Q\v{ﬁ Food and Agriculture Organization

of the United Nations

Z1 mbabweds Har moni z
Transfe r Programme: 12 -month
Impact report on productive

activities and labour allocation

Zimbabwe country case study report



Zi mbabwebdbs Har moni zed

Programme: 12 - month impact report
on productive activities and labour
allocation

Zimbabwe country case study report

Silvio Daidone
Joshua Dewbre
Ervin Prifti

Angelita Ruvalcaba

Benjamin D avis

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO)

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ORGANIZATION OF THE UNITED NATION
Rome, 2018

Cash



The From Protection to Production (PtoP) programme, jointly with the United
Nations Childrenés Fund ofingtié lickagey and strengthening |
coordination between social protection, agriculture and rural development. The

PtoP is funded principally by the United Kingdom Department for International
Development (DFID), the Food and Agriculture Organization of t he United
Nations (FAO) and the European Union.

The programme is also part of the Transfer Project, a larger effort together with

UNICEF, Save the Children and the University of North Carolina, to support the
implementation of impact evaluations of cash t ransfer programmes in sub
Saharan Africa.

For more information, please visit PtoP website: http://www.fao.org/social

protection

The designations employed and the presentation of material in this information product do not imply the expression of any
opinion whatsoever on the part of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) concerning the legal or
development status of any country, territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or
boundaries. The mention of specific companies or products of manufacturers, whether or not these have been patented, does
not imply that these have been endorsed or recommended by FAO in preference to others of a similar nature that are not

mentioned.

The views expressed in this information product are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of

FAO.
ISBN 978-92-5-130453-2

© FAO, 2018

FAO encourages the use, reproduction and dissemination of material in this information product. Except where otherwise
indicated, material may be copied, downloaded and printed for private study, research and teaching purposes, or for use in non-
commercial products or services, provided that appropriate acknowledgement of FAO as the source and copyright holder is
given and that FAOb6s endorsement of users6 views, products

All requests for translation and adaptation rights, and for resale and other commercial use rights should be made via
www.fao.org/contact-us/licence-request or addressed to copyright@fao.org.

FAO information products are available on the FAO website (www.fao.org/publications) and can be purchased through
publications-sales@fao.org

or

ser.\


http://www.fao.org/social-protection
http://www.fao.org/social-protection
mailto:publications-sales@fao.org

Abstract

This impact evaluation report uses ari@dnth panel data set with a rerperimental design

to analyse the impact of the Harmonized Cash Transfer Programme (HSCT) on indinatiual
household economic decisiomaking, including agricultural and nagricultural productive
activities and assets, labesupply credit and social networks. Attention is also paid to the role
of household agricultural activities in household nutritiowl aietary diversity. The general
framework for empirical analysis consists of a dothféerence estimation approach with a
counterfactual. The findings reveal positive impacts of the HSCT on livelihood and nutrition

indicators, although impacts vary leason the degree of labour constraint among beneficiary
families.
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Executive summary

The Zimbabwe Harmonized Social Cash Transfer (HSCT) Programme is an
unconditional cash transfer targeted tofood-poor and labour-constrained households.
Labourconstrained families living below the food poverty lare ®lectedusing ZIMSTATS

household census dakdouseholdshat meebothcriteria are considered eligible for the HSCT.

As of March 201455 509 household&47 645 individuals) in 20 districts had been covered

by the programme. e Government of Zimbabwe (Goiitends to scaleip coverage tthe

national level (65 districts), amdakethe HSCZ i mbabwe ds f | agssbthenpe soci a

This report uses dta collected from a 12-month non-randomized design impact
evaluation (201 and 20M) to analyse the impact of theHSCT on productive activities
investmets, asset accumulatigrhousehold nutritionand labour allocationAlthough the
programmaes designé to promotehe purchase ammediate food needs armthild welfare

there are good reasons to expeetonomicimpacsk. Beneficiary householdare primarily
agricultural producerand face a multitude of constraints which can be relaxed through receipt
of a cash transfei.he report complements the study prepared by AIR (2015) which covers the
full range of impact of the programme using the same data and estimation approach.

Potential economic and productive impactsare conditioned by the demographic and
productive characteristics of the households that receive the transfe©ver twothirds of

the households are either moderately or severely labour constrained. Almost 70 percent of
households are femaleaded, and almost 60 percent are headed by an efo=dgn.

The majority of households have an orphan. These households have low levels of productive
asset$ on average three years of education for the householdwghdess than one hectare

of land and a few agricultural implements. Crop productiorfoisused on subsistence
agriculture for home consumption, primarily maize and sorglusing traditional technology

with very low levels of modern inputs or access to credit. Over three quarters of beneficiary
households own livestock, mdsavepoultry, tut over half of these households own cattle as
well as small ruminants. At baseline just 12 percent of households hadfarmoanterprise.
Labour markets are also thinonly five percent of adults worked in wage labour at baseline,
and only a quarter imarichq orcasual wagdabour. Child labour is quite pervasive, with over

half of all children aged-87 working in family crop activities.

First, the HSCT had a significant impact on beneficiary agricultural activities.

The programme led to crop prodien diversification; households moved away from
traditional crops such as maize and sorghum to groundnuts, roundnuts, and finger and pearl
millet. The programme led to a shift in input use reduction in the already low use of
pesticides, and an incresis the amount speahchemical fertilizersalthough significant only

for severely constrained households.

Second, the programme led to an increase in the share of households owning livestock
overall, as well as goats and chicken3he positive impacon the number of animals was
significant for goats for unconstrained and moderately constrameskeholdsind for chickens
for severely constrained households.

Third, the HSCT led to an increase in the proportion and profitability of households

running a non-farm enterprise and in the share of households operating a nefarm
enterprise. These businesses may constitute a viable alternative or complement-to self
subsistence farming even though at this point the share of households with these enterprises is
still quite small.

iX



Fourth, participation in wage and casual labour(maricho) was not affected because of the
HSCT. However, the programme led to a reduction in the number oftdayadults worked
ontfarm. This result may be linked to the shift from meaito pearl millet and roundnut
production, which are generally less labour intensive.

Fifth, the HSCT helped relax financial constraints and resulted in a higher volume of
purchases on credit.

Sixth, the HSCT had positive and consistent impacts on fooesurity and nutrition and
allowed households to have a more diverse digtlouseholds did not increase daily caloric
intake but diversified their source of calories with shifts from cereals to richer nutrient foods
such asegumes

Seventh, the programme ppears to have strengthened existingocial networks Labour
unconstrained households incsedtheir participation ininformal savings and investment
groups(mukarg as well agheir contributiongo churches and burial societi®hile transfers
receivel from other social programmes (particularly-kind for labourunconstrained
households were significantly reduced as a result of the programme, the H#iGWed
beneficiary households to increase informal sharing arrangements within the community
particularly in the sharing of inputs



1. Introduction

This paper reports findirggfrom a householdjuantitative impact evaluatioof Zi mb a b we 0 s
HarmonizedSocial Cash Transfer (HSCTJhe HSCTis implementedby the Ministry of

Public Service, Labour and Sokci/elfare (MoPSLSW) of the Government of Zimbabwe
(GoZ). The programme is funded jointly by the GdAe UK Department for International
DevelopmentDFID), andtheUni t ed Nati ons Chi, Withthelatéraso F u n d
providing implementation antechnical support.

The programmeis an unonditional social cash transféargeting food-poor and labour
constrained householdSonsequently hte two eligibility criteria for the HSCT are that a given
household mudbe a) living below the food povertyrie and unable to me#$ most urgent
basic needsand b)face householdlabour constraits. Specifically, labour households are
considered labour constrained if they: (i) had no-hloldied member aged B9; (ii) hadone
ablebodied member aged ‘B® butmustcare for more than three dependents; or (iii) has a
dependency ratio between 2 and 3 but had a severely disabled or chrahidailysehold
member requiring intensive ca@mericaninstitutesfor Research, 2013)

The programmaevaslaunched in 2012coveing 10 districts and 1637 householdsAs of
March 2014the programme had expandedtwer20 districts and include 309 households.
Efforts are ongoing to continue expansion to cover altli8ficts of Zimbabwe (estimated
coverage ofiround 25000 households). The transfer size ranges from USD 10 to USD 25
based on household size, and is deliverechdmthly! Estimates suggest the transfer size
represents around 2@ercent of sample medan household consumption expenditure
(Americaninstitutesfor Research, 2013)

The objective ofthe HSCT s to foster the greater Webeingof poor and vulnerable families
living in the poorest hoeholds inZimbabwe By supplementing household incothetransfer
aimsto promotegreater levels of education, heatidnutritioni especially fochildren.While
the transfer is unconditionathe HSCT features messaging conveying the progra@me
intended purpose and desired outcont@sneficiaries arairgedto spend the cash to satisfy
immediate food needs asdpport theschooling and healtbf their children.

UNICEFZimbabwe contracted the American Institufer Research (AIR) to design and
implemert a oneyear quantitativeimpact evaluation covering a wide variety of impact
outcomes Ruzivo Trust and the Centre of Applied Social Sciences (CASS) were locally
contracted by AIR to conduct baseline and foHopvdata collection, respectivel}hile many

of the results presented here are included in the AIR réporericaninstitutesfor Research,
2015) this particular studprovides more detailed emphasis the productive activities and
labour allocationdecisions of beneficiary householdshis study should be seen as a
complement to the AIR report.

While supportingimmediate consumption needs asglending on childrems the primary
objective of the unconditionalHSCT transfer,there are good reasons telibve additional
impacts orproductve andeconomic livelihoodcan be achieved. Since thegrammeargets
rural areaghe majority of beneficiaries depend heavily on subsistagrecultureand live in

! Oneperson household receives USD 1@p-person household receives USD 1Breeperson household
receives USD 20afour or more person household receives USD 25.



places where markets for financial services (sagleredit and insurance), labour, goods and
inputs are likely to bé&acking orinadequate.

Our hypothesis is that the liquidity and security of regular and predictable cash transfers can
increase productive and other incegenerating investments, influere benef istmi ari es
social networks, increase access to markets and inject resources into local economies.
These impacts come through changes in individual and household behaviour (labour supply,
investments and risk management) and through impawctdhe local economy of the
communities €.g.social networks, labour and gaotharketsandmultiplier effects) where the

HSCT operats.

Previous research in other s8bharan countries has shown that unconditional cash transfers
have an impact on agricutal and noragricultural productive choice€ovarrubiaset al,

2012; Asfawet al, 2013; Daidone, Davis, Dewbre, and Covarrubias, 2014; Daidone, Davis,
Dewbre, GonzaleElores,et al, 2014) This report will provide impacatstimates of thelSCT

on a range of household and individual level outcomes. At the household level we examine
agricultural asseaccumulation, agriculturaroduction and use of inputsgvingbehaviour and
household labourupply.

