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Theory/evidence on role for cash
transfers in reducing risky behaviors

* Perceptions of lack of economic opportunity,
powerlessness in poverty lead youth to heavily discount
costs of risky behavior (Medlin and de Walque, 2008)

* Direct cash transfers can offer a substitute (immediate
cash benefits) or incentive (reward for declining risks) that
alters adolescent valuations of benefits and costs

* Growing evidence that risky behaviors vary with
household consumption and income shocks

Increases in household income protect females from early sexual
debut, risky sex and pregnancy (Dinkelman et al., 2008; Baird et al.,

2011; Kohler and Thorton, 2012); reduce risk of HIV infections in [ 2 ]
adolescents (Baird et al., 2012; Pettifor, 2012)




“State of emergency” for South African and
other sub-Saharan African adolescents

* Adolescents living in poverty at significant risk for negative
outcomes associated with risky behaviors (e.g., early sexual
activity, alcohol and drug use)

Young people (15-25 years) at greatest risk of HIV; in S. Africa,
10% HIV prevalence rate in population, with highest rates for
females ages 18-24 years: 20.8% (Pettifor et al., 2011)

Alcohol use consistently associated with sexual risk taking,
sexual coercion and elevated risk of HIV

Poverty increases female youth involvement in transactional
and intergenerational sex

, . . : 3
Substantial negative consequences associated with early [ ]
sexual debut




What role can cash transfers play?
South Africa’s Child Support Grant

* Social cash transfer program introduced in 1998

Means-tested benefit; caregiver applies on behalf of child

* Early take-up slower, with many program changes:

Age of eligibility extended: in 2003 (to 8 years), 2004 (to 10
years), 2005 (to under 14), 2009 (to under 15); 2010 (to
under 16), to under 17 in 2011 and under 18 years in 2012

Unconditional cash transfer, but Dec. 2009 amendments
added “soft” caregiver obligations to enroll children in school

69% of households responded that proof of school attendance
for school-age children was required in CSG application

[4)




DSD-EPRI-IDS-IFPRI-OPM-RDC-TNT
impact evaluation of CSG

* Integrated qualitative-quantitative study of program
process, mechanisms of change, and impacts

Variability in timing and length of CSG enrolment used to
analyze impacts associated with differing CSG dosages

Impacts on health, education, early child development,
adult/child labor, consumption, social welfare, risky
behavior, intra-household, unintended impacts

* Sample: adolescents between ages 15 and 17 years

Early vs. late enrolment ( & only recently able to enrol)

[5)

5 provinces: Eastern Cape, Gauteng, KwaZulu-Natal,
Limpopo, and the Western Cape




Household and adolescent reports of
how the cash transfer is spent

* 90% of households report that the CSG is spent on the
eligible child, although about one-third believe the grant
should benefit the whole family

* Top reported expenditure is consumption (76%), followed
by schooling/education-related expenses (17%)

* 69% of female adolescents are given some CSG “pocket
money” to spend (about 1/3 of CSG benefit amount)

82% of female adolescents report spending their pocket
money on food, and another 5% on drinks or sweets

Less than 5% spent cash on beauty supplies (hair, [ 2 }
cosmetics)




Outcomes of interest and
sample averages

Female adolescent outcomes

Never had sex 371 0.906

Never used drugs 422 0.791

Never drank alcohol 432 0.704

Age at first alcohol use’ 386 0.777

No criminal activity' 394 0.766

No gang activity 390 0.964

Number of sex partners 346 0.234 Max=6

Ever pregnant 282 0.067

Highest grade attained 465 9.241 [ - ]

TLower value=lower age at first alcohol use;'" criminal activity includes stealing,
“housebreaking,” rape or sexual assault, selling drugs, assault




Relationship between months of cash transfers
and female abstinence from sexual activity

Dose Response Function
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Relationship between months of cash transters
and number of sex partners

Dose response: CSG dosage and number of sexual partners, females

< -

N\\l

o /

Number of sexual partners

T T T
0 50 100 150
Months of cash transfers (CSG) received

— Dose Response Low bound

—— Upper bound

Confidence Bounds at .95 % level
Dose response function = Linear prediction




Impacts larger with CSG receipt in
adolescence

Effects of Receiving the CSG in Adolescence on Adolescent
Risky Behaviors

Exact matching on Treatment: adolescents received CSG
CSG dose in adolescence

Difference Standard
Outcome (females) (ATE) error p-value
Never had sex 0.111 0.043 0.010
Number of sex partners -0.337 0.136 0.013
Ever pregnant -0.105 0.043 0.014
Never drank alcohol 0.049 0.054 0.366
Never used drugs 0.039 0.050 0.447
Ever sold drugs -0.021 0.026 0.403

Results from propensity score matching



Table 2

				Table 2: Predicting Months of CSG Receipt												Table 2: Predicting Months of CSG Receipt

				Predictor		Coefficient		Std. Error		p-value						Predictor		Coefficient		Std. Error		p-value

				Age-time of survey		-8.841		1.047		0.000						Age-1st grant receipt		-9.957		0.208		0.000

