Malawi

1. From protection to production

Social protection programmes that target poor households and provide cash to those house-
holds with the objective of increasing their consumption and inducing investment in child
education and health to break the intergenerational transmission of poverty (Barrientos and
DelJong 2004, Fiszbein et al. 2009) are part of an increasingly popular wave of develop-
ment initiatives. However, the primary focus of cash transfer programmes on human capital
accumulation of the young has led to some criticism that these programmes miss oppor-
tunities to be part of broader rural development programmes designed to alleviate poverty
(Handa and Davis 2006). By providing cash, transfer programmes provide not only social
protection but an incentive and opportunity to alter productive activities. Taking advantage
of these opportunities could enhance the value of cash transfer programmes in poverty
alleviation, particularly since cash transfers both increase recipient household income and
provide a secure source of income.

In 2006 the Government of Malawi joined the wave of African nations setting up cash
transfer programmes, initiating its own Social Cash Transfer (SCT) programme as part of
a poverty reduction strategy that targeted ultra-poor, labour-constrained households. The
SCT programme is an unconditional cash transfer programme designed to reduce poverty,
hunger and starvation, and improve school enrolment and attendance and the health and
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nutrition of children among the poorest 10 per cent of households in Malawi (Miller ef al.
2008c¢). Funded by the Global Fund through the National AIDS Commission and overseen
by the Ministry of Gender, Children and Community Development, the programme now
reaches 28,000 households and is expected to serve 300,000 households with 910,000 chil-
dren by 2015. At present, of the approximately 106,000 individual beneficiaries, nearly
two-thirds are children, and nearly one-half are orphaned children (UNICEF 2010).

The Malawi SCT value ranges from US$4 per month for a household with one eli-
gible member to US$13 per month for households with four or more eligible members.
In addition, the programme offers a schooling attendance bonus ranging from US$1.30 per
month for primary school age children to US$2.60 per month for secondary school age
children. Given estimates of average monthly per-capita income in the initial target district
of US$7.80, this is a significant and reliable income source for beneficiary households.
The transfer is likely to influence not only household consumption choices, but also pro-
duction decisions, particularly if households face market constraints, and production and
consumption decisions are not separable (Singh ef al. 1986). Liquidity and credit con-
straints, in particular, are often cited as the main factors limiting productive spending
and investments and the choice of income-generating activities in poor rural households
(Rosenzweig and Wolpin 1993, Fenwick and Lyne 1999, Lopez and Romano 2000, Barrett
et al. 2001, Winter-Nelson and Temu 2005). Cash transfers can help overcome such con-
straints and allow spending and investment that alters production and the allocation of
resources, including labour.

Along with credit constraints, insurance market imperfections also limit the ability to
smooth consumption across time and space. Faced with uncertainty and insurance market
failure, households may take a variety of actions to hedge against risk, including managing
risk ex ante by diversifying crops or income and through ex post actions to cope with
bad outcomes such as selling off productive assets or taking kids out of school to work
at home or elsewhere (Dercon 2002). Transfers provide income that is uncorrelated with
other sources of income potentially altering risk management and coping strategies, and
creating an additional influence on production choices.

The objective of this paper is to look beyond the social protection function of the
Malawian SCT programme and analyse the impact of the programme on productive activ-
ities. Three productive areas are considered: investment in assets, particularly agricultural
assets and livestock; changes in labour allocation primarily as seen through changes in
income-generating activities; and alterations in risk-coping strategies including the use
of child labour. Previous research has examined cash transfers and productive choices,
although primarily in Latin America. For the Mexican Oportunidades programme, Todd
et al. (2010) find that the programme increases the value and variety of food consumed
from own production and increases land use, livestock ownership and crop spending, while
Gertler et al. (2006) note that the programme is associated with increased land use and
animal ownership as well as a greater likelihood of operating a microenterprise. Veras
Soares et al. (2010) show that the Paraguayan Tekopora programme increases agricultural
expenditures, particularly for extremely poor households. In Nicaragua, however, Maluccio
(2010) finds that nearly all the transfer from the Red de Proteccion Social is used on
consumption and education with little spending linked to agricultural or non-agricultural
activities.

In this paper, we seek to add to this body of knowledge by examining the issue in an
African context and to look more broadly at the productive choices available to beneficiary
households and their risk-coping behaviour. Malawi presents a particularly interesting case
because of the widely discussed fertiliser and seed subsidy programme that the country
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has used to promote agricultural production. This large-scale programme has been found
to increase national maize production and productivity, contributing to increased food
availability, higher real wages and wider economic growth and poverty reduction (Dorward
and Chirwa 2011). Of course, the Malawian SCT programme targets extreme poverty, and
SCT recipients tend not to benefit directly from agricultural subsidy programmes. Such
extremely poor and vulnerable households are often considered unable to participate in
productive activities, or more broadly to contribute to rural economic development. It is
in this context, and focusing on this population, that we examine the SCT programme and
productive choices.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. The next section provides back-
ground on the SCT programme, describes the data used for the analysis, and presents
descriptive statistics for that data. Section 3 explains the empirical approach taken to anal-
yse the data. Section 4 presents the results of the analysis while Section 5 explores the
heterogeneity of those results across a few key household characteristics. The final section
draws conclusions from the analysis of the data.

2. Data sources and programme description

An important element of the Malawian SCT programme is that it included a rigorous eval-
uation with assignment of communities to treatment and control groups and pre-treatment
and post-treatments rounds of data collection. That evaluation, which was overseen by a
team of researchers at Boston University’s School of Public Health in collaboration with
the Centre for Social Research of the University of Malawi, yielded the data upon which
this study is based.

2.1. Programme design, randomisation and targeting

For the evaluation of the Malawi SCT, a one-year pilot of the programme was designed and
implemented in the Mchinji District in central Malawi. Specifically, four control and four
treatment Village Development Groups (VDCs) forming part of the original programme
rollout were randomly selected to be part of the evaluation.! These eight VDCs correspond
to 23 villages. Within each village, Community Social Protection Committees identified
eligible households according to the national eligibility criteria, and then ranked them in
order to select the bottom 10 per cent for inclusion to the programme. Although the assign-
ment of the programme to similar treatment and control groups facilitated the creation of
a valid counterfactual, allowing a straightforward analysis to identify impact, the sample
design and randomisation suffer from two weaknesses that contribute to some differences
between treatment and control households at the baseline.

First, randomisation into treatment and control was at the level of the VDC, with eight
total units: four treatment and four control. Thus while the overall number of households in
the sample may be sufficient for a rigorous impact evaluation, the number of randomised
VDCs is relatively small, which increases the likelihood of finding differences between
treatment and control households at the baseline.

The implication of a small number of randomised units is complicated by a sec-
ond factor. The Malawi SCT targeting mechanism allows a strong role for community
participation. While eligibility rules are consistent across VDCs and communities, since
Community Social Protection Committees are given the responsibility of ranking all eli-
gible households in their area, ranking was often done based on local criteria, leading to
variation in how the targeting was finalised.”? If a relatively large number of communities
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are randomised into treatment and control, this variation is less likely to be an issue as sim-
ilar sets of rules might be developed across communities. However, in a small sample of
communities, variation in these rules may have implications for the creation of a counter-
factual. While it is always important to check whether the randomisation process created
a reasonable counterfactual, it is particularly important in this case, and we do so in the
following section.