2. Research design

The impact evaluation constitutesnanrandomizedphasein designat district level This
entailedidentifying beneficiaries in six distric{8udzi, UMP, Binga, Hwange, Chridezi, and
Mwenezi)dispersed throughouhe country Eligible households threedistricts (treatment
group) were enrolled inthe programme aftecompletion ofbaseline survey data collection
(May-June 2013)whileeligible householdm the remaininghreedistricts(comparisorgroup)
were enrolledafter follow-up data collection (Mg-June 2014)As can be seeim Figure 1
treatment and control districts amgeographically contiguous, serving to improtee
comparabilityof treatment and control groups along culturareemic and ethnic dimensions
(among others). Treatment households residing in 60 wards were randomly selected for
inclusion in the study whereasntrolhouseholds wengurposivelydrawn from 30 wardswith
support from the MoOPSLSW to help identify compaable households
(Americanlnstitutesfor Research, 2013)

In addition to collecting information ogligible householdspon-eligible householdsverealso
surveyedat baseline Comparing information onhe relatively betteoff households with
information on those eligible for th&lSCT allows for programmetargeting analysis.
Thetargetingprocessvasdeemed successful argtensuperior to many similar progranes

in the regionAmericaninstitutesfor Research, 2013Yhat same report demonstrated tihat
selection process of the comparison group was succeasstiué sense thatlevantobservable
characteristics were similar betwessmparisorand teatment groupat the baseling~or the
purpose of our study different set of outcomeriablesare testedt baselineThesevariables
are more related to productive activities and constitute many of the outcomes that will be
analysed in this report.able Alconfirmsthatthe non-experimeral designwas successful in
balancing covariates, although some differences are appaoert7 variables out of 10§
standardized bias is greater than 10 perdéet conventional level for assuming covariate



balanceg(Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983 light of these cases special efforts have been made
to control for covariate imbalances the analysisThe final study ampleused in this report
comprises a panel of @30 householdsl 748 households in the treatment group and 882
households in the comparison gro§pecific details on sample construction and attrition can
be found inSection 4.

3. Analytical approach
3.1. Difference -in -differences estimator

Since panel data are available with prand postintervention information, the statistical
approach we take to derive average treatment effgficthe HSCT is the differencen-
differences (DiD) estimator. This entails calculating the change in an indidgtasuch as
maize production, between baseline and follgev period for beneficiaryT) and non
beneficiary C) households and comparing tmagnitude of these changes.

Two key features of this design are particularly attractive for deriving unbpsgdamme
impacts. First, using prand postreatment measures allows us to net out unmeasured fixed
time-invariant family or individual charaetistics (such as entrepreneurial drive) that may
affect outcomes. Second, using the change in a control group as a comparison allows us to
account for general trends in the value of the outcome. For example, if there is a general increase
in maize produdbn because of higher rainfalls, deriving treatment effects based only on the
treatment group will confoundprogramme impacts on production with the general
improvement in weather conditions.

The key assumption underpinning the DID is that there is n@ragsic unobserved time
varying difference between the treatment and control groups. For example, if plot quality for
theT group remains constant over time but @xgroup experiences on average deterioration
and erosion, then we would attribute a greaterease in agricultural production into the
programmerather than t@ny unobservedthange intime-varying characteristics of theoil.

In practice the random assignment to T and C, the geographical proximity of the samples, and
the rather short durath between preand posintervention measurements make this
assumption reasonable.

In largescale social experiments like tHSCTit is typical to estimate the DiD in a multivariate
framework, controlling for potential intervening factevhich might notbe perfectly balanced
across T and C units and/or are strong predictors of the outd@msof only does this allow
us to control for possible confoundelpsit it also increases the efficiency of our estimates by
reducing the residual variance in the rebd he basic saip of the estimation model is shown
in equation (1):

® 1 10 1Y [ YzO Bl & - (1)

whereYi is the outcome indicator of intereBY;is a dummy equal to 1 if househdldeceived

the treatment an@ otherwiseR is a time dummy equal to O for the baseline and to 1 for the
follow-up round;R* Di is the interaction between the intervention and time dummiegj}asd
the statistical error term. To control for household and community charactetisticsay
influence the outcome of interest beyond the treatment effect alone, we Add wector of

2 Standardized biais the difference in sample means between treaten&htontrol groups as a percentage of
the square root of the average of the sample variance of the respective groups.



household and community characteristics to control for observable differences across
households at the baseline which could have an effe¥t.ofrhe® factors are not only those

for which some differences may be observed across treatment and gpotrpsat the
baseline, but alsthosewhich could have some explanatory role in the estimatiofy.ohks for
coefficients,bp is a constant ternfy controls for the timenvariant differences between the
treatment and controfiy captures changes over tinadbs is the doublalifference estimator
which captures thempact of theprogrammelt is worthwhile to point out thajiven our large
sample sizewe havethe capacityto detect very small and substantively meaningless
differences.

4. Data

The impact evaluation data corfrem two surveys conducted before and aftetuseholds
began receiving theHSCT programme. Mostof the data derive from the household
guestionnairewhich is a multitopic instrument capturing both household and household
membesd information. In order to measurenpacts oninvestment data were collected on
householdwnership ofand, livestock, agriculta assets, neagricultural assets and dufab
goods. To measurmpactson productioncroplevel information on planting anah harvests,
input use and expendituranarket activityand family nonfarm enterprise were captured.

At the individual leveldetailed information ofabour allocation choiceenddomestiactivities
were also collected

The sameuestionnairevas applied in both wave$o minimize potential seasonality effects
on consumption patternbarvest yids and other relevant outcomésseline and followip
data collection occurred betweklay andJune in both2013 and 2014This period covers the
winter seasoim Zimbabwe whichin some casesorrespondsvith winter school holidaysand
representshe end of harvest fanostof themain crops.3 025 househoks (2934 eligible and
909 noneligible) were successfullyierviewed in 2013vhile 2 630¢ligible households were
successfully intervieweth 20142 Part of this drop in numbers reflects the decision to not
sample ineligible houswldsat follow-up, for financial reasons. Nevertheless thgsolution

of households, through death/divorce and other logistical challaegetied in some difficulty
with there-location ofhouseholdst follow-up.

Overall, thehouseholdattrition rae is 14 percent. Attrition can cause problems within an
evaluation because it not only decreases the sample size (leading to less precise estimates of
programme impact) but can introduce selection bias, which leads to incorrect impact estimates
andmaychmage t he samplebs characteristics to the
is reduced Americaninstitutesfor Researci{2015) conducted detailed attrition analysis and
produced analytical weights to correct for the selectiveresponse. These weights are used

in the s t u dagafyses.Vis-a-vis the AIR overall evaluation report, we used the same
methodologtal approach (differene@-difference estimator, controlling for baseline
covariates). When occurringjvergencesn point estimates ardueto the different sampse

used (panel vs full sample) and different appreaahconstructing indicators.

5This means the surveys were recorded as being ficompl



4.1. Sample and descriptive statistics

Table 1 compares characteristics tfe sampleof eligible householdat baseline in the two
treatment arm$Households in the two groups are observationally equivalent in terms of most
of the confoundersThe only differences axur with regard tothe share of femalkeaded
household that appears to be slightly higher among the treatedcati@ average number of
members aged 60 and over in the househeldshis higher among the controls.

The average household size is 4.8mmbers almost equally distributed among both sexes.
On average, there arel@working-age males per household which is equivalent to saying that
roughly only one out of two households has a male memobevorking age. The average
number of workingage fenales per household is also below one but higher than the number of
men (071 per household The age structure of the average household is slightly skewed
towards children aged between 6 and 12 year$ (flePhousehold The average number of fit

to work members is slightlyoelow one per householdhis is reflected in digh share of
dependent§B0 percent)As a resultalmost78 percenbof the households are either moderately
or seveely labaur constrained. The average age of the household head aively high 67
years) and witlthreeyears of completed education. Morequwalf of thehouseholcheads are
single and on¢hird of them are widowed.

Table 1 Balance at baseline of h ousehold demographic characteristics
Treatment  Control Total Diff.
hh size 4.76 4.78 4.77 -0.02
# males 2.10 2.18 2.13 -0.09
# females 2.66 2.60 2.64 0.06
% femaleheaded 70.33 64.99 68.53 5.34 ***
age of head 57.06 58.75 57.63 -1.69
% singleheaded 51.95 51.16 51.68 0.79
% marred head 47.95 48.84 48.25 -0.89
% widow-headed 38.20 38.88 38.43 -0.68
% elderly head 56.28 59.48 57.36 -3.19
% child head 2.37 2.22 2.32 0.14
# members under 5 0.68 0.70 0.69 -0.02
# members 42 1.26 1.24 1.25 0.03
# members 137 0.82 0.78 0.81 0.04
# male members 189 0.42 0.41 0.42 0.01

4 Descriptive statistics at baseline for sdnmicators, especially those related to labour and crop produdifter,

slightly from the baseline report of AIR because of the different treatment of missing aathiesitliers. In the
baseline report, outliers and missing values were replaced withasttic imputation. In this report, imputation

has not been used.

5 We define a household severely labour constrained if there is ndadiled member or fito-work member

(FTW), i.e. no adult member (0 years of age) without chronic illnesses arghblilities (corresponding to
approximately 8 percent of panel households). A household is moderately labour constrained if there is at least
one ablebodied member and the ratio of members nebfivork (NF) to FTW is greater or equal to three (32 per
cent of households). Finally a household is labour unconstrained if there is at least dmadaalenember and

the dependency ratio is less than threlep@rcent of households).



Treatment Control Total Diff.

# female members 189 0.71 0.72 0.71 -0.01

# male members over 60 0.30 0.37 0.32 -0.07 ***
# female members over 60 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.00

# members fit to work 0.83 0.84 0.83 -0.01

% labour unconstrained 21.54 21.37 21.48 0.16
% moderately labour constrained 31.44 34.72 32.55 -3.28

% severely labour constrained 47.02 43.91 45.97 3.11

% orphan in hh 56.68 59.86 57.75 -3.19
share of dependents 80.22 80.21 80.22 0.01

# membes in school 1.88 1.78 1.85 0.10
education of head 3.13 3.48 3.24 -0.35 *
Observations 2029 1034 3063

Note: difference significant devel* p<.1,” p<.05,™ p<.01

At baselinemost eligible households tiaultivated or owned land in the past 12 months (92
percent). Homestead gardening represents 26 percent of allSnatsdifferences emerge in
terms of plot management by gend@éeble 3. The vast majorit90 percent of female
managed plots are found femaleheaded householdsvhile dmost 30 percent of male
managed plots are found in femdleaded households. Fematanaged plots were
significantly less likely to be owner operatétbwever nalemanaged plots were more likely
to havelower quality ils (in slight or steep slope and suffering mild or severe erosion).
Land size does not differ in terms of the gender oprsonresponsibldor the plots, which

in generakre quite smal{only 0.9 hectare per plot on average).

Table 2 Land charac teristics at baseline, by gender of the person responsible
for the plot

Female Male Total Diff.
operated land (ha) 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.00
% plots
femaleheaded hh 90.1 28.7 68.1 61.4 ™
male-headed hh 9.9 71.3 319 614 ™
owned 88.3 93.3 90.1 -5.0 ™
loam soil type 22.3 31.2 25.5 -89 ™
clay soil type 14.7 17.4 15.7 27 "
sandy soil type 31.3 32.4 31.7 -1.1
poor quality 21.7 30.8 25.0 9.1 ™
slight/steep slope 33.4 39.4 35.6 -6.0 ™
mild/severe erosion 44.3 51.5 46.9 71
# plots 3015 1680 4695

Note: difference significant at levélp < .1,” p< .05, p <.01. ha: hectares



Since a great majority of tteamplehave access to landnsurprisinglymost households are
alsoengaged iragriculturalactivities with particularrelianceon crop production (87 percent).