				Age-1st grant receipt		-9.962		0.210		0.000						Age-time of survey		-8.760		1.041		0.000

				Adolescent not aware of eligibility		-2.155		2.411		0.372						HH education: K-5		5.688		2.298		0.014

				Adolescent encouraged caregiver to apply		0.908		1.645		0.581						HH education: 6-8		4.293		2.389		0.073

				Adolescent knowledge-formal sources		0.772		2.292		0.736						HH education: 9-11		6.132		2.606		0.019

				Adolescent knowledge-informal sources		-1.909		1.918		0.320						HH education: 12+		1.934		3.189		0.544

				Adolescent knows eligible age		-3.953		2.407		0.101						HH disabled		-0.555		2.546		0.828

				Mother applied		0.823		1.758		0.640						HH chronically ill		-1.558		1.577		0.323

				HH education: K-5		4.835		2.023		0.017						HH age		0.068		0.070		0.328

				HH education: 6-8		3.551		2.052		0.084						HH female		-1.083		1.530		0.480

				HH education: 9-11		5.022		2.167		0.021						HH not African		0.185		2.854		0.948

				HH disabled		-0.689		2.567		0.789						All income from CSG		1.201		2.001		0.549

				HH chronically ill		-1.557		1.591		0.328						Rural		0.525		2.248		0.815

				Re-applied due to change in eligibility		4.513		1.992		0.024						Periurban		-0.748		2.101		0.722

				# times re-applied		-0.425		0.576		0.461						Informal setting		-4.790		3.075		0.120

				Document problems		-3.544		3.556		0.319						Gauteng		-0.908		2.098		0.665

				Hours waited reapplying		-0.586		0.296		0.048						Eastern Cape		0.108		2.208		0.961

				HH distance to social welfare office		0.044		0.065		0.495						Western Cape		-7.280		2.691		0.007

				HH knows eligible age		-0.107		3.602		0.976						Limpopo		-7.219		2.802		0.010

				HH knowledge-formal sources		0.761		1.477		0.607						Adolescent not aware of eligibility		-2.204		2.369		0.352

				Adolescent-male		-0.465		1.432		0.745						Adolescent knowledge-informal sources		-2.331		1.521		0.126

				HH age		0.034		0.065		0.606						Adolescent not aware of eligibility		-4.073		2.380		0.087

				HH female		-0.922		1.543		0.551						Mother applied		1.379		1.615		0.393

				HH not African		-0.105		2.881		0.971						Ever reapplied		6.108		2.084		0.003

				Rural		0.379		2.246		0.866						# times re-applied		-0.698		0.592		0.238

				Periurban		-0.896		2.134		0.675						Document problems		-3.598		3.539		0.310

				Informal setting		-4.921		3.085		0.111						Hours waited reapplying		-0.734		0.306		0.017

				Gauteng		-0.915		2.161		0.672						Constant		288.266		17.016		0.000

				Eastern Cape		-0.177		2.284		0.938						N=919, R-squared=0.7563

				Western Cape		-7.335		2.731		0.007						Chow test for differences between males and females, F=1.337

				Limpopo		-6.443		2.821		0.023

				Constant		292.132		16.890		0.000

				N=917, R-squared=0.7553





Table 3

				Table 3: Estimated Dose-Response (Effects) of CSG Receipt on Adolescents' Probability of Never Having Had Sex



				Months of CSG received		Females				Males

						Effect estimate		Standard error		Effect estimate		Standard error



				10		0.843		0.088		0.828		0.063

				20		0.863		0.063		0.829		0.053

				30		0.879		0.045		0.829		0.044

				40		0.892		0.033		0.829		0.037

				50		0.902		0.026		0.828		0.033

				60		0.909		0.022		0.828		0.031

				70		0.915		0.020		0.827		0.030

				80		0.920		0.020		0.827		0.031

				90		0.925		0.021		0.827		0.033

				100		0.931		0.023		0.827		0.038

				110		0.938		0.027		0.829		0.047

				120		0.946		0.033		0.832		0.060

				130		0.955		0.041		0.836		0.076

				140		0.965		0.052		0.840		0.094

				150		0.973		0.063		0.844		0.112





Table 4

				Table 4: Estimated Dose-Response (Effects) of CSG Receipt on Adolescents' Number of Sex Partners





				Months of CSG received		Females				Males

						Effect estimate		Standard error		Effect estimate		Standard error



				10		0.140		0.116		0.615		0.309

				20		0.131		0.090		0.579		0.252

				30		0.126		0.069		0.544		0.204

				40		0.123		0.053		0.511		0.167

				50		0.120		0.043		0.481		0.139

				60		0.114		0.036		0.452		0.120

				70		0.104		0.033		0.425		0.108

				80		0.088		0.032		0.400		0.104

				90		0.064		0.033		0.378		0.110

				100		0.031		0.039		0.360		0.129

				110		-0.013		0.052		0.345		0.165

				120		-0.069		0.073		0.332		0.220

				130		-0.135		0.104		0.319		0.289

				140		-0.203		0.140		0.303		0.366

				150		-0.266		0.179		0.283		0.442

















Table 5

				Table 5: Estimated Dose-Response (Effects) of CSG Receipt on Adolescent Ever Sold Drugs