Baseline data collection began prior to treatment in March 2007, after which the treat-
ment group received the first transfer. Follow-up data were collected in September 2007 and
again in April 2008, at which point the control households also began receiving trans-
fers since they were designated as a ‘delayed entry’ group. In total 819 households were
originally interviewed but 33 treatment and seven control households (8.1% and 2.7% of
the original treatment and control sample, respectively) were lost over the two follow-up
rounds and are not included in this analysis. The loss of these 40 households was due in
part to re-targeting between the baseline and first follow-up, which found 17 ineligible
treatment households, and to the dissolution of 23 households due to deaths (Miller ef al.
2011). We ran various tests to determine whether those households dropped out in any sys-
tematic way that would bias our estimates on the panel sample. Results from those tests
indicate that attrition is not a concern and that any minor differences between treatment
and control linked to the attrition are likely to be dealt with using the combined propensity
score matching (PSM) double-difference approach presented later in the paper.?

After excluding the attrition households, linking the three rounds of data yields
365 treatment and 386 control households with complete questionnaires over the
2007-2008 period. These 751 households contain 1876 children below 18 years of age,
among which 1090 belonged to treatment households and 786 to control households. For
this study, the children are analysed as an entire group, although the impacts for younger
versus older age cohorts are also explored since work allocations may change considerably
from childhood to adolescence.

The survey instrument was designed and implemented by field teams trained by the
researchers at Boston University’s School of Public Health and the Centre for Social
Research of the University of Malawi. The instrument collected detailed information at the
adult and child level on demographics, anthropometrics, employment, time use, health and
healthcare, disabilities and migration. Child-level modules also focused on orphan status
and schooling. Household-level modules focused on dwelling characteristics, assets, food
and non-food expenditures, income, credit, literacy, shocks, and the access/use of other
social safety nets and support programmes. The study was set up as a panel; therefore, the
three survey instruments are broadly similar. There are important differences, however, in
the level of detail in sections relevant to the analysis of productive impacts that influence
the extent to which certain topics could be analysed.

2.2. Data issues and limitations

One notable constraint in our analysis stems from the fact that although the data used
for this analysis constitute a panel following more than 750 households over a period of
one year, the survey instruments were not identical over time, limiting the household level
analysis to a certain extent. The most important differences were observed in the sections
on household-level income and asset ownership and acquisition.

The income module in the survey included changes that affected the comparability of
the income variable estimation over the three rounds of data collection. First, the reference
period changed from Round 1 to Rounds 2 and 3. In Round 1, households report monthly
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income; whereas in the follow-up, households define the income earned as weekly, monthly
or yearly. Although the multiple frequencies provide better information, the change in
methodology implies incomparable estimates of income levels will be obtained (Azzarri
et al. 2010). Secondly, the frequency of income earned, which was not collected in the
baseline, was collected in the follow-up rounds allowing for an accurate annualisation using
the follow-up data but not for the baseline. Further, the list of income sources grew from
17 to 19 items over the three waves of the survey with the addition of ganyu* labour and
household enterprise earnings in Round 2. The list of possible sources of income at times
did not appear to be mutually exclusive, which could lead to erroneous trends if some
households classify income under one type of income whereas other households classify
the same activity under a different source. While these differences in the instrument over
time limited the analysis of income levels, they do not present obstacles to the analysis of
participation in income activities.

The asset ownership module experienced a similar evolution to that of income earned,
with the number of items growing substantially from the baseline into the follow-up. The
follow-up questionnaire did intelligently include questions that allow for ownership at the
baseline to be reconstructed; however, the fact that the information for many items was not
actually collected at the baseline indicates that some measurement error may be present
in the backtracked data. Other information could not be backtracked, such as the levels of
asset and livestock ownership at the baseline. The follow-up rounds probe for the number of
items owned, whereas the baseline survey only captured whether or not households owned
an item. Furthermore, the collection of land ownership data, a key productive asset, was
different over the three rounds. Whereas at baseline the questionnaire asked only whether
any land was owned, the first follow-up split the category into Dambo (irrigated) and Upper
land. From Round 2 to Round 3 additional criteria specifying non-fallow land was incor-
porated. These changes are difficult to reconcile and led to the omission of any analysis of
the land variables. Finally, none of the three questionnaires collected detailed agricultural
production information, so we were not able to analyse the impact of the programme on
input use or yields.

Even with these issues, the longitudinal dataset did permit indicators of produc-
tive impacts to be analysed in several ways, as is discussed in the following sections.
Furthermore, the survey instrument changes were the same for all households regardless
of their status in control and treatment so there is no reason to believe that they led to any
systematic differences between the two groups.

2.3.  Descriptive statistics

To explore household-level productive impacts we analyse indicators related to livelihoods,
income-generating capacity and risk-coping. Following Zezza et al. (2010) these impacts
will be explored in the context of three main areas: investments in productive assets and
livestock; intrahousehold labour allocation and participation in income-generating activ-
ities; and risk management and mitigation strategies. Specific examples of anticipated
changes in behaviour following the receipt of a cash transfer include investment in assets,
the intensification of self-employment activities, the diversification of income sources, and
favouring child schooling over child labour.

In order to set the context and establish the validity of the counterfactual for assessing
impact, we describe the characteristics of households and children at the baseline. Table 1
reports the descriptive statistics for two sets of variables: those linked to programme eligi-
bility criteria; and general household and child-level variables, which will be used later for
the analysis. Descriptive statistics for the household and child-level indicator variables that
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics.

Control Treatment Difference

Total ©) (T) c-17 P value®

Eligibility criteria
Consumed one or fewer meals per day 0.528 0.508 0.548 —0.040 0.271
Begging for food/money 0.384 0.329 0.438 —0.109 0.002
Poor 0.991 0.990 0.992 —0.002 0.760
Monthly per-capita expenditure (US$)P 1.374 1.381 1.368 0.013 0.938
Household owns 0—1 assets 0.503 0.523 0.482 0.041 0.261
Dependency ratio over three 0.721 0.723 0.718 0.005 0.879
Number of orphans 0.556 0.383 0.729 —0.345 0.000
Number of children 2.477 1.979 2.975 —0.996 0.000
Household characteristics
Age of household head 61.508  63.051 59.965 3.086 0.016
Female household head 0.649 0.668 0.630 0.038 0.273
Single household head 0.725 0.732 0.717 0.015 0.647
Head has HIV/AIDS 0.014 0.023 0.005 0.018 0.042
Head is chronically ill or disabled 0.210 0.215 0.205 0.010 0.749
Years of schooling household head 1.599 1.205 1.992 —0.787 0.000
Head is not Catholic 0.523 0.475 0.571 —0.095 0.009
Household size 4.106 3.541 4.671 —1.130 0.000
Dependency ratio 3.131 2.849 3.412 —0.563 0.004
Households without able-bodied 0.498 0.547 0.449 0.097 0.008

members (dependency ratio not

calculable)
Number of household members

Under 5 years 0.427 0.376 0.477 —0.101 0.062

Under 15 years 2.188 1.764 2.611 —0.847 0.000

5—10 years 0.806 0.630 0.981 —0.351 0.000

11—15 years 0.956 0.759 1.153 —0.394 0.000

15—59 years 1.142 0.933 1.351 —0.418 0.000

Over 60 years 0.778 0.845 0.710 0.135 0.005
Child characteristics
Age in years 9.589 9.533 9.644 —0.112 0.591
Female 0.511 0.537 0.484 0.052 0.025
Orphan 0.572 0.571 0.573 —0.002 0.926
Number of households (for 751 386 365 751

household-level variables)
Number of children (for child-level 1876 786 1090 1876

variables)

2The P value pertains to the test of significance in the difference of means between the treatment and control
groups for each variable. Significant differences are indicated in bold.