By far the most important crop is maize, which is grown by 66 percent of crop prodiedees (

3). About half of households produce sorghum, a fifth finger millet, 15 percent grouatynit
percent pearl millet followed by a smattering of cotton and other legume crops like beans and
cowpeas. Significant differences do not emerge between treatment and control households in
the production of any cropsxcept for a slightly higher share of geaillet produces in the
treatment armThe average number of crops in both treatment and control localities is around
1.8; arelatively large portion of households combine maize cultivation with othericatymsit

38 percent with sorghum, 18 percentttwgroundnuts and 13 percent with finger millet
These findings concur witthe AIR baselingeport.

Table 3 Share of households producing given crop s, over those who are crop
producers at baseline

Treatment Control Total Diff .
maize 63.6 71.8 66.4 -8.1
sorghum 44.8 50.1 46.6 -5.2
finger millet 23.8 17.4 21.6 6.4
groundnus 14.6 17.5 15.6 -2.9
pearl millet 9.3 6.0 8.2 33 *
cotton 3.8 2.9 3.5 0.9
roundnuts 3.2 2.3 2.9 0.9
cowpeas 2.5 2.3 2.4 0.1
other crops 4.0 3.7 3.9 0.3
Observations 1787 903 2690

Note: difference significant devel* p<.1,” p<.05,™ p<.01

The diversity of crop production at plot level was significantly greater for-maleaged plots,
even though the magnituaé this difference is negligible, at 0.1 more crops per plot planted
on malemanaged plotéTable 4. Intercropping was quite diffuse, around 48 and 53 percent in
female and malemanaged plots respectively. In terms of crops, a significant difference is
observed for maize production, which has been planted undr68 and 62 percefemale

and malemanaged plotsespectivelyMoreover, the usef imported and hybrideedss greater
among malemanaged plots, while the use of local seeds is greater afeorademanaged
plots. Finally, malemanaged plots benefit from grea@maints of seed for maize and
sorghum productigrevenif observed quantities are indeed quite small for both groups



Tabl e 4 Crop production at baseline, by gender of the person responsible

for the plot

Female Male Total Diff .
# crops 15 15 15 -0.1 **
intercropping (%) 479 52.8 499 -4.9 **
Crops planted (%)
maize 57.8 61.7 59.4 -3.9 **
sorghum 41.0 411 410 -0.1
groundnut 145 119 134 26 *
finger millet 196 18.2 19.0 1.4
pearl millet 6.7 7.5 7.0 -0.8
Type of seeds used (%)
imported 16.2 21.1 18.2 -4,9
local 71.8 63.8 68.6 8.0
hybrid 119 149 131 -3.0 **
Amount of seeds used (kg'
maize 5.8 7.6 6.5 -1.8
sorghum 3.3 4.0 3.6 -0.7 **
groundnut 1.5 1.7 1.6 -0.2
# plots 1898 1281 3179

Note: difference significant at levélp<.1,” p<.05,™ p<.01

These agricultural householdse mainly subsistence farmers aadarge shareof crop
produdion is destined for own consumptionn Table 5we show the share of farmers
consuming their produce by cropvéall, around 8(ercent of producers reported to have
consumed at least part of their haryasth households in the treatment arm showisgghtly
smallershare. At crop leveho difference is observed between the treatment and the control
grougs. Since the harvest season for cereals was not completed at the time of the baseline
survey, it is not surprising that the share of own consumptidotal harvesthere unreported)

was quite low.

Table 5  Share of households consuming their produced crops at baseline

Treatment  Control Total Diff .
overall 76.1 81.7 77.9 56 *
5. maize 57.5 52.1 55.5 5.4
6. sorghum 45.7 52.1 48.0 -6.4
£ ‘;'nri‘ﬁftr 56.7 65.3 59.0 8.6
8. groundnut 494 53.5 51.0 -4.2
9. peart 569 604  57.7 35
Observations 1787 903 2690

Note: difference significant devel” p<.1,” p<.05,” p< .0l



On the other side dhe coin, subsistence farming means a low degreeadfet participation

of farm-householdsin Table 6we showaverages of some indicators of market participation in
theevaluation sampleMarket participation at baseline seems systematically higher atheng
treated households although only p&cent ofall households sell any of their crops in the
market

Table 6  Participation in crop markets at baseline

Treatment  Control Total Diff .
% households selling
any crop 4.08 1.77 3.30 2.31 **
maize 3.89 0.49 2.66 3.39 ***
sorghum 3.03 0.93 2.27 2.09 **
finger millet 0.97 1.33 1.06 -0.36
groundnut 2.78 3.87 3.20 -1.08
pearl millet 1.87 0.00 1.40 1.87 *
Observations 1787 903 2690

Note: difference sigrficant atlevel* p<.1,” p<.05,™ p<.01

Most producers used traditional production systems. Only 26 percent used any type of crop
inputs [Table 3. Most of these inputs were organic fertilizers; 12 percent used chemical
fertilizers and hired ladur and only 2.5 percent used pesticides. Purchases of inputs involved
even a lower share of households (8 percent), because manure was probably mainly produced
by household livestock. On average, odi$D4.10 was spent in the last rainy season for crop
production inputsand labour was hired for only five da¥/Similar findings were presented in

the AIR Baselie Report

Table 7 Crop input use and purchase in last season at baseline

Treatment  Control Total Diff .
% households usin¢
any crop nput 24.39 28.57 25.79 -4.17
chemical fertilizers 9.96 16.72 12.23 -6.76
organic fertilizers 17.45 15.61 16.84 1.84
pesticides 2.74 2.10 2.52 0.64
hired labour 11.75 14.39 12.63 -2.64

% households purchasing

any crop iput 7.05 10.29 8.14 -3.25
chemical fertilizers 5.42 9.74 6.87 -4.32
organic fertilizers 0.78 0.44 0.66 0.34
pesticides 2.01 1.32 1.78 0.69
amount spent, $

any crop input 2.87 6.40 4.05 -3.583 *
chemical fertilizers 2.34 5.72 3.47 -3.39 *

6 Data on hired labour were collected in a separate section of the quasgpmithout information on amount
spent.



Treatment  Control Total Diff .

organic fertilizers 0.09 0.12 0.10 -0.02
pesticides 0.44 0.55 0.47 -0.11
hired labouk 5.08 4.25 4.80 0.83
Observations 1787 903 2690

Note: difference significant at levélp< .1,” p<.05 ™ p<.01.A A mo thinetllabouf
refers to days, not amount spent

Most householdshavelivestock with around75 percent of households owg at least one
animal.More than © pecent have poultry, 4dercent owrsmall ruminants, prevalentlgoas

rather than sheepndabout40 percent have cattle either ox, calf, bull, or female adulidble

8).” Some differences in livestock holdmgre observed between the two treatment arms, as
control households are four percentage points more likebyvio any type of livestock and
poultry than the treatment group. Herd size is also slightly larger in the control group for cattle,
poultry and small ruminants.

Table 8 Livestock holdings at baseline, by treatment status

Treatment  Control Total Diff.
% households owning
livestock 73.8 78.7 75.4 -4,9 **
cattle 38.4 42.7 39.9 -4.3
poultry 60.7 65.6 62.3 49 *
small ruminants 42.1 46.5 43.6 -4.4
donkeys 6.3 5.5 6.0 0.8
pigs 3.5 2.6 3.2 0.9
herd size
TLU tota™ 1.1 1.4 1.2 -0.3 **
cattle 1.7 2.1 1.8 -0.4 **
poultry 3.4 3.9 3.6 -0.5 **
small ruminants 1.8 2.2 2.0 -04 *
donkeys 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0
pigs 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
Observations 2029 1034 3063

Note: difference significant devel” p<.1,” p<.05," p<.01 ATLU stands fofTropical
Livestock UnitsYPoultry includeschickens, turkeys, pigeons and guinea fowls.

7 In the AIR baseline report, the share of households owning the different types of animals is calculated with
respect to those households owning any type of livestock; fartirerthe average herd size is calteld on those
households owning the specific litesk type. The figures shown in TableeBer to the overall sample and concur

with those presented in the baseline report.
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Differences between male and femlalestockowners areevident(Table 9. While 21 percent

of male owners diivestocklive in femaleheaded householdsnly 7 percent ofemale owners

live in maleheaded household8verall, males involved in livestock production have over
twice the herd size as females (as measured in Tropical Livestock Units, or TLU). Amleng ma
livestock owners, 68 percent own cattle and 64 percent own small ruminants, compared to 44
and 54 percent, respectively, among female livestock owhdrgher share of female owners

own poultry,althoughtheir average herd size is relatively smale@(vs 5.6)ascompared to

male owners

Table 9  Livestock holdings at baseline, by gender of owner

Female Male Total Diff.

femaleheaded hh (%) 93.1 20.8 66.1 72.3

male-headed hh (%) 6.9 79.2 33.9 -72.3

% households owning

cattle 43.6 68.4 52.9 -24.8 ***

poultry 84.5 79.5 82.6 49 *

small ruminants 53.8 64.4 57.8 -10.5 **

donkeys 5.7 11.9 8.0 -6.3

pigs 3.7 5.2 4.2 -15 *

herd size

TLU total 1.2 2.3 1.6 1.0

cattle 1.8 3.4 2.4 -1.7

poultry 4.2 5.6 4.7 -1.4

small ruminants 2.3 3.1 2.6 -0.8 ***

donkeys 0.2 0.3 0.2 -0.2 ***

pigs 0.1 0.2 0.1 01 *

Observations 1497 814 2311
Note: difference significant at levélp<.1,” p< .05 p<.01 ATLU stands for Tropical
Livestock Units. yPoultry includes chickens, turkeys, pigec¢

Relatively few householdd.2 percentyeport operating a nefarm enterprise (NFEmMairly

in the form of a shop, petty trading, or selling processedsf¢bable 10Q. The vast majority
(92 percent) of the sample involved iNN&E declared to run only one activity whiahas
operated on average for six and half mowthisof the past yeaMost businesses were operated
by females.For those operating a NFE, the activigems to be a profitable alternative to
subsistence agricultuiie82 percent of households operatiadNFE report a profit Only one
guarter of households running a NFgport avnership of assets used exclusively for business
purposes
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Table 10 Non -farm enterprise activity at baseline

Treatment  Control Total Diff .
% hh operating NFE 12.4 12.7 12.5 -0.3
# businesses operated 1.1 1.1 1.1 -0.1
% hh with female respaible for a NFE 63.5 62.6 63.2 0.9
# months in operation last year 6.6 6.8 6.7 -0.2
% hh reporting profit 81.3 81.7 81.5 -0.3
% hh reporting asset ownership 25.8 26.0 25.8 -0.2
Observations 252 131 383

Note: difference significant devel” p<.1,” p<.05,” p <.01 NFE: nonfarm enterprise’Share of households
operating NFE is calculated on the full sample of eligible householé3®bservations). THegures for the rest of the
indicators have beedrawnon thesubsample othose operating NFH383 observations).