				Months of CSG received		Females				Males

						Effect estimate		Standard error		Effect estimate		Standard error

																0.044		0.042				0.139		0.086

				10		0.044		0.042		0.139		0.086				0.039		0.032				0.121		0.064

				20		0.039		0.032		0.121		0.064				0.034		0.026				0.105		0.048

				30		0.034		0.026		0.105		0.048				0.030		0.022				0.093		0.038

				40		0.030		0.022		0.093		0.038				0.028		0.020				0.082		0.032

				50		0.028		0.020		0.082		0.032				-----------		----------				-----------		----------

				60		0.027		0.019		0.074		0.029				0.027		0.019				0.074		0.029

				70		0.027		0.018		0.068		0.028				0.027		0.018				0.068		0.028

				80		0.029		0.019		0.063		0.029				0.029		0.019				0.063		0.029

				90		0.033		0.021		0.061		0.032				0.033		0.021				0.061		0.032

				100		0.038		0.025		0.059		0.037				0.038		0.025				0.059		0.037

				110		0.043		0.032		0.059		0.046				-----------		----------				-----------		----------

				120		0.047		0.043		0.058		0.059				0.043		0.032				0.059		0.046

				130		0.048		0.059		0.057		0.075				0.047		0.043				0.058		0.059

				140		0.044		0.081		0.054		0.093				0.048		0.059				0.057		0.075

				150		0.037		0.106		0.051		0.112				0.044		0.081				0.054		0.093

																0.037		0.106				0.051		0.112





Table 6

				Table 6: Estimated Dose-Response (Effects) of CSG Receipt on Adolescents' Criminal and Gang Activity



						No criminal activity				Not a gang member

				Months of CSG received		Males and females				Males and females

						Effect estimate		Standard error		Effect estimate		Standard error



				10		0.792		0.047		0.945		0.030

				20		0.789		0.040		0.944		0.024

				30		0.786		0.033		0.944		0.019

				40		0.781		0.028		0.944		0.017

				50		0.775		0.025		0.944		0.016

				60		0.769		0.023		0.943		0.015

				70		0.762		0.021		0.943		0.016

				80		0.756		0.021		0.942		0.017

				90		0.751		0.021		0.940		0.019

				100		0.748		0.024		0.937		0.024

				110		0.750		0.029		0.934		0.032

				120		0.757		0.038		0.929		0.043

				130		0.769		0.050		0.924		0.058

				140		0.781		0.064		0.918		0.077

				150		0.792		0.078		0.913		0.097





Table 7

				Effects of Receiving the CSG in Adolescence on Adolescent Risky Behaviors

				Exact matching on CSG dose		Treatment: adolescents received CSG in adolescence

				Outcome (females)		 Difference (ATE)		Standard error		p-value

				Never had sex		0.111		0.043		0.010

				Number of sex partners		-0.337		0.136		0.013

				Ever pregnant		-0.105		0.043		0.014

				Never drank alcohol		0.049		0.054		0.366

				Never used drugs		0.039		0.050		0.447

				Ever sold drugs		-0.021		0.026		0.403



				Outcome (males)

				Never had sex		0.033		0.052		0.525

				Number of sex partners		-0.175		0.111		0.117

				Never drank alcohol		0.124		0.058		0.034

				Never used drugs		0.024		0.067		0.724

				Ever sold drugs		-0.018		0.029		0.538
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Impacts larger if CSG receipt
was never interrupted

Female adolescents exact

matched on intended dose Never interrupted
Difference Standard

Outcome (ATE) error p-value
Never had sex 0.055 0.030 0.071
Number of sex partners -0.235 0.090 0.009
Ever pregnant -0.046 0.030 0.129
Never drank alcohol 0.017 0.048 0.720
Age at first alcohol use 0.099 0.195 0.612
Never used drugs 0.009 0.044 0.830
No criminal activity 0.134 0.045 0.003
Highest grade completed 0.197 0.102 0.054




Implications for gender equality and women'’s
empowerment

* Early cash transfer receipt and receipt during teenage
years are particularly important in protecting female
adolescents against early sexual debut and in reducing
number of sexual partners and early pregnancy

Survey responses and qualitative research suggest that cash
transfers empower female adolescents to make their own
consumption decisions and reduces their dependence on
older boyfriends and the draw of transactional sex

Delay of sexual activity and pregnancy could have longer-
term effects in empowering women and promoting gender
equality

[13])




Findings and implications (cont.)

* Increase in educational attainment and greater protective
effects against risky behavior when cash transfer receipt
is not interrupted or stopped early

Youth in poorer areas less likely to be reached at an early
age and to stay connected with transfers in teenage years

* Findings support policy changes to extend cash transfers
to older children, to reach them at earlier ages and to
improve program administration and outreach and
simplify application processes to fully realize the
potential benefits of cash transfers in supporting the
education and empowerment of women

. : . : 14
Hard conditions or targeting of particular behaviors not { ]
necessary to generate effects
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