PMalawi Kwacha were converted to US dollars using the official annual exchange rate from the World
Development Indicators database. For 2007, US$1 was equivalent to 139.96 Kwacha.

we hypothesise are influenced by the programme are presented in Table 2. In both cases,
differences between control and treatment and tests of significance are presented.

The data from the eligibility criteria confirm that virtually all households interviewed
in the control and treatment groups are very poor. Average monthly per-capita expendi-
ture is reported to be approximately US$1.37, indicating the extremely limited resources
available to these households. Around one-half of the households consumed one or fewer
meals in the previous day and around one-half reported owning none or only one durable
item. The sampled households have approximately four members, of which more than two
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are children under 15 years of age. Approximately 57 per cent of the children sampled are
either single or double orphans. Household heads are notably old at 61 years of age; most
are single or female with less than two years of formal schooling and one-fifth are chron-
ically ill or disabled. Moreover, households have on average a dependency ratio greater
than three, when calculating it using the same methodology as Miller et al. (2011);> and
for one-half of the sample, a dependency ratio cannot be estimated due to a lack of any
able-bodied adult household members.

In terms of the primary productive variables — assets, labour and risk — households
own virtually no assets, as can be seen in Table 2. Although households report ownership
of small farm tools, mostly concentrated in hoes, axes and sickles, ownership of livestock
assets is limited to non-existent. Twelve per cent of households own chickens, 2 per cent
own goats and nearly none own pigs or cattle. As such, although 32 per cent of the sample
participates in on farm (crop/livestock) activities, household livelihoods depend on other
activities equally or more. Nearly one-half are involved in non-farm enterprises, 39 per cent
rely on the receipt of private transfers, and household heads dedicate 7.5 days per month to
ganyu labour.

Involvement in ganyu work corroborates the level of vulnerability indicated by the
asset and expenditures data. Ganyu labour is a low-wage informal activity utilised by many
households as a coping strategy in response to shocks as well as during the hungry season
in Malawi. Since the opportunity to perform ganyu is offered by neighbours and friends
to needy members of their social network, it serves as a way for households to share risk
with their communities and operates as an ‘ex ante social insurance mechanism’ (Dimova
et al. 2010). Improvements in household poverty or vulnerability would be related to a
reduction in ganyu participation. Other risk-coping mechanisms, of a more detrimental
nature, utilised by households in the sample include begging (38%) and pulling children
out of school to work for food or money (45%).

Children’s role in household activities is important, as evidenced by participation rates
in both domestic tasks and income-generating activities. Over 60 per cent of children were
involved in childcare for household members in the week preceding the survey and close
to one-fifth were responsible for caring for elderly household members. Further, more than
20 per cent were also involved in the household’s farm or non-farm business work. Three-
quarters were attending school as well, and the average number of days missed in the
previous month approached three days.

Tables 1 and 2 also present the descriptive statistics by the control and treatment assign-
ment given in the survey. The results of # tests on the difference of means across groups
are indicated by the reported P values. Significant differences across the control and treat-
ment groups are observed for a number of variables, indicating that control households
may not satisfy the criteria of a perfect counterfactual to treatment households. As noted,
the reason for the difference may be related to variation in the community targeting proce-
dures. A community may emphasise certain characteristics in targeting and face tradeoffs
between, for example, supporting those with more children who are extremely poor, or the
elderly. The differences between the control and treatment groups appear to be linked to
demographics: in particular, the treatment group has more children and the control group
has older household heads. In certain cases, the treatment group appears to be better off
than the comparison according to measures of school attendance and absenteeism, own-
ership of sickles, educational attainment of the household head, and greater participation
in non-farm self-employment. By other measures, the comparison group is relatively bet-
ter off, with a lower dependency ratio, a lower reported frequency of begging, and lower
participation in agricultural wage labour.
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At the same time, the control and treatment groups are statistically the same across
groups for certain key variables. These include the variables on poverty and expenditures,
asset and livestock ownership, several of the income activity variables, and nearly all the
child labour participation variables. Many of these variables coincide with the dependent
variables on productive impacts that will be studied in the next sections, indicating that
much of this paper’s analysis will not be confounded by baseline differences.

Given the concerns over the counterfactual, we explore what methods might be used
to control for pre-existing differences in control and treatment at the baseline. Of course,
one option is to apply a double-difference approach, which we do use and discuss in the
next section. Alternative approaches include using a series of explanatory variables in the
analysis to control for any pre-existing differences and using propensity scores to adjust
the treatment and control groups to create a quasi-experiment where these two groups are
similar in baseline characteristics. These options are also discussed more fully below. As an
initial test of the value of these approaches, in Table 2 we explore these options using the
baseline data. Since this is pre-treatment, the expectation is that there will be limited sig-
nificant differences between treatment and control in key indicators of impact when using a
particular approach. As noted, simple tests of difference show some significant differences,
which can be observed from the P values in column (v), although the majority of variables
are not significantly different. Table 2 then reports baseline tests of differences between
treatment and control for two additional options: first, when additional explanatory vari-
ables are included; and second, using propensity scores® in a standard matching procedure.’
The outcome of these tests are given by the P values in columns (vii) and (ix), which indi-
cate that when controlling for other observable factors, and when incorporating a matching
procedure to correct for baseline differences, the pre-existing differences between the treat-
ment and control are nearly entirely removed. Details on the use of explanatory variables,
on how the propensity scores are calculated, and how the matching procedure is employed
are noted below.

3. Assessing productive impacts: analytical methods

The results in Table 2 suggest that while using controls helps remove some pre-existing dif-
ferences, PSM performs better in creating a reasonable counterfactual removing nearly all
pre-existing significant differences in key variables. Combined with a double-difference
approach, this appears to be a reasonable option. To assess the impact of the pro-
gramme on production, two approaches are thus used: differences in differences (DD) with
conditioning variables; and DD combined with PSM.