When comparing en-farm business activities #ie level of thébusiness byhe gender of the
household member primarilsesponsiblefor the businesgTable 1), male managershave
greate asset ownership than female decismakers.The vast majority of femalemanaged
NFEs are in femaleheaded households, while 34 percent of madmagedusinesses are
femaleheaded household3he number of businesses operated by the household and the
number of months in operation do not vary significantly by the gender péteerresponsible.
However, nalemanagedNFEs were more likely at baseline to own assets dedicated

exclusively for these business.

Table 11 Non -farm enterprise activity at basel
responsible for the business

ine, by gender of the person

Females Males Total Diff.
% NFEs in femaldeaded hh 85.8 34.8 66.2 51.0 ***
% NFEs in maleheaded hh 142 65.2 33.8 -51.0 **
# months in operation last ye 6.1 6.7 63 -0.6
% NFEs withasset ownership 17.8 38.0 255 -20.2 ***
% NFEs reporting profit 849 814 835 35
# nonfarm enterprises 253 158 411

Note: difference significant at levélp <.1,” p< .05, p<.01

There are no significant differeredetweertreatment and control grosjat baselinen the
supply of adult paid labour(Table 13. Males and females do have different levels of
participation(Table 13. While men are much more likely to be formally employed than women
(9.9 vs 2.7 percengnd work more days for a wage, women are more likely to be engaged in
marichocasual workalthoughon averagéor fewer days.
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Table 12 Adult paid labour supply at baseline, by treatment status

Treatment  Control Total Diff.
% individuals in wage laour 5.3 5.5 5.3 -0.2
days in wage labour last year 142.9 134.0 139.7 8.9
wage payments last year (DB 1,169 950 1,091 219
% individuals inmaricho 26.7 25.2 26.2 1.5
days inmaricholast year 37.1 38.1 37.5 -1.0
marichopayments last year (US$) 270 229 256 41
Observations 4038 2133 6171
Note: difference significant at levélp < .1,” p<.05,” p<.0L.
Table 13 Adult paid labour supply at b aseline, by gender
Females Males Total Diff .
% individuals in wage labour 2.7 9.9 5.3 -7.2
days in wage labour last year 123.6 147.2 139.7 -23.6 *
wage payments last year (DB 1074.1 1099.3 1091.3 -25.3
% individuals inmaricho 28.5 22.5 26.2 5.9 ***
days inmaricholast year 35.6 415 37.5 -5.9 **
marichopayments last year (U3 227.3 318.7 256.1 -91.4
Observations 3880 2282 6162

Note: difference significant devel” p<.1,” p<.05,” p< .0l

Child labouri primarily unpaid family labouii is common among the households in this
sample(Table 14. Over 50 percent of children aged six to 17 are involved in crop activities
(planting, weedingother norharvest work and harvesting#0 percentare involved in
domesic chores, around a fifth herd livestock and another ten percent participate in household
nonfarm businessedVhile formal wagdabour is rare, @ percent do sommaricho(casual)

work. Overall the share of children participating in these various iievincreasgwith age.

For instance, onthird of childrenof primary school age do some farming activity, while the
share for the older children (A& years of agejeaches/8 percent. Most of these indicators

related to child labour do not show st#tially significant differences between the two
treatment arms.
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Table 14 Child participation in farm and off -farm work at baseline, by
treatment status

Treatment Control Total Diff.

10. domestic
chores
6-10 yrs 26.2 30.1 27.5 -3.9
11-13 yrs 47.8 47.8 47.8 -0.1
14-17 yrs 57.0 53.0 55.7 4.0
6-17 yrs 41.5 42.1 41.7 -0.6
11. crop
activities

6-10 yrs 32.3 31.6 32.1 0.8
11-13 yrs 63.0 59.7 61.9 3.3
14-17 yrs 79.3 75.9 78.1 3.4
6-17 yrs 55.1 53.1 54.4 2.0
12. livestock aavwities
6-10 yrs 13.2 10.8 12.4 2.5
11-13 yrs 21.7 18.7 20.8 3.0
14-17 yrs 20.5 21.6 20.8 -1.2
6-17 yrs 17.8 16.3 17.3 1.5
13. nonfarm business
6-10 yrs 6.1 9.0 7.0 29 *
11-13 yrs 10.5 135 11.5 -3.0
14-17 yrs 11.6 15.3 128 -3.7
6-17 yrs 9.0 12.2 10.1 -3.2
14. forestry
6-10 yrs 11.9 7.8 10.6 4.1
11-13 yrs 15.1 8.9 13.1 6.2 **
14-17 yrs 10.7 8.4 9.9 2.4
6-17 yrs 12.5 8.3 11.1 42 *
maricholabour
6-10 yrs 0.9 0.4 0.7 0.6
11-13 yrs 4.1 3.5 3.9 0.6
14-17 yrs 5.2 4.7 5.0 0.4
6-17 yrs 3.1 2.6 29 0.5
15. wage labour
6-10 yrs 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.3
11-13 yrs 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.1
14-17 yrs 1.4 1.6 1.5 -0.1
6-17 yrs 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.1
Observations 4234 2087 6321

Note: difference significant devel” p<.1,” p<.05," p< .0l

Participation of children in labour activities vareegreat dedby gende(Table 15. Girls are
much more involved in domestic chores as compared to boyasv@ragd?2 vs 32 percerfor

all children aged six to 37while boys are more involved in livestock activities (27&&gen
per cent), especially older boys, and foregigyticularlyamongboys in secondary school age.
There are few differences between boys ging in the other labour categories.
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Table 15 Child participation in farm and off -farm work at baseline, by gender

Girls Boys Total Diff.

16. domestic

chores
6-10 yrs 33.6 21.3 27.5 12.3 ***
11-13 yrs 60.5 35.6 47.8 24,9 ***
14-17 yrs 68.9 42.7 55.7 26.3 ***
6-17 yrs 51.7 31.9 417 19.9 ***
17. crop activities
6-10 yrs 32.6 31.6 32.1 1.0
11-13 yrs 62.9 61.0 61.9 1.9
14-17 yrs 76.9 79.3 78.1 2.4
6-17 yrs 54.4 54.4 54.4 -0.1
18. livestock

activities
6-10 yrs 6.5 18.4 124 -12.0 ***
11-13 yrs 8.9 32.2 20.8 -23.3 ***
14-17 yrs 7.2 34.1 20.8 -26.9 ***
6-17 yrs 7.4 27.1 17.3 -19.8 ***
19. nonfarm

business
6-10 yrs 7.3 6.8 7.0 0.6
11-13 yrs 13.1 10.0 115 3.2 **
14-17 yrs 12.2 13.5 12.8 -1.3
6-17 yrs 10.4 9.7 10.1 0.7
20. forestry
6-10 yrs 10.2 11.0 10.6 -0.8
11-13 yrs 10.8 15.2 13.1 -4.4 **
14-17 yrs 8.4 11.4 9.9 -3.0 **
6-17 yrs 9.8 12.3 11.1 -25 **
maricholabour
6-10 yrs 11 0.3 0.7 0.8 *
11-13 yrs 4.3 3.5 3.9 0.8
14-17 yrs 55 4.5 5.0 1.0
6-17 yrs 3.3 25 2.9 0.8 *
21. wage labour
6-10 yrs 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.0
11-13 yrs 0.2 0.9 0.5 -0.6 *
14-17 yrs 1.1 1.9 1.5 -0.8
6-17 yrs 0.5 0.9 0.7 -04 *
Observations 3138 3183 6321

Note: difference significant at levélp < .1, p< .05, p< .0l



Per capita caloric intake is usedagsroxy forthe quantityof food eaten. The average caloric

intake is about P65 calories per member of the household which is just uneéood poverty

line for Zimbabweg(Table 1§. Considering that the dateerecollected during or just after the
harvest period, these average values can be considered as upper bounds of caloric intakes within
a year periodHousehold memberare likely tohaveconsumed lower quantities of calories
during offharvest periodsAlmost all households (98 percent) experienced some level of food
insecurity in the 12 months prior to the survey, and over a third experienced severe food
insecurity, based ottne Foodnsecurity Experience Scale (FIE®allardet al., 2013)®

Dietary diversity reflectsan improvement in household food acceSsce there is no ideal
target, we used the FANTA approach to seh #geshold the levels of diversifgund in the

upper tertileof the consumption distributiofBwindale and Bilinsky2006) In this case the
minimum number on a scale ofl@2 to reach the upper tertile is eigBiverall 23 percent of
households reach that targend the difference betweéreatment and control househoids
not statistically significant

Table 16 Hous ehold Food Security and Nutrition at baseline

Treatment  Control Total Diff
per capita daily caloric intake 2,067 2,062 2,066 5
% hh mild food insecurify 98.0 96.9 97.6 1.1 *
% hh moderate food insecurity 89.9 86.0 88.6 4.0 **
% hh severe food insecurity 38.1 33.1 36.4 50 *
dietary diversity score (dds) 5.7 6.1 5.9 -0.3
% hh reaching target dds 21.6 26.6 23.3 -5.0
Observations 2029 1034 3063

Note: difference significahatlevel” p<.1,” p<.05,™ p < .01 AThe share of households with mild food
insecurity includes also those households with moderate or severe food insecurity. The share with moderate food
insecurity includes those with severe food insecurity.

8 The Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIESYerived from eight questionslild Food Insecurityefersto a

state of being worried, anxious, apprehensive, afraid or concerned that there might not be enough food, the ability
to get healthy nutritious food @rbalance diet, and/or if the household had a limited variety of food. Maide

Food Insecurity refers to the experience of having exiss skipped a meal, eatifgwer quantities tha they

should, orexperiencingno food because of a lack of resources. Finally, Severe Food Insecurity accounts for the
physical experience of feefy hungry, not being able to eat enough food because of lack of resources or not eating
anything in a whole day.
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5. Results and discussion

This sectionshows theimpact of the HSCT on beneficiaryhouseholds oveseveralbroad
groups of outcome variabltesrop poduction, livestock productignrNFEs, savings/credit
decisions, householibour supplyand household dietaryiwrsity. Since the takeip rate
among eligible households in treated districts is below 100 percent, our impact estimates
represent an intentieto-treat (ITT) effect and not the average treatment effdttt-statistics
reported in the tables are clugt@ atward levelandwe provideheterogeneous impacts and
disaggregate results liie degree of labour constraints facing househ(ddserely labour
constrained, moderately labeconstrainedindlabourunconstrained, see footndie

A graphical display of the distribution of these three types of households can be Egenen

2. While it is visually most striking to note julibw constrained the severely constrained
househol ds are (i . e. ,thihgeouphasea ngedian hoyselpld size pfat i o n
three compared to around six in the two other groups. The implications of this can again be
seen graphically ifrigure 3 showing the distribution of thEISCT per capita transfer value

across groupd he box plots reveal that the median per capita transfer size is higher for labour
constrained households (arousdiD 7) than it is for less constrained households (araisid

4). Given that labour constraints feature in the targeting oHBET and that those most
constrainedeceive a higher per capita transfignis is a natural dimension through which to

observe the heterogeneity of impact.

5.1. Crop production

We look atvarious dimensions of the productive process in order to ascertain whether
households have increased spending in agricultural activities, including crop production and
agricultural inputuse.