The DD approach attempts to isolate the effect of treatment, in this case the receipt of
the SCT, on the outcome indicator of interest taking advantage of two important charac-
teristics in the data: that it is a panel dataset following the same households over one year,
and that the sample was stratified in order to draw eligible treatment and control groups.
By taking the difference in outcomes for the treatment group before and after receiving
the SCT, and subtracting from that the difference in outcomes for the control group before
and after the SCT was disbursed, this methodology is able to control for pre-treatment dif-
ferences between the two groups, and in particular the time-invariant unobservable factors
that cannot be accounted for otherwise. When differences between treatment and control
groups are caused by random sampling, the DD estimator with conditioning variables has
the advantage of reducing standard errors thereby allowing for tighter confidence intervals,
provided the effects are unrelated to the treatment and are constant over time (Wooldridge
2002).
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The treatment effect can be estimated using DD by estimating the equation:
Y; = Bo + B1SCT; + BrRound + B3(Round*SCT;) + BX + w; (1)

where Y; is the outcome indicator of interest, SC7; is a dummy equal to one if household i
received the intervention, Round is a time dummy equal zero for the baseline and to one for
the follow-up round, Round*SCT is the interaction between the intervention and time dum-
mies, and ; is an error term. To control for household and community characteristics that
may influence the outcome of interest beyond the treatment effect alone, we add in BX, a
vector of household characteristics to control for observable differences across households
at the baseline that could have an effect on Y;. We include household head characteristics
such as age, gender, marital status, educational attainment and disability; a set of house-
hold composition characteristics to control for the number of household members by age
cohort and the presence of orphans; as well as variables related to the eligibility criteria.®
These factors are not only those for which we observed some differences across treatment
and control at the baseline, but also ones that could have some explanatory role in the esti-
mation of Y;. As for the coefficients, By is a constant term, 3; controls for the time invariant
differences between the treatment and control, B, represents the effect of going from the
baseline to the follow-up period, and B3 is the double-difference estimator, which captures
the treatment effect.

Although the DD with conditioning variables should be sufficient to create an unbi-
ased estimate of impact in a randomised setting when the treatment and counterfactual are
similar, we also used the PSM approach given the previously noted concerns about the
counterfactual. PSM uses observable characteristics to match treatment households with
similar, eligible non-beneficiary households in the sample. From the sample of households,
a maximum likelihood estimation (probit or logit) is run to estimate programme partic-
ipation. The regression estimates are used to calculate propensity scores of programme
eligibility, which are then used to match the treatment households to the non-treated
households. Observations outside the area of common support — that is, the overlap of
propensity scores between treatment and control — are excluded in this process since they
do not represent a reasonable counterfactual. The approach is sometimes referred to as
quasi-experimental since the matching procedure creates treatment and control groups that
are alike in all ways except for in receiving the treatment. More details on the matching
approach are provided in Appendix 1.

For the PSM approach, a nearest five neighbours matching procedure is used in which
treatment households are matched with the control households having the five closest
propensity scores. Using this approach instead of the standard nearest-neighbour approach
reduces the variance in our control sample since more information is used to construct the
counterfactual group.” While it can potentially increase bias if distant neighbours are used,
the similarity of the treatment and control make this less of an issue. In order to avoid
possible poor matches, a caliper width of 0.01 is specified so that matching takes place
within | percentage point of each treatment household’s propensity score. Finally, match-
ing is performed with replacement, and common support is imposed to restrict matching
to include only those observations for which there was overlap in the treatment and control
propensity score distributions. As a result, 12 control households were excluded because
their propensity scores were lower than the minimum value of the propensity score distri-
bution of treated households. In the child-level matching procedure, all observations fell in
the region of common support; therefore, no observations were dropped out of the analysis.
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One potential drawback of using PSM is the loss of observations due to the imposi-
tion of common support. Some papers indicate that this loss of observations prevents the
average treatment effect from being accurately estimated (Diaz and Handa 2006, Heinrich
et al. 2010, Khandker et al. 2010, Gertler et al. 2011). The experimental nature of the data
means that, while not perfect, households have a similar range of characteristics and nearly
all observations are used, which helps minimise this concern.

4. The impact of the SCT on production

The results of the analysis of the impact of the Malawian SCT on productive activities are
presented in Tables 3 and 4. In all cases, results of both the DD with conditioning variables
and PSM combined with DD are presented. For the DD with conditioning variables, stan-
dard least-squares regressions are used in all cases.'? Unless otherwise mentioned we focus
on the PSM results, pointing out differences where relevant. The discussion is divided into
the three productive areas considered: investment in assets; changes in labour allocation;
and changes in risk-coping strategies.

4.1.  Investments in productive assets and livestock

The results present considerable evidence that the receipt of the SCT is able to generate
investments that can influence household productive capacity. Investments are analysed
by looking at changes in the share of households with ownership of agricultural assets,
such as hoes, axes, sickles and beer drums, and we find significant changes in reported
ownership due to the transfer. Ownership of agricultural assets increased 16 per cent for
hoes, 32 per cent for axes and 30 per cent for sickles. The more limited magnitude of
impact for hoes is probably due to the high ownership level of this tool at the baseline.
While close to 90 per cent of households owned hoes, 30 and 22 per cent of the sample
owned axes and sickles, respectively.

Of even greater magnitude is the impact on livestock ownership, with goat and chicken
ownership increasing by 52 and 59 per cent, respectively, due to the transfer. Cattle own-
ership also records a significant increase, but only of approximately 1.5 per cent. The
absence of a greater impact in this case could be a result of the large expense of buying
cattle, the relative rarity of this activity among Malawian smallholders, or the perception
by beneficiaries that investing in larger livestock may compromise their eligibility for the
transfer.

4.2.  Changes in labour allocation

Due to issues with the collection of income data previously discussed in Section 2.2, we
use labour outcomes rather than income levels to assess changes in economic activities.
In particular, we analyse household participation in a series of wage and non-wage income
activities, along with children’s participation in labour and non-labour activities. Given the
increase in investment in on-farm agricultural activities, we would expect corresponding
changes in labour allocation, with more participation and/or time allocated to on-farm and
other self-employment activities.

We indeed find that participation in low-skilled agricultural wage activities does drop
significantly (61%) for recipients in the programme. At the same time, participation in
independent activities, such as on-farm work or self-employment in household enterprises,
does not appear to be influenced by the SCT. This surprising result may be due to our
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definition of household participation in income-generating activities, which is having
non-zero income in a given activity. Therefore, participation in agricultural activities
reflects having cash sales of crop or livestock products, while participation in subsistence
agriculture is not captured.

If households are in fact increasing their agricultural activities, as evidenced by the
increase in ownership of agricultural inputs and livestock, the question arises of where
the labour for such activities is obtained. Increased agricultural activities may imply more
intense labour from already working household members (more hours), or new participa-
tion by other household members. Further, as programme eligibility is in part conditioned
on labour constraints, labour may well be sourced from the non-working-age members of
the household. This possibility is studied by estimating the impact of the programme on
child time use across various activities.

The child-level regressions (Table 4) reveal important adjustments in child activities
within and outside the household. Although the SCT programme has limited impact on
school enrolment, the number of school days missed per month drops by approximately
0.7 days. These outcomes could be linked to the schooling bonus that forms part of the
transfer for households with schooling age children. However, given the lack of impact
on enrolment it would appear that the bonus is not large enough to pull new children into
school, but only to encourage enrolled children from missing more school.

At the same time, the transfer generates important impacts in the reduction of child
participation in non-household labour. Involvement in domestic work outside the house-
hold, paid and unpaid, falls by 7 per cent; the number of hours worked on non-household
domestic labour falls by approximately a quarter of an hour.

Although there is evidence of reductions in child labour outside the household, the
time freed seems to be replaced with greater involvement in within-household tasks. The
SCT did not lead to increased leisure'! time for children; instead, 7 per cent more chil-
dren participated in household chores (although when using PSM there is no impact on
number of hours worked). Moreover, the SCT leads to more child participation in fam-
ily farm/non-farm business activities. Although this impact on increased participation in
household business activities is not robust to PSM, the SCT does lead to an increase of an
additional 0.16 hours per week spent on farm/non-farm business activities among children,
which is robust across DD and PSM.

The finding that the SCT impacts child time use in some household activities can be
explained in two ways. First, if we consider the changes in non-labour household activities,
it is likely that some children are being pulled into domestic tasks that were previously
performed by adult household members who shifted their own time over to household on-
farm activities due to the new investments in tools and livestock. Alternatively, or jointly,
the significant reduction in child participation in paid and unpaid domestic work in other
households indicates that with the reduction in liquidity constraints provided by the trans-
fer, some children are being pulled from working outside the household and into similar
tasks within their own households, as well as into household agricultural work.

One additional factor to consider when interpreting the labour results is the importance
of age in intrahousehold and extrahousehold work allocations. While we have used a legal
definition of working age, placing the cut-off value at 18 years, we do recognise that chil-
dren of different ages may be given differing roles and responsibilities within and outside
their households. In order to distinguish the impact of the SCT on children of different
age groups, we divide the child sample into children four to 12 years of age and adoles-
cents 13—18 years old. The impacts for these subgroups, presented in Table 5, highlight
the work responsibilities characterised at different ages. Although all subgroups decreased
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involvement in paid non-household labour due to the transfer, the magnitude of the impact
was the greatest for older children at —0.11, most probably due to their greater involve-
ment ex ante in this sort of activity. The impact for younger children ranged from —0.04 to
—0.07. For involvement in household chores, the impacts were positive and significant for
the younger cohorts, while statistically equivalent to zero for the older ones. Similarly, the
only impacts on leisure time were observed for the younger cohorts, with the impact of the
transfer reducing participation in non-labour, non-schooling activities.

4.3.  Risk-coping behaviour and shocks

The validity of the first explanation of adjustment in child time use hinges on whether adult
household members are also making adjustments in their activities. Although adult-level
time-use data are not analysed in this paper, we do study the impact of the transfer on
the number of days worked in ganyu labour by the household head, an activity described
above as associated with community reciprocity arrangements. The transfer is responsible
for a reduction of nearly five days worked of ganyu labour per month. Considering house-
hold heads worked on average 7.5 days per month at the baseline, this is an important
impact. A reduction in the intensity of ganyu work indicates an increased availability of
the household for other activities, such as home-based agriculture.

Other household approaches for sharing and coping with risk are observed to change
as a result of the SCT. We measure these effects through the share of households reporting
having begged and/or pulled their children out of school to work with the objective of
obtaining food or money, and by the share of households receiving private transfers. The
first two are self-reported risk-coping strategies, whereas the third is a reflection of how the
household shares its risk with members of its social network.

The estimates of impact for each of these variables are significant and negative,
demonstrating changes in risk-coping strategies and the perception of improved income-
generating capacity due to the transfer. Begging for food or money drops by 14 per cent
while pulling children out of school in order to work for food or money falls by 37 per cent,
an outcome consistent with the reduced absenteeism and reduced participation in non-
household labour activities observed above. At the same time, the receipt of private
transfers, which comprise remittances and in cash/in kind gifts, drops by 32 per cent.
Breaking down private transfers into those two categories reveals that the impact on pri-
vate transfers is entirely due to a reduction in money or food gifts from friends and family.
The declines in private transfer gifts and days of ganyu labour worked suggests the SCT
is serving as a substitute for these informal means of support and, given the negative per-
ception of receiving such support mechanisms, this substitution effect may have additional
positive implications for the beneficiary households — as well as for previously donating
households.

4.4.  Seasonality

Most of these results hold up when looking at the impact of the programme after the first
follow-up survey. The first follow-up took place six months after baseline, and corresponds
with the harvest season in Malawi. Seasonality may have important implications in demand
and supply of household labour, as well as on the type and intensity of agricultural invest-
ment. Two factors thus come into play in the analysis of these results: the relative brevity
of treatment, and the changed economic context of the harvest season.

Across the board, the impact on household-level productive indicators is as signifi-
cant in the harvest season as in the lean season (Table 6). The impact on investment in
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agricultural tools and livestock is observed, although in most cases the magnitude is slightly
smaller than the impact at the second follow-up. For example, the SCT impact on hoes was
a positive 12 per cent at the first follow-up, compared with 16 per cent at the second. On axe
ownership the SCT impact was 27 per cent, rather than the 32 per cent at the time of the
second follow-up. As for livestock, the transfer impacted chicken ownership at the first
follow up by 52 per cent, which is beneath the 59 per cent impact at the second follow-up.
Similarly, the adaptation of social network and community support also evolves with time.
Whereas the impact of the SCT on the receipt of private transfers was —25 per cent at the
first follow-up, it became —32 per cent by the second follow-up survey. A similar trend is
found for ganyu labour.

Although the role of seasonality would be expected to be stronger at the first follow-up
in terms of labour participation, this impact is not observed. The drop in agricultural wage
labour participation at the first follow-up (49%) is not far below the impact at the sec-
ond follow-up (61%). The expectation would be that increased labour demand during the
harvest season would delay the impact of the transfer on agricultural labour participation;
however, the bulk of the impact appears early on, indicating the impacts of the transfer are,
to some extent, robust to seasonal factors.

A strong effect of seasonality is observed, however, in children’s involvement in family
farm/non-farm activities. We noted earlier that the impact in this area was only in terms of
time spent; no increase in participation was observed when using PSM and DD. However,
the analysis at the harvest season demonstrates strong and significant increases in chil-
dren’s participation and time spent in these activities. The share of children spending any
time in the family businesses rose by 12 per cent using the DD-PSM estimator, and the
number of hours dedicated increased by 0.24 per week. These results reflect greater house-
hold needs in home-based work in certain times of the year. This need extends beyond the
family economic activities; the SCT leads to significant increases in percentage of children
contributing to household chores (11%), child care (7%) and adult care (10%).

5. Heterogeneity of results

The impacts presented in the previous section support the hypothesis that a cash transfer
programme such as the SCT is capable of generating productive outcomes and encourag-
ing household agricultural activities. However, given that SCT eligibility is conditional on
labour constraints, the question persists regarding the origin of the labour supply required
for developing productive activities, and how the impacts may vary for different household
types. In order to inform these questions, additional results are presented in Tables 7 and 8
for households with and without access to labour and for male-headed and female-headed
households. These regressions seek to isolate the impact of the SCT on the separate groups
but do not represent tests of significance across groups; that outcome would be attained
with a triple difference methodology, which we do not attempt in this paper.