Table17 showsimpactestimates orrop input use and purchas€enerally fertilizers are the

first type of input that farmers tend to buy when liquidity constraints are relaxed.
In the qualitativeanalysisof the programme Oxford Policy Managemen{2013)finds mixed
evidence a the impacts of the HSCT on agricultural inputs.Chivi District the median
expenditure on seeds, ferzéir and labour remained very low among beneficidvessause of

the scarcity of fertile land and poor climatic conditiond/hereas n Goromonzi disict
proportional spending on agricultural inputs was much higher than in Chivi. Beneficiaries in
Goromonzi explained that with land available and a favourable climate, the HSCT enabled them
to make their land more productive.

The quantitativeanalysispartially mirrors the mixed evidence depicted abo@werall, the
adoption and the purchase of inputs hagenainednostlyunchanged after the introduction of

the HSCT.The programme positively affectedhe purchasg of chemicalfertilizers for labour
constraned households only, as shown by a 2.5 USD increase in the expenditures for this crop
input Furthemore it appears that amallershare of households using pesticides as a result

of the programme, especially among the severely laboonstrained.
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Table 17 Impact of HSCT on crop input use and purchase, by labour constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B

Share ohhusing crop inputs

Any input 0.026 0.238 0.051 0.257 0.015 0.259 0.016 0.212
[0.58] [0.77] [0.27] [0.26]

chemical fertilizers -0.003 0.111 -0.023 0.117 -0.022 0.122 0.004 0.1
[-0.09] [-0.45] [-0.50] [0.09]

organic fertilizers 0.04 0.154 0.057 0.17 0.051 0.17 0.031 0.134
[1.27] [0.96] [1.23] [0.77]

pesticides -0.029 * 0.029 -0.042 0.049 -0.029 0.036 -0.026 * 0.014
[-1.82] [-1.17] [-0.89] [-1.93]

Share othh purchasing crop inputs

Any input 0.014 0.082 -0.001 0.091 0.013 0.092 0.019 0.069
[0.54] [-0.03] [0.29] [0.61]

chemical fertilizers 0.024 0.068 -0.014 0.073 0.031 0.073 0.031 0.061
[1.14] [-0.45] [0.96] [1.09]

organic fertilizers 0.001 0.005 -0.005 0.008 0.007 0.004 0 0.004
[0.27] [-0.44] [0.79] [0.04]

pesticides -0.013 0.022 -0.004 0.037 -0.016 0.025 -0.018 0.012
[-0.92] [-0.09] [-0.53] [-1.61]

Purchase of crop inputs, BS

Any input 1.093 4,387 1.188 6.196 -0.642 4791 1.866 3.158
[0.75] [0.24] [-0.29] [1.20]

chemical fertilizers 1.345 3.58 -1.049 4,723 0.821 3.781 2534 * 2847
[1.26] [-0.33] [0.51] [1.72]

organic fertilizers 0.167 0.077 0.127 0.071 0.302 0.122 0.094 0.046
[1.46] [0.72] [1.34] [0.48]

pesticides -0.431 0.736  2.056 1.414 -1.766 0.897 -0.773 * 0.269
[-0.63] [0.83] [-1.48] [-1.82]

Observations 5260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Estimations ge differencen-difference modelling among panel househol@3. is the intentiorto-treat

effect (the impact)B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column, robust
t statistics clustered at ward level in parenthesesijfisignce levels’ p< .1,” p < .05, p < .01 AFor the
amount spent on chemical fertdirs, organic fertiliers andpesticides we have one, three and three missing
values respectively. The number of observations used for these indicators in étlesavgple is therefore 27,

5259 and 259.



In terms of agricultural assets, the programme ovelidlinot have major impacts, with the
exception of an increase in thanership of sicklesespecially among labowmconstrained
household¢Table 1§. Similarresuts are presented the overallmpact Evaluation Repoadf
the programmgAmericaninstitutesfor Research, 2015wherelargerimpacts were found
among smaller households, especially for yokekles and axe#n the heterogeneity analysis
by labour constraints, we did not observe significant deviations from the averitigehe
exception of a reduction of the number of axsl ox carts for labownconstrained
households and an increase timee number of ox carts foseverely labouconstrained
households.

Table 18 Impacts of HSCT on agricultural assets, by labour constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B

6. hh owns (%)

hoe -0.018 0.944 -0.037 0.966 -0.021 0.967 -0.003 0.916
[-0.89] [-1.06] [-0.89] [-0.11]

axe -0.007 0.775 0.008 0.813 -0.033 0.802 -0.015 0.736
[-0.21] [0.20] [-0.60] [-0.34]

chicken house -0.006 0.495 -0.027 0.561 0.029 0.540 -0.026 0.426
[-0.18] [-0.54] [0.50] [-0.53]

ox plough -0.014 0.480 0.001 0.581 0.018 0.546 -0.072 0.377
[-0.38] [0.02] [0.33] [-1.26]

livestock corral 0.010 0.451 0.019 0.530 0.016 0.533 -0.010 0.347
[0.29] [0.29] [0.32] [-0.24]

sickle 0.088 ** 0.417 0.179 * 0.466 0.057 0.452 0.057 0.366
[2.18] [1.77] [1.03] [0.83]

yokes -0.022 0.445 -0.019 0.576 -0.002 0.507 -0.056 0.331
[-0.57] [-0.23] [-0.03] [-0.94]

chains -0.047 0.377 -0.038 0.506 -0.029 0.428 -0.084 0.272
[-1.00] [-0.51] [-0.53] [-1.14]

rope -0.046 0.331 0.002 0.460 -0.048 0.372 -0.072 0.235
[-1.15] [0.03] [-0.90] [-1.26]

granary 0.001 0.303 -0.066 0.369 0.048 0.361 -0.025 0.226
[0.02] [-1.14] [1.03] [-0.68]

ox cart -0.033 0.215 -0.070 0.286 0.033 0.246 -0.065 0.155
[-1.19] [-1.27] [0.64] [-1.57]

# owned by hh

hoe 0.1 2.6 -0.2 3.2 0.1 3.1 0.1 2.0
[0.73] [-1.18] [0.61] [0.67]

axe 0.0 1.1 02 * 1.1 0.0 1.1 0.1 1.0
[0.15] [-1.91] [0.06] [1.16]

chicken house 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.4
[0.09] [-0.66] [0.94] [-0.33]

ox plough 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.3
[0.12] [0.24] [0.19] [-0.06]

livestock corral 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.4
[-0.17] [-0.19] [-0.05] [-0.24]

sickle 0.1 ™ 0.5 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.5 01 * 0.4
[2.71] [1.37] [1.58] [1.94]

yokes 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.3
[0.73] [-0.03] [0.78] [1.13]

chains 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.3
[-0.24] [0.14] [0.03] [-0.28]

rope 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.4 -0.1 0.4 -0.1 0.2
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All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.

ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
[:0.70] [0.88] [-0.82] [-1.03]

granary 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.2
[-0.44] [-1.56] [0.21] [-0.45]

ox cart 0.0 0.2 01 * 02 0.0 0.2 00 * 01
[0.01] [-1.79] [0.64] [1.82]
Observations 5260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among pdrieuseholdslTT is the intentiorto-treat effect (the
impact) B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column tsthtistics clustered at ward
level in parentheses; significance levélp:< .1,” p<.05,™ p< 0L

We have seen above that maize and sorghum are the primary stapesbabwean
agricultue. As can be seen ihable 19theHSCT leads toa significant increase in the share
of households producirgroundnus, a cash crodpr severely labouconstraned households
(7.6 ppfrom a base 016 percen}, pearl millet(9.3ppfrom a base of 9 percgrand roundnuts
(4 pp), and a decrease in finger millet productidhe correspondingnpact of the programme
on additional harvest,i®n averagel0 kg for groundnus, 34.5kg for pearl millet and.5 kg
for roundnuts.While the increase in production of these crops is significant ovienall
producers, the impact is particularly strong among severely ladommstrained households.
Similar finding are shown idmericaninstitutesfor Researcl{2015) with impact result®f
higher magnituden groundnuts and roundnuts foratar households.
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Table 19 Impact of HSCT on crop production, by labour constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.

ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B

% hh in crop production

any crop -0.029 0.892 -0.045 0.948 0.006 0.948 -0.054 0.8
[-0.98] [-1.63] [0.26] [-0.97]

maize -0.015 0.593 -0.023 0.598 -0.003 0.646 -0.013 0.549
[-0.31] [-0.33] [-0.05] [-0.19]

sorghum -0.036 0.426 -0.119 + 0515 -0.018 0.472 -0.012 0.344
[-1.04] [-2.18] [-0.36] [-0.22]

groundnut 0.050 0.154 -0.021 0.134 0.053 0.165 0.076 =« 0.156
[1.43] [-0.46] [1.04] [2.09]

fingermillet ~ -0.042 =« 0.182 -0.007 0.176 -0.015 0.179 -0.080 =+ 0.187
[-1.76] [-0.14] [-0.39] [-2.87]

pearlmillet 0.093 0.092 0.130 * 0.112 0.093 =« 0.111 0.081 =« 0.068
[2.49] [2.31] [1.85] [1.82]

roundnuts 0.040 =+ 0.029 0.038 0.039 0.020 0.030 0.047 =+ 0.022
[3.25] [1.30] [1.08] [3.15]

cowpeas -0.004 0.025 0.008 0.039 -0.009 0.026 -0.001 0.016
[-0.35] [0.31] [-0.38] [-0.05]

sunflower -0.009 = 0.011 -0.011 0.018 -0.005 0.008 -0.010 == 0.009
[-2.18] [-0.88] [-0.56] [-2.06]

beans -0.003 0.009 -0.013 0.020 0.001 0.010 -0.001 0.004
[-0.56] [-0.72] [0.11] [-0.34]

cotton -0.033 0.039 -0.019 0.068 -0.054 =« 0.038 -0.023 0.026
[-1.64] [-0.34] [-1.76] [-0.83]

harvested crokg

maize -56.5 818 -162.3 = 117.8 -40.9 93.1 -295 54.8
[-1.65] [-2.03] [-1.02] [-1.43]

sorghum -66.5 50.3 -131.3 = 77.4 -335 60.5 -61.3 28.9
[-1.47] [-2.21] [-0.38] [-2.57]

groundnut 7.7 21.8 7.7 25.3 8.1 235 102 18.7
[1.22] [0.43] [0.86] [1.44]

finger millet -1.0 229 -104 297  -9.8 27.6 6.7 15.9
[-0.21] [-0.98] [-1.19] [0.87]

pearl millet 345 xxx 125 32.7 15.9 52.8 19.5 26.2 « 55
[2.70] [2.18] [2.71] [1.93]

roundnuts 35 21 2.2 21 59 = 21 4.2 2.1
[2.19] [1.02] [1.86] [1.49]

Observations 5 260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among par®useholddTT is the intentiorto-treat effect
(the impact)B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column} stbtistics clustered
at ward level in parentheses; significance levatss .1,” p<.05,” p< .0L



Overall, there arao significant impacts of thedSCTin terms of the uskouseholdsnake of
thecrops produce@Table 20. One exceptiois the allocation of output to bByroducts which
increased thrdeld, compared tglow) baselinevalues Interesingly, thisis not the castor the
severely constrained households, possibly because thgobycts require ableodied
members to work on therklowever, extra care should be used when interpreting thesks
asfieldwork in both survey waves occurrddring or right after the harvest of main cereals.
This is therefor@neexplanation as to why we observe a srsladireof households selling their
crops.Moreover, theseesultswould not be surprising for two main reasons: i) high levels of
food insecuty affecting the beneficiary households, who therefuged to consumat home
the harvested crops; ii) difficulty accessing markets because of remoteness, lack of transport
and roads.