5.1. Access to labour

The labour supply question can begin to be answered by estimating the programme impact
for households according to their access to labour. We separate those with no able-bodied
household members between the ages of 19 and 65 from those with at least one able-bodied
household member, when able-bodied is synonymous with having no disabilities and being
of legal working age. While the outcomes presented in Table 7 are consistent with the
earlier overall results, households with no able-bodied members remain somewhat more
vulnerable as compared with households with an able-bodied member.'?
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Large divergences emerge in terms of the risk-coping and informal insurance mecha-
nisms. Among able-bodied households, ganyu labour falls by over nine days a month (from
an average of 10 days a month) and the share of households pulling children from school
decreases by 53 per cent, while no impact is observed on either indicator for households
with no able-bodied members. Similarly, children from households with able-bodied mem-
bers missed on average one school day less per month upon receipt of the programme,
while there was no impact for households without able-bodied members. Finally, house-
holds without able-bodied members experience a reduction in receipt of private transfers
of 39 per cent, compared with a reduction of 20 per cent for households with able-bodied
members. All together, households without able-bodied members, who tend to be elderly
and single headed, appear to remain considerably more vulnerable, while the impacts of
the programme are considerably strong for households with able-bodied members.

5.2, Gender of household head

Given a broad literature that indicates different asset endowments, livelihoods approaches
and risk-coping strategies across gender lines, women have been demonstrated to be dis-
advantaged in the rural space. They own fewer productive assets, access productive inputs
with more difficulty, face wage discrimination, and confront other obstacles, while at the
same time are identified as having a central role in efforts to reduce poverty and food
insecurity.'3

To analyse these issues in the context of a cash transfer programme, we break down
our results according to the gender of the household head (Table 8). Although many of
the effects observed overall are robust across gender lines, such as the reduction in private
transfer receipt and the reduced share of households reporting begging for food or money,
a number of impacts come through only, or most strongly, for female-headed households.
Most notable are the investment impacts, through which agricultural tool and livestock
ownership are greatly and positively impacted for female-headed households, which is
consistent with the smaller initial agricultural asset base among this group. Male-headed
households have a broader initial asset base, which would explain the lack of, or more
limited, impact on these assets due to the SCT.

In addition to the investment impacts, the child-level outcomes for female-headed
households are strongly pronounced in terms of involvement in labour activities. Children
in female-headed households are impacted by the SCT through a reduction in the par-
ticipation (—9%) in non-household labour activities and in terms of greater participation
(15%) and time spent (0.42 hours) in household chores. Conversely, the transfer impacts
children in male-headed households only in terms of reduced school absenteeism. Since
female-headed households are often also single-headed households, these outcomes are a
reflection of the important constraints facing those households in order to meet household
responsibilities, both in terms of domestic tasks and livelihoods generating activities.

6. Conclusions

Analysing the economic impacts of the Malawi SCT scheme using longitudinal data
taken from the Mchinji district pilot from 2007 to 2008, this paper dispels the notion
that cash support to the poorest 10 per cent of households in Malawi, or to populations
with similar characteristics in other countries, is charity or welfare, without an impact
on economic development. Even the poorest of the poor in Malawi, facing severe labour



Downloaded by [: FAO Library], [Benjamin Davis] at 00:51 04 April 2012

72 K. Covarrubias et al.

constraints, manage to invest a portion of the transfer in their family business, which for
most Malawians is subsistence agriculture. Our analysis demonstrates that, in the context
of missing markets, cash geared for household consumption plays an important role in
building up the productive capacity of poor, subsistence-oriented households.

Specifically, we find strong and robust impacts generated by the receipt of the SCT that
reveal both the productive and protective nature of the transfer. Agricultural investments
resulting from the programme were observed in terms of increased ownership of agricul-
tural tools and livestock. Households reduced participation in low-skilled activities outside
the household, such as agricultural wage labour and ganyu work, generally associated with
vulnerability in Malawi. Although due to data limitations an increased focus on household
agricultural activities could not be observed by way of increased income from agriculture,
the investment impacts indicate an increased focus towards household-oriented productive
activities.

At the same time, given those widespread labour constraints, concern arose that house-
holds were relying on child labour to intensify their agricultural activities. This appears to
be true, and the impact is stronger in the harvest season, where children increased partici-
pation in household tasks such as chores and caring for household members. This outcome,
linked with the reduction of household involvement in agricultural wage and ganyu labour,
supports the notion that adult household members increased their involvement in home-
based productive work while seeking younger child household members to substitute them
in chores and household member care.

Finally, the results on risk-coping behaviour highlight a valuable aspect of the transfer:
its protective function of reducing household vulnerability from shocks. Households often
rely on short-term solutions, including taking children out of school, or selling assets,
which have long-term impacts in terms of household productive capacity. The protective
function is particularly strong for households with at least one able-bodied member; for
those households with no able-bodied members, programme impact was not as strong,
although this reflects the demographic characteristics of these households, elderly with
fewer children.

This paper underscores the importance of considering, in terms of design, imple-
mentation and evaluation of social cash transfer programmes, the economic activities
of beneficiary households. In the context of missing and incomplete credit, labour and
product markets, cash transfer programmes, even if focused on health, education and
nutritional outcomes, have important implications for the productive activities of ben-
eficiary households. Some of these indirect effects are positive, enabling households to
overcome liquidity and credit constraints, and increase their productive capacity. However,
other aspects may lead to possibly undesirable indirect effects, particularly regarding
child labour, or may limit the impact on the objectives of the programme, including
school attendance and enrolment. Future analysis will benefit from impact evaluation
design and data collection that considers economic impacts as a research objective in
order to better understand the impact of cash transfers on extremely poor and vulnerable
households.

Notes

1. For additional information on the SCT scheme and its context, see: http://www.cpc.unc.edu/
projects/transfer

2. Miller et al. (2008a, 2008b, 2010) provide detailed explanations of the evaluation design and
targeting procedure.


http://www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/transfer
http://www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/transfer
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3. We ran ¢ tests to see whether the characteristics of attrition and panel households were statis-
tically different. These tests revealed that nearly all factors were statistically the same across
attrited and panel households. The same result was found when running a probit on attrition
status. However, programme participation was statistically significant in both the ¢ tests and
the probit, indicating that treatment households were 5.5 per cent more likely to drop out than
controls. It is probable that this result is driven by the 17 households found to be ineligible.
Due to the small number of observations, we were unable to further statistically analyse the
systematic nature of ineligibility or deaths in the original sample.

4. Ganyu labour is a type of low wage casual labour performed in Malawi. More detail on this
type of labour is provided in Section 2.3 and in Dercon (2002) and Whiteside (2000).

5. Although we follow the methodology described by Miller ef al. (2011), for the purposes of
not losing observations in the empirical analysis we assign the arbitrary value of 0.1 in the
denominator when calculating the dependency ratio for households with no able-bodied adults
to assure that its value for those households is greater than three.

6. Propensity scores are simply the estimated probability of eligibility given a series of explana-
tory variables that are anticipated to be linked to participation.

7. We also considered applying propensity scores used as weights in an inverse propensity
weighted system but found it was not as effective as a standard PSM approach.

8. Child level regressions also include the age, gender and orphan status of the child.

9. We also tested the robustness of our results with nearest-neighbour matching with replacement,
using caliper widths of 0.1 and 0.5, and bootstrapping standard errors with 50 repetitions. With
few exceptions we obtained similar outcomes.

10. Angrist and Pischke (2009) explain that a standard regression model can correctly estimate
treatment effects across experimental groups, even for limited dependent variables.

11. The category ‘Leisure’ was not specifically defined in the survey instrument. We assume it
refers to non-labour, non-schooling activities.

12. In order to check the robustness of our results with respect to household labour constraints, we
also ran regressions dividing the sample according to the household dependency ratio, creat-
ing a labour-unconstrained group for households with a dependency ratio below three, and a
labour-constrained group for those households with the dependency equal to or greater than
three or for which the dependency ratio could not be estimated due to there being no able-
bodied adults in the household. The findings for these regressions are, with few exceptions,
consistent with the findings when households are divided according to having none or at least
one able-bodied adult member.

13.  Although we do not provide a full assessment of this literature in this paper, Deere and Doss
(20006), Peterman et al. (2010) and Quisumbing ef al. (2011) review the evidence on gender and
asset ownership, Quisumbing et al. (2011) review the gender dimension of response to shocks,
while FAO et al. (2010), FAO (2011), and World Bank (2011) present thorough reviews of
gender in terms of agriculture and development.

References

Angrist, J. and Pischke, J.S., 2009. Mostly harmless economics: an empiricist’s companion.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Azzarri, C., et al., 2010. Measure for measure: systematic patterns of deviation between measures
of income and consumption in developing countries evidence from a new dataset. Prepared for
the Third Global Conference of the Wye City Group on Statistics on Rural Development and
Agricultural Household Income, 24-25 May, Washington, DC.

Barrett, C.B., Bezuneh, M., and Aboud, A., 2001. Income diversification, poverty traps and policy
shocks in Cote d’Ivoire and Kenya. Food policy, 26 (4), 367-384.

Barrientos, A. and Delong, J., 2004. Child poverty and cash transfers. London: Chronic Poverty
Research Centre.

Deere, C.D. and Doss, C.R., 2006. The gender asset gap: what do we know and why does it matter?
Feminist economics, 12 (1-2), 1-50.

Dercon, S., 2002. Income risk, coping strategies, and safety nets. The World Bank research observer,
17 (2), 141-166.



Downloaded by [: FAO Library], [Benjamin Davis] at 00:51 04 April 2012

74 K. Covarrubias et al.

Diaz, J. and Handa, S., 2006. An assessment of propensity score matching as a nonexperimental
impact estimator: evidence from Mexico’s PROGRESA program. Journal of human resources,
41 (2), 319-345.

Dimova, R., Mechaelowa, K., and Weber, A., 2010. Ganyu labour in Malawi: understanding rural
households’ labour supply strategies. Prepared for the Fifth IZA/World Bank Conference on
Employment and Development, 3—4 May, Cape Town. Available from: http://www.iza.org/
conference files/worldb2010/dimova r1718.pdf [Accessed 21 December 2011].

Dorward, A. and Chirwa, E., 2011. The Malawi agricultural input subsidy programme: 2005/06 to
2008/09. International journal of agricultural sustainability, 9 (1), 232-247.

FAO, 2011. The state of food and agriculture 2010—11. Women in agriculture: closing the gender gap
for development. Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization.

FAO, IFAD, and ILO, 2010. Gender dimensions of agricultural and rural employment: differentiated
pathways out of poverty. Status, trends and gaps. Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization,
International Fund for Agricultural Development and International Labour Office.

Fenwick, L. and Lyne, M., 1999. The relative importance of liquidity and other constraints inhibit-
ing the growth of small-scale farming in KwaZulu-Natal. Development Southern Africa, 16 (1),
141-155.

Fiszbein, A., et al., 2009. Conditional cash transfers for attacking present and future poverty.
Washington, DC: World Bank.

Gertler, P, Martinez, S., and Rubio-Codina, M., 2006. Investing cash transfers to raise long term
living standards. Washington, DC: World Bank, Policy Research Working Paper 3994.

Gertler, P, et al., 2011. Impact evaluation in practice. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Handa, S. and Davis, B., 2006. The experience of conditional cash transfers in Latin America and
the Caribbean. Development policy review, 24 (5), 513-536.

Heinrich, C., Maffioli, A., and Vazquez, G., 2010. 4 primer for applying propensity score matching:
impact evaluation guidelines. Inter-American Development Bank, Technical Notes No. IDB-TN-
161. Washington, DC: Inter-American Development Bank.

Khandker, S.R., Koolwal, G.B., and Samad, H.A., 2010. Handbook on impact evaluation: quantita-
tive methods and practices. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Lopez, R. and Romano, C., 2000. Rural poverty in Honduras: asset distribution and liquidity con-
straints. /n: R. Lopez and A. Valdés, eds. Rural poverty in Latin America. New York: Macmillan
Press, 227-243.

Maluccio, J., 2010. The impact of conditional cash transfers on consumption and investment in
Nicaragua. Journal of development studies, 46 (1), 14-38.

Miller, C., Tsoka, M., and Reichert, K., 2008a. Impact evaluation report: external evaluation of the
Mechinji Social Cash Transfer Pilot. Boston: Center for International Health and Development,
Boston University, and Zomba: Centre for Social Research, University of Malawi.

Miller, C., Tsoka, M., and Reichert, K., 2008b. Targeting report: external evaluation of the Mchinji
Social Cash Transfer pilot. Boston: Center for International Health and Development, Boston
University, and Zomba: Centre for Social Research, University of Malawi.

Miller, C., Tsoka, M., and Reichert, K., 2008c. Manual of operations for the Malawi Social Cash
Transfer scheme. 3rd ed. Boston: Center for International Health and Development, Boston
University; Zomba: Centre for Social Research, University of Malawi.

Miller, C., Tsoka, M., and Reichert, K., 2010. Targeting cash to Malawi’s ultra poor: a mixed methods
evaluation. Development policy review, 28 (4), 481-502.

Miller, C., Tsoka, M., and Reichart, K., 2011. The impact of the social cash transfer scheme on food
security in Malawi. Food policy, 36, 230-238.

Peterman, A., Behrman, J., and Quisumbing, A., 2010. 4 review of empirical evidence on gen-
der differences in nonland agricultural inputs, technology, and services in developing coun-
tries. International Food Policy Research Institute, Discussion Paper 00975. Washington, DC:
International Food Policy Research Institute.

Quisumbing, A., Kumar, N., and Behrman, J.A., 2011. Do shocks affect men’s and women’s assets
differently? A review of literature and new evidence from Bangladesh and Uganda. International
Food Policy Research Institute, Discussion Paper 01113. Washington, DC: International Food
Policy Research Institute.