Table 20 Impacts of HSCT on crop use, by labour constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
hh crop use (%)

own consumed -0.015 0.547 -0.081 0.654 0.022 0.601 -0.020 0.450
[-0.28] [-0.89] [0.34] [-0.32]

stored -0.076 0.617 -0.092 0.663 -0.025 0.654 -0.113 0.567
[-1.57] [-1.34] [-0.47] [-1.58]

sold -0.012 0.028 -0.053 0.028 0.013 0.035 -0.008 0.023
[-0.57] [-1.41] [0.45] [-0.29]

by-product 0.030 * 0.011 0.039 0.016 0.045 ** 0.009 0.017 0.011
[2.01] [1.53] [2.05] [1.08]

animal feed 0.008 0.008 -0.003 0.007 0.013 * 0.004 0.003 0.010
[1.55] [-0.34] [1.75] [0.34]
Observations 5260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Edimations use differenem-difference modelling among panel household@s.is the intentiorto-treat effect
(the impact) B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column,trstiatistics clustered at
ward level in paretteses; significance levelsp<.1,” p<.05,™ p<.01

5.2. Livestock production

As previously discusselivestock activities represent an important component of household
livelihoods. Evidence from other countries suggests that livestock is orteeofireas of
investmenincurred througttash transfey especidy poultry and small ruminantddSCTre-
affirms this trend ab e n e f i gpentpari oétkedransfer dimestocki afteronly one year

of the HSCT (Table 21).Overall, HSCTfamilies wee more likely to own livestock (5 pp
increasefrom a base of 78 percgrit particularly goats (7 pp. increaseom a base of 46
percent and chickens (6 pp. increaskom a base of 64 percgnt than their control
counterpartsin looking at the subcateges, most of these positive impacts are driven by
moderately and severelyabourconstrained householdsAmong noderately labour
constrained householdheHSCTincreasedownership othickensoy 7 pp (from a base of0
percent) and goat ownership b¥ pp (from a base of 52 percenBor severely constrained
households, there was a decrease in ownership of cattle, but this was compensated by
equivalentincrease inthe ownership of chickenand sheepThus, he HSCT led to a shift
towards smaller aninig especiallyamongseverely labouconstrainedouseholds.

% TheAIR Impact Evaluation Reporesults are slightly different from those shoim Table 21 No impact was
observed on chicken and subsialhf no impacts were found in the heterogeneity analysibdnysehold size,
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Table 21 Impacts of HSCT on livestock ownership, by labour constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
hh owns (%)

an 0.77 0.84 0.84 0.69

"veystock 0.047 , ° 0073 ,, p 0.022 5 0.055 s
[1.88] [2.10] [0.60] [1.41]

cattle -0.037 0'4f -0.074 0'511 0.048 0'459 -0.084 , 0'33'
[-1.66] [-1.49] [1.17] [-2.35]

qoats ooe8 , % o102, %% oann , %% o007 038
[1.96] [1.85] [2.44] [0.15]

chickens 0060 ,, % o005 0% ooz, %% oo, %%
[2.15] [0.07] [1.68] [2.48]

0.08 0.11 0.10 0.05

donkeys 0.023 3 -0.003 5 0.025 5 0.030 0
[1.02] [-0.11] [0.81] [1.52]

0.02 0.03 0.03 0.01

sheep 0.006 5 -0.018 1 -0.003 p 0.025 8
[0.67] [-0.92] [-0.20] [1.64]

. 0.001 003 5028 003 9019 003 (004 0.02

pigs 0 3 1 8
[0.14] [-1.38] [1.61] [0.26]

hh owns (#)

TLU total 0.0 1.4 0.4 1.7 0.3 1.6 0.0 1.0
[-0.18] [-1.99] [1.62] [-0.28]

cattle -0.1 2.0 -0.5 2.5 0.3 2.4 -0.1 1.5
[-0.50] [-1.34] [1.01] [-0.51]

goats 0.0 2.0 -0.8 2.6 0.7 * 2.2 -0.1 1.4
[0.30] [-2.32] [2.29] [-0.58]

chickens 0.1 3.7 -1.1 4.9 0.4 4.3 0.6 = 2.7
[0.33] [-1.49] [0.79] [1.79]

donkeys 0.1 0.2 -0.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1
[0.81] [-0.87] [1.20] [0.89]

sheep 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
[0.06] [-0.50] [-0.90] [1.15]

pigs 0.0 0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1
[-0.06] [-1.14] [0.93] [0.04]
5 1 1 2
Observations 260 150 756 354

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among panel household@s.is the intentiorto-treat effect (the
impact) B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column trstlatistcs clustered at ward
level in parentheses; significance levélp:< .1,” p<.05," p< .01

Lastly, no significant changeareobservedn the share of households selling livestoakin
the proportion of households selling livestock-grpducts (here unreported)The only
statistically significant result is an overall increase in salesilf, although themagnitude is
small(USD 0.55) andimited to labourunconstrained households.

except on donkeys for small households. A likely source of divergence is on the sample used. While we used panel
observations, the AIR report used the full sample including attritors at baseline.
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5.3. Non -farm business activities

Cash transfers potentially V& effects on nofiarm enterprises by removing liquidity
constraints that prevent families from starting and/or maintaining small businéss=s) be

seen from the data, tim@n-farm businesses operated by beneficiary households are small scale
yet a prditable source of income. Overall results reporiediable 22suggest theHSCT
encouraged families to engageNREs (5 pp. increasieom a base of 12 per cgmind increased

the number of businesses they operate. The percentage of households repufitimdspr
increasedq pp.from a base of 10 per cgnthe impact of the programme is significambong
severely labour constraineddouseholds that significantly operated more businesses and
reported both more profits and higher asset ownership

Table 22 Impacts of HSCT onn on -farm business activities
All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.

ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B

hh operates NFE ~ 0.048 ** 0.116 0.032 0.146 0.044 0.149 0.040 0.074
[2.30] [0.69] [1.22] [1.60]

# busineses 0.059 ** 0.125 0.037 0.172 0.060 0.159 0.048 * 0.075
[2.45] [0.72] [1.44] [1.84]

months in operatior 0.119 0.705 0.391 0.971 -0.251 0.829 0.209 0.475
[0.95] [1.14] [-1.10] [1.20]

hh reports profits 0.051 *** 0.1 0.036 0.133 0.051 0.131 0.042 * 0.059
[2.77] [0.95] [1.48] [1.75]

hh reports asset 0.010 0.03 -0.032 0.04 0.010 0.04 0.023 * 0.017
[0.76] [-1.12] [0.44] [1.86]
N 5260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among panel househol@$.is the intentiorto-treat
effect (the impact)B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column, robust
t statistics clustered at whlevel in parentheses; significance levéls<.1,” p<.05,™ p <.01. NFE: non
farm enterprise.

5.4. Impact on hiring in of non - family labour

Someinteresting stogs emergen the hiring of noffiamily labour for agricultural antiFE
activities (Table 23. Oxford Policy Managemen{2013) found that very few beneficiaries
reported being able to hire casual workers to undertake piecemeal jobs forrthiew with
thequalitativestudy, beneficiary households do not seem to have increased hirialgaofr for

crop activities. If any, we observe some declinéhmhiring of child labourand adult males
even though small in magnitudeurthemore despite increases the share of households
owninglivestock, theravas no equivalent increasethe hring of labour for livestock activities

as a result ofhe HSCT. For moderately constrained households (those that increased livestock
ownership the most) there was a reduction of alrh@staysof hired labour in the last year
This reductionhowever, &cks statistical significancéastly, we see a little increase in hired
labour for noAfarm business in severely labeeonstrained households (1 pp. increase for the
proportion of households hiring and 0.4 days). Even though modest in magnitude,utis res
corroborates findings on the increased engagement wfananenterprises of households with
less labour capacity, as a result of H&CT.
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Table 23 Impacts of HSCT on h ired | abour , by labour constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B

% hh hiring labour

any activity  0.028 0.126 0.056 0.110 -0.017 0.100 0.044 0.154
[1.14] [1.02] [-0.47] [1.31]

crop activity  0.033 0.115 0.063 0.096 -0.003 0.084 0.036 0.148
[1.44] [1.13] [-0.08] [1.10]

livestock -0.015 * 0.021 -0.015 0.013 -0.024 0.021 -0.007 0.025
[-1.78] [-0.98] [-1.51] [-0.55]

NFE 0.003 0.003 0.006 0.004 -0.005 0.005 0.009 * 0.001
[0.78] [0.72] [-0.85] [1.68]

days hh hired labour

any activity 7.7 99 -141 15.6 -4.3 7.4 -6.4 * 9.0
[-1.73] [-0.89] [-0.92] [-1.90]

crop activity -1.9 4.7 3.8 2.9 0.3 4.1 -6.6 ** 6.1
[-1.01] [1.47] [0.08] [-2.37]

livestock -5.9 52 -17.6 12.7 46 * 3.3 -0.2 2.8
[-1.52] [-1.13] [-1.83] [-0.12]

NFE 0.1 0.1 -0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1
[0.91] [-1.08] [-0.25] [1.62]

% hh hiring labour for crop activities

male 0.016 0.090 0.049 0.062 -0.001 0.070 0.009 0.120
[0.82] [1.17] [-0.02] [0.29]

female 0.005 0.061 -0.017 0.052 -0.002 0.045 0.015 0.078
[0.29] [-0.47] [-0.06] [0.64]

children 0.003 0.009 -0.006 0.005 0.003 0.006 0.005 0.014
[0.44] [-0.72] [0.35] [0.36]

days hh hired labour for crop activties

male -1.1 2.7 5.0 ** 1.8 -0.8 2.4 -4.5 ** 3.3
[-0.77] [2.14] [-0.24] [-2.60]

female -0.3 1.6 -1.1 1.1 1.0 1.6 -1.0 19
[-0.40] [-1.02] [0.57] [-1.01]

children -0.5 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 -1.0 * 1.0
[-1.60] [0.00] [0.61] [-1.77]

Observations 5260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference nedelling among panel householtET is the intentiorto-treat effect
(the impact)B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column} statistics clustered
at ward level in parentheses; significance levatss .1,” p<.05,” p< .0l

5.5. Impact on Credit

One motivating hypothesis for expecting productive impacts fronH8@T derivesfrom its
potential to relax various economic constraints, includagess to creditfor poor rural
households residing in areagth poorly functioning marketslTable 24shows the impact of
HSCT on various indicatoregardingoans and credit. The programmh@es not seem taffect

the capacity of beneficiaries to paif their debtseven though we observe a reduction in the
shareof households borrowing and in the amounts owed, these estimates lack statistical
significance. However, we also observe thECT is increasing the creditworthiness of
beneficiary householgdsheyare now able to purchase more often on credit (severoppd

base value of 20 percent), especially households with labour capacity (13 pp).rrorgher
after purchasing on credit, labecwnstrained households are more able to make repayments
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and the outstanding amount is lower comgaoecontrol household3.hese resultsancurwith

AIR impact report resuliseven though in this report a larger reduction in the amount of credit
outstanding is observe@ihesource of divergence most likelyin the different sample used in
the estimation.