Rosenzweig, M. and Wolpin, K., 1993. Credit market constraints, consumption smoothing, and the
accumulation of durable production assets in low-income countries: investments in bullocks in
India. The journal of political economy, 101 (2), 223-244.


http://www.iza.org/conference_files/worldb2010/dimova_r1718.pdf
http://www.iza.org/conference_files/worldb2010/dimova_r1718.pdf

Downloaded by [: FAO Library], [Benjamin Davis] at 00:51 04 April 2012

Journal of Development Effectiveness 75

Singh, 1., Squire, L., and Strauss, J., eds., 1986. Agricultural household models: extension, applica-
tion and policy. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Todd, J., Winters, P, and Hertz, T., 2010. Conditional cash transfers and agricultural production:
lessons from the Oportunidades experience in Mexico. Journal of development studies, 46 (1),
39-67.

UNICEF, 2010. Malawi protection for the most vulnerable households. Available from: http://www.
unicef.org/infobycountry/malawi 56675.html [Accessed 27 October 2011].

Veras Soares, F, Perez Ribas, R., and Issamu Hirata, G., 2010. Impact evaluation of a rural
conditional cash transfer programme on outcomes beyond health and education. Journal of
development effectiveness, 2 (1), 138—157.

Whiteside, M., 2000. Ganyu labour in Malawi and its implications for livelihood security inter-
ventions — an analysis of the recent literature and implications for poverty alleviation.
Overseas Development Institute, AGREN Network Paper, No. 99. Lypiatt, UK: Environment and
Development consultancy, Ltd. Available from: http://www.rimisp.cl/agren04/docs/paper99.pdf.
[Accessed 26 September 2011].

Winter-Nelson, A. and Temu, A.A., 2005. Liquidity constraints, access to credit and pro-poor growth
in rural Tanzania. Journal of international development, 17 (7), 867-882.

Wooldridge, J.M., 2002. Econometric analysis of cross-section and panel data. Cambridge, MA: The
MIT Press.

World Bank, 2011. World development report 2012: gender equality and development. Washington,
DC: World Bank.

Zezza, A., de la Briere, B., and Davis, B., 2010. The impact of social cash transfers on household
economic decision making and development in Eastern and Southern Africa. Presented at the
African Economic Conference, 27-29 October, Tunis.

Appendix 1. Methodological notes on the propensity score matching approach

The propensity score matching approach requires as a first stage the estimation of a propensity score
upon which the matching of treatment and control factors will take place. Table A1 reports the results
from two estimations of propensity scores, one for matching at the household level and another
for matching children, to correspond with the different levels at which the analysis takes place.
Explanatory factors taken from the baseline survey include programme eligibility criteria, demo-
graphic variables and exposure to shocks. The results are largely as expected, with demographic
variables playing an important role in determining the probability of participation. At the household
level, begging also explained a large share of programme participation. Other significant covariates
in the child-level specification included those describing the consumption and vulnerability aspects
of the eligibility criteria, orphan status and shocks. The signs on the coefficients were mostly, but
not always, in line with expectations. One exception, at the child level, was having no assets which
carried a negative sign. Although having fewer assets should have been associated with increased
participation, the overall low ownership level of any asset across all households is likely to have
confounded this coefficient. In general, the fact that targeting was not necessarily implemented con-
sistently across communities is likely to be an important contributing factor to the cases where the
coefficients are not the expected sign.

Since the results on the probit regressions gave a first indication of the adequacy of the specifi-
cation, we then divided the propensity scores into five blocks in order to run balancing tests which
would further check whether the specification was satisfactory. In practice, the balancing tests are a
series of 7 tests on the difference in means across the control and treatment groups for each covariate
in each block and on the average propensity score in each block. The tests concluded that the average
propensity scores and all covariates are statistically the same for the treatment and control groups in
each of the blocks; thus passing the tests. Since the survey does have a relatively small sample size,
the concern arose of whether the blocks contain enough observations against which to run balanc-
ing tests. Table A2 reports the number of observations in each block. Although there appears to be
few observations in two of the household level blocks, the propensity score distributions within each
block are balanced overall. A close look at the distribution of the propensity scores in each block
revealed that their means across groups are statistically equal and their standard deviations of similar
magnitudes, reducing concerns of small sample size problems in the matching procedure.
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Table Al. Probit results for propensity score estimation.

Panel B: household-level

Panel A: child-level estimation Intervention estimation Intervention
Consumed one or fewer meals 0.139** Consumed one or fewer 0.114
per day meals per day
(0.024) (0.243)
Begging for food/money 0.111 Begging for food/money 0.323*
(0.200) (0.061)
Monthly per-capita expenditure 0.001*** Monthly per-capita 0.000
expenditure
(0.000) (0.276)
Household owns 0—1 assets —0.176*** Household owns —0.072
0—1 assets
(0.006) (0.481)
Dependency ratio over 3 —0.115 Dependency ratio over 3 —0.118
(0.177) (0.510)
Number of orphans 0.078*** Number of orphans 0.064
(0.001) (0.157)
Number of children 0.138*** Number of children 0.047
(0.006) (0.721)
Age of household head —0.006 Number of household 0.109
members under 5
(0.835) (0.482)
Age of household head squared 0.000 Number of household 0.321**
members 5—10 years
(0.880) (0.046)
Gender of child —0.081 Number of household 0.288*
members 11—15 years
(0.185) (0.074)
Child is single or double orphan —0.042 Number of household 0.337**
members 15—59 years
(0.547) (0.002)
Number of household members —0.116** Number of household 0.216
under 5 members 60+ years
(0.015) (0.321)
Number of household members 0.108*** Elderly head * number of —0.124
5—10 years household members
60+
(0.009) (0.632)
Number of household members 0.067* Log of household size —0.695"**
11—15 years
(0.086) (0.009)
Number of household members 0.109*** Log of dependency ratio 0.099
15—59 years
(0.002) (0.151)
Number of household members —0.063 Years education of 0.018
60+ years household head
(0.600) (0.490)
Log of household size 0.090 Elderly head * years 0.127**
education of head
(0.626) (0.010)
Log of dependency ratio 0.020 Elderly head —0.093
(0.486) (0.708)
Years education of household 0.036"** Natural shock * begging —0.052
head
(0.008) (0.805)

(Continued)



Downloaded by [: FAO Library], [Benjamin Davis] at 00:51 04 April 2012

Journal of Development Effectiveness 77

Table Al. (Continued).

Panel B: household-level

Panel A: child-level estimation Intervention estimation Intervention
Elderly head * years education 0.037 Household suffered 0.082
head natural shock
(0.230) (0.507)
Elderly head 0.297* Constant —0.762***
(0.073) (0.001)
Elderly head * number of —0.111 Observations 751
household members 60+
(0.516) Robust P values in
parentheses
Natural shock * begging 0.353%**
(0.006)
Household suffered natural —0.158**
shock
(0.044)
Constant —0.954***
(0.000)
Observations 1876

Robust P values in parentheses

kKK

*Significance at 10%; **significance at 5%; ***significance at 1%.

Table A2. Distribution of treatment and control observations across blocks.

Household-level blocks Child-level blocks

1 2 3 4 5 Total 1 2 3 4 5 Total

Control 25 235 72 31 11 374 247 197 166 116 60 786
Treatment 12 134 96 72 51 365 129 178 209 259 315 1090