Table 24 Impactof HSCT on credit, by labour constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
loans older than 12 months
% hh still owing money -0.003 0.092 -0.062 0.099 0.010 0.109 0.005 0.076
[-0.14] [-1.61] [0.33] [0.17]
outstanding amount (LY -2.0 7.7 9.1 10.7 -2.6 10.2 0.3 4.3
[-0.54] [-1.53] [-0.39] [0.10]
loans last 12 months
% hh borrowing -0.020 0.136 -0.075 0.177 0.041 0.157 -0.039 0.100
[-0.57] [-1.33] [0.85] [-0.84]
amount borrowed (US) -2.9 11.4 -9.1 31.9 3.0 7.6 -5.0 4.0
[-0.44] [-0.42] [0.44] [-1.52]
outstanding amount (LY -6.6 152 -11.0 42.3 -3.1 9.8 -7.5 5.6
[-0.88] [-0.51] [-0.30] [-1.39]
purchases on credit last 12 months
% hh purchasing 0.070 * 0.195 0.134 * 0.268 0.088 * 0.222 0.025 0.137
[1.87] [2.01] [1.71] [0.63]
amount of purchases (D 1.0 7.7 7.3 11.6 2.1 10.1 0.4 3.9
[0.41] [1.39] [-0.52] [0.23]
outstanding amount (Y -2.7 4.9 2.2 7.8 -6.3 * 5.9 22 * 2.7
[-1.52] [0.53] [-1.96] [-1.68]
Observations 5260 1150 1756 2 354

Note: Estimations use differenda-differencemodelling among panel householdlET is the intentiorto-treat effect (the
impact) B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column,trstiatistics clustered at ward
level in parentheses; significance levélp:< .1,” p<.05,™ p< .01

5.6. Impact on Food Security and Nutrition

The impact of the HSCT on food security and nutrition was assessedidmagiumber of
dimensions, including dietary diversity, caloric intake and-geiteption food security
questions The section complenmés the analysis carried out by American Institutes for
Research(2015) including the caloric consumption indicator and @igaggregatingall
outcomes by labotronstraint status.

The HouseholdDietary Diversity ScoreHDDS) was estimatedhy summingup twelve food
groupsconsumegdwhich implies that the score lies within a range -df20Kennedyet al,
2011) As there is no establishddDDS threshold in terms of indicatly adequay of dietary
diversity, we set dhresholdof the average diversinf the upper consumption tertdg¢baseline
(Swindale and Bilinsky, 2006Ve also analysed the total number of items consumed by the
household (145 itans) to identify possible shifts within the same food group. The results are
strong and consistent; the HSCT led to increased dietary divdrsihgverall and by each of

the labourconstrained categoriesloreover the household dietary diversity scoaeget for
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this sample is eight; the HSCT ledan8.7 pp increase in the share of households reaching the
target,which corresponds ta33 percent increase from the baseline of 27 perceatlé 25.

These results endorse the qualitative findings, wheneficiaries in all communities reported

that the transfer enabled them to increase the quantity and variety of food they consumed
(Oxford Policy Management, 2013)

Table 25 Impacts of HSCT on household dietary diversity , by labour constraints
All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
HDDS 0.621***  6.097 0.57€¢* 6.341 0.52t* 6.312 0.66(*** 5.80¢
[2.76] [1.74] [1.87] [2.85]
# consumed items 1.33C** 10.57¢ 0.70€ 11.11: 1.46%* 11.01¢ 1.23C**  9.96¢
[2.33] [0.73] [1.95] [2.45]
% hh reach the targe 0.087**  0.26¢€ 0.077 0.294 0.101 0.30¢ 0.06& 0.22C
[2.27] [1.09] [1.60] [1.43]
Observations 5256 1148 1756 2352

Note: Estimatiors use differencin-difference modelling among panel househol@$.is the intentiorto-
treat effect (the impactB is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column,
robustt statistics clustered at ward level in parenthesgsificance levels! p<.1,” p<.05,™ p<.01

Where did the more diverse food come froftif2 household survey instrumeratpture food

data using expenditure in food items during the reference period regardibsy Wvere
consumed or stored dag this period Furthemoreit includesalso ownproduced items and
gifts. At baseline all agr@cological zones in Zimbabwe were near the end of harvesting for
maize and sorghufFAQO, 2015) At follow-up the harvesting period overlapped a little with
the postharvest periodThis couldlead to aroverestimabn of the amount destined for own
consumptionalthough tlis should be the same for treatment and control houseHolds

The HSCT did not have a significant impact on daily caloric intake. This result is consistent
with Americaninstitutesfor Reseach (2015) which found no impact of the programme on
food expenditures. We find, however, a shift in the composition of calories from different
sources. The HSCT led to a significamtrease in the daily caloric intake from purchases, and

a decrease from own production and from gié¢en though the decrease for the latter two
sources is not statistically significafftable 2. In terms of the heterogeneity of the results,
the incease of calories from purchases seems to be driven mainly by severely labour
constrained households.

10 Givenavailable informationthe acquisibn of foodis usedas a proxy of intakegr theactual food eaten during
the recall periodintake and acquisdh have a positive relationshigndacquisition provides a close idea of the
amount of food eaten by household memif€edieroet al, 2014) Weuse the total number of household members
who usually live in the household for the per capita estimation.
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Table 26 Impacts of HSCT on caloric intake, by labour constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
Daily caloric intake per capita
total 84 2110 -234 1815 206 1605 134 2648
[0.53] [-1.28] [1.21] [0.49]
from
purchases 217 ¥ 354 78 412 99 * 304 383 ¥ 362
[3.87] [0.65] [1.88] [5.23]
own production -31 1138 -393 ** 1112 171 1017 -19 1245
[-0.29] [-2.37] [1.21] [-0.10]
gifts -101 619 76 292 -58 285 -228 1042
[-1.49] [1.20] [-0.95] [-1.54]
Observations 5260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among panel househol@d. is the intentiorto-treat
effect (the impact)B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column} sthtistics
clustered at warcelel in parentheses; significance levéls<.1,” p<.05,™ p<.01

Consistent with the results on dietary diversity, the HSCT also led to a clear shift in the type of
food itemsconsumedThe HSCT led to a 6.6 pp reduction (from a baseline gieddent) in

the share of calories from cereals, and an increase in the share of calories coming from roots
and tubers(1.2 pp) and legumesnuts and seed&.8 pp) and for labowunconstrained
householdsdairies(Table 27. Similar trends are founth the AIR impact reportjooking at

the share of food expenditures, though for the most parploetedchanges are not statistically
significant.

Table 27 Impacts of HSCT on share of caloric intake , by labour constraints
All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
share of calories from
cereal -0.066 *** 0.638 -0.084 ** 0.640 -0.037 0.634 -0.072 *** 0.641
[-4.06] [-2.19] [-1.56] [-3.70]
roots and tubers  0.012 *** 0.006 0.001 0.006 0.016 ** 0.007 0.014 ** 0.005
[3.32] [0.21] [2.78] [4.16]
vegetables 0.009 0.076 0.038 ** 0.078 0.007 0.073 -0.006 0.078
[1.20] [2.18] [0.74] [-0.72]
fruits 0.000 0.010 0.002 0.012 0.002 0.008 -0.004 0.009
[0.13] [0.37] [1.01] [-1.27]
meat and poultry -0.004 0.026  0.000 0.027 -0.004 0.025 -0.006 0.025
[-0.71] [0.01] [-0.80] [-0.83]
fish and seafood -0.001 0.006 -0.011 * 0.006 0.003 0.006 0.003 0.006
[-0.17] [-1.70] [0.68] [0.76]
legumes 0.048 ** 0.112 0.029 0.107 0.032 0.124 0.069 ** 0.106
[2.79] [0.74] [1.60] [4.02]
milk anddairy 0.003 0.007 0.006 ** 0.008 0.001 0.007 0.002 0.006
[1.49] [2.39] [0.53] [0.72]
oils and fats 0.005 0.067 0.010 0.068 0.000 0.061 0.003 0.072
[0.73] [0.91] [0.02] [0.26]
sweets 0.002 0.036 0.010 0.033 -0.013 ** 0.037 0.010 * 0.037
[0.79] [1.42] [-2.17] [1.95]
miscellaneos 0.000 0.005 0.001 0.005 -0.002 0.006 0.001 0.005
[0.35] [0.74] [-1.07] [1.32]
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All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
Observations 5254 1148 1755 2351

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among panel households. is the inentionto-
treat effect (the impagtB is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column, robust
t statistics clustered at ward level in parentheses; significance lepets:1,” p < .05,”™ p< .01

As with Americaninstitutesfor Researct{2015) food insecurity is proxmeasuredising the

FIES, and results are disaggregated by labonstraint Table 2§. Surprisingly, given positive

impacts on dietary diversity and caloric consumption, the HSCT led to a significant reduction

only in Mild Food Insecurity among all households and for the severely labour constrained.
However, the programe did lead to positive and significant impacts on-as#essed poverty
improvanent The HSCT changed benefici ar ybeifgousehoa
compared to the previous year. Overall, households reported being in a better state (40 pp.
increase) and less likely to be in a worse state (20 pp. reduction), as compared with the control

group.

Table 28 Impacts of HSCT on subjective food insecurity , by labour constraints
All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
2.25 2.18 2.23 2.31
FIES 0.002 8 -0.017 4 0.044 4 -0.012 4
[- [-
[0.03] 0.14 [0.55] 0.13
hh food insecurity (%)
x 0.98 0.97 0.98 - 0.98
mild -0.021 0 -0.020 3 -0.003 0 -0.034 3
. [- [- -
[-2.16] 0.85 0.27 2.22
0.89 0.86 0.89 0.90
moderate -0.001 4 0.010 6 0.008 8 -0.007 5
] [-
[-0.03] [0.16] [0.17] 0.15]
0.018 0.38 -0.020 034 0.037 035 0.025 0.42
severe 1 1 6 0
[-
[0.50] 0.29] [0.76] [0.48]
compared with 12 monttregjo hh is (%)
b 0.08 *x 0.09 * 0.08 ** 0.06
better 0.368 1 0.288 7 0.412 7 0.377 9
[12'7? [5.58] [8.61] [8.99]
0.149 032" 5000 036 5242 031 5091 » 030
same * 2 1 * 4 8
) [- [- -
[-4.25] 1.15 3.59 1.73
*x 0.59 *x 0.54 - 0.59 ** 0.62
worst -0.219 , 6 -0.198 > -0.169 9 -0.286 5
. [- - -
[-4.87] 3.04 2.28 5.74
Observations 5258 1150 1755 2353

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among paneduseholdsITT is the intentiorto-treat effect (the
impact) B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column tisthtistics clustered at ward
level in parentheses; significance levélp:< .1,” p<.05," p<.0l
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5.7. Impact on labour supply

The extent to which a household has availdd®uris likely to condition the potential for
productiveimpacts. Iflabouris available and undaertilized due to liquidity or knowledge
constraints, an increase in work papation would be expected for lekbourconstrained
households. Conversely, households with tigtabour constraints may be less responsive
(or reducelabour supply) in their work participation if members are not fit to work.
Furthermore, householdbour supply is likely to vary over the course of the year. The overall
impact of theHSCT on labour supply depends on the nature and location of the activity in
question, aswellastieous ehol dés demographic

To assess the impaat householdaboursuply, information was collected covering two time
periods: the last year and the last seven days. The former captured information on the number
of monthsand days in a typical mon#m individual was engaged in a particular activity, and
the latter captui hours and days in that activitte analysedata at household levély
aggregating individual information available in the time use and wage labour sections of the
guestionnaire. The former section is administered to all household members aged sivend ab
while the latter to members aged ten and abéteedecided to analyse labour supghd report
resultsat household level for two reasons: 1) in theoretical agricultural household models,
consumption and production decisions, and consequently lalbpptys are taken jointly
(Singhet al, 1986) the household represents the decisiaking unit, which is also the unit

of analysisand?2) attrition rate at individal level is much higher than at household letrals

we would like to avoid more serious issues of selection. blasvever, we also did some
robustness checks, lmarrying outindividuallevel analysis for some indicators and varying
samplesganel indivdualswithin panel householdganel individualsvithin the full sample of
householdsetc.) and impact results remain substantially stable.

As shown inTable 29 and as opposed to what is generally found in impact evaluations of
unconditional cash traresf programmes, we do not observe any reduction eflaaffi adult
labour supply, neither in formal wage employment nor in casicho labour. All the
indicators used, including the share of households participating in a partyadanflabour,

the nuniber of days worked and the value of payments lack statistical significantie@emore

we do not observe any significant effect if we disaggregate between agricultural and non
agricultural employmentr by gender (here unreported)
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Table 29 Impacts of HSCT on adult wage labour supply, by labour constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B

hh in wage labour (%), last year

overall 0.005 0.096 0.001 0.201 0.029 0.109 -0.019 0.033
[0.24] [0.01] [0.83] [-1.19]

agriculture -0.002 0.020 -0.015 0.042 0.012 0.018 -0.005 0.011
[-0.14] [-0.33] [0.85] [-0.46]

non-agriculture 0.017 0.079 0.057 0.175 0.018 0.090 -0.012 0.022
[1.12] [1.25] [0.56] [-0.97]

hh in wage labour (days), last year

overall 0.2 14.7 8.4 35.0 -2.6 13.3 -2.2 55
[0.09] [1.07] [-0.47] [-0.91]

agriculture -0.1 3.4 5.1 7.6 -3.5 1.9 -0.8 2.3
[-0.086] [1.37] [-1.07] [-0.36]

nonagriculture 0.7 11.2 3.3 275 1.7 10.9 -15 3.2
[0.34] [0.51] [0.44] [-1.01]

hh wage labour payments, last year

overall 23.7 108.7 79.5 276.9 26.9 101.0 -12.0 29.4
[0.77] [1.04] [0.52] [-0.77]

agriculture -2.8 225 35.5 426 -35.3 31.8 -2.2 5.2
[-0.18] [1.16] [-0.96] [-0.37]

non-agriculture 26.7 86.0 44.0 234.3 63.0 68.7 -9.9 24.3
[1.20] [0.73] [1.56] [-0.65]

hh inmaricholabour, last gar
% hh participating -0.009 0.439 0.025 0.585 0.018 0.573 -0.039 0.263

[-0.27] [0.38] [0.33] [-0.87]
days 5.3 236  -4.9 345 55 313 41 12.1
[-1.36] [-0.61] [-0.79] [-1.20]
payments 6.7 1535 -124.0 2361 473 1839 164 88.2
[0.16] [-1.15] [0.69] [0.37]
N 5260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among panel househdi@$.is the intentiorto-treat
effect (theimpact) B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column, robust
t statistics clustered at ward level in parentheses; significance lepets1,” p<.05," p<.01

The programme did appear to have an impact on ydablour devoted téarming (Table 30.

We observe a clear reduction in-famm labour, especially in the number of days worked on
the farm in the last rainy sease@( days). This reduction is particularly strong in magnitude
in labourunconstrained hoesolds {35.8 days), both for female household members and for
male household member® (and-11 days overall)The impact on the share of households
farming is not significant overall, but is negative and significant for lalbbogonstrained
households-é.5 pp).In terms of the type of activity, thiecreasés statistically significant for
land preparation and harvesting, while for other-harvest tasks, such as weeding and
fertilizing, we do not sesignificant impactsThis reduction in offarm labaur is difficult to
interpret. Probably the shift from maize to pearl millet amghdnut production observed in
Table 19contributed to these results, since maize cropping is more laftensive than the
other types of crops. However, more researcheasli@e in order to shed light on these results.
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Table 30 Impacts of HSCT on adult on -farm labour supply, by labour
constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B

hh farming last rainy season (%)

overall -0.022 0.876 -0.045 * 0.951 0.002 0.945 -0.026 0.784
[-0.84] [-1.76] [0.09] [-0.49]

female -0.030 0.814 -0.058 * 0.909 -0.034 0.902 -0.008 0.699
[-1.14] [-1.86] [-1.17] [-0.15]

male -0.029 0.459 -0.110 0.732 0.051 0.524 -0.053 0.271
[-1.56] [-1.54] [1.62] [-1.56]

land preparation ~ -0.035 0.849 -0.040 * 0.949 -0.006 0.935 -0.048 0.733
[-1.45] [-1.68] [-0.20] [-1.04]

weeding/fertilzing  -0.033 0.863 -0.050 ** 0946 -0.014 0.941 -0.040 0.762
[-1.35] [-2.17] [-0.42] [-0.74]

harvesting -0.057 0.750 -0.129 =** 0.814 -0.043 0.823 -0.028 0.662
[-1.48] [-2.32] [-1.10] [-0.44]

hh farming last rainy season (days)

overall -20.4  ** 109.0 -35.8 ** 156.9 -21.5 1353 -135 64.6
[-2.62] [-3.25] [-1.56] [-1.63]

female -9.1 ** 68.9 -129 * 90.0 -13.0 86.4 -5.6 44.8
[-2.10] [-1.74] [-1.43] [-1.04]

male -11.2 391  -22.7 ** 66.5 -84 47.3 -7.8 * 19.0
[-3.08] [-2.54] [-1.55] [-1.88]

land preparation -8.7 wx 38.0 -143 ** 549 -11.0 * 482 52 * 215
[-2.86] [-2.57] [-1.98] [-1.70]

weeding/fertilzing -5.0 56.0 -7.2 80.0 -7.0 69.2 -3.9 33.7
[-1.39] [-1.47] [-0.97] [-0.96]

harvesting -6.7 rxx 15.0 -14.3 *** 21.9 -3.5 17.9 -4.5 ** 9.3
[-3.01] [-3.41] [-1.00] [-2.31]

N 5260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Estimations use differendga-difference modelling among panel householdd. is the intentiorto-treat effect
(the impact) B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column,trstitistics clustered
at ward level in parentheses; significance levatss .1,” p<.05,” p< .0l

In terms of adult time usd,able 31 shows that there are few significant impacts of HSCT.
Adult females in moderately labcaonstrained households are slightly less engaged in
domestic chores. Furtheore and coherently with what we observedTiable 22 adults in
severely labouconstrained households are more engaged irfarom businessen the same
group of households, it is worth mentioniting correspondent reduction imdstock herding.
This can be linked tthefall in cattle ownership observed Table 21
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Table 31 Impacts of HSCT on adult time use, by labour constraints n

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B

adult domestic chess (%), yesterday

overall -0.012 0.881 -0.015 0.958 -0.033 0.914 0.006 0.818
[-0.57] [-0.32] [-1.14] [0.17]

female 0.011 0.809 0.052 0.903 -0.051 * 0.875 0.049 0.711
[0.47] [0.76] [-1.93] [1.49]

male -0.012 0.219 -0.012 0.286 0.008 0.22 -0.037 0.185
[-0.39] [-0.18] [0.17] [-1.43]

collect water 0.017 0.752 -0.073 0.883 -0.021 0.801 0.093 * 0.649
[0.49] [-1.25] [-0.53] [1.83]

collect firewood 0.029 0.526 -0.067 0.624 0.033 0.589 0.054 0.428
[0.77] [-1.04] [0.58] [1.11]

children caretaking -0.024 0.823 0.031 0.936 -0.034 0.877 -0.043 0.725
[-1.01] [0.49] [-0.97] [-1.27]

adult domestic chores (hourgesterday

overall -0.2 4.9 -0.3 7.1 -0.5 5.6 0.1 3.3
[-0.48] [-0.35] [-1.17] [0.19]

female -0.2 4.3 -0.4 6.1 -0.7 * 5.0 0.2 2.7
[-0.73] [-0.48] [-1.84] [0.80]

male 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.9 0.2 0.6 -0.2 * 0.5
[0.31] [0.24] [1.09] [-1.74]

collect water 0.0 1.1 0.1 1.7 -0.2 1.1 0.0 0.8
[-0.09] [0.44] [-1.41] [0.27]

collect firewood 0.1 0.9 0.1 1.3 0.0 1.0 0.1 0.6
[0.74] [0.51] [0.11] [0.53]

children caretaking  -0.2 3.0 -0.6 4.2 -0.3 3.6 0.0 1.9
[-1.04] [-0.86] [-0.91] [-0.21]

adult time use (%), last week
nonfarm business  0.065 0.274 0.079 0.355 0.05 0.299 0.066 ** 0.214

[1.53] [1.28] [0.78] [1.99]

livestock herding  -0.005 0.258 0.013 0.364 -0.002 0.322 -0.024 0.155
[-0.15] [0.21] [-0.04] [-0.69]

forestry 0.033 0.128 0.089 * 0.154 0.016 0.128 0.005 0.115
[1.07] [1.79] [0.39] [0.11]

maricholabour -0.019 0.207 -0.043 0.303 -0.041 0.264 0.012 0.114
[-0.81] [-0.61] [-1.01] [0.37]

wage labour 0 0.049 -0.002 0.099 -0.008 0.054 0 0.021
[0.02] [-0.03] [-0.27] [0.01]

adult time us (hours), last week

nonfarm business 1.5 5.6 2.2 9.0 0.2 6.1 1.6 * 3.4
[1.19] [0.91] [0.09] [2.00]

livestock herding -0.2 7.4 1.3 11.0 -0.1 9.4 -1.7 x 3.9
[-0.16] [0.48] [-0.04] [-2.12]

forestry 0.3 0.7 0.6 1.0 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.6
[1.29] [1.21] [-0.07] [1.22]

11 Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among panel householdq. is the
intentionto-treat effect (the impactPB is the overall baseline mean of thdicator shown in the
preceding column, robusstatistics clustered at ward level in parentheses; significance leygels:
<.1,”" p<.05™ p<.01
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All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
maricholabour -0.8 5.4 -5.5 111 0.7 5.6 0.7 25
[-0.85] [-1.41] [0.52] [0.83]
wage labour -0.2 1.9 -0.4 45 -1.1 1.8 0.3 0.6
[-0.29] [-0.21] [-0.86] [0.55]
N 5260 1150 1756 2354

We investigate also child labour outcomes and timeMsst evidence, especially form Latin

America, shows that social protection programmes similar to HSCT can reduce child labour
(Tirivayi et al, 2013). Therefore weexpect the HSCT to have an impact on this dimension,

reducing

h

ousehol

ds 6

need

for

help

from

chi

activities, or their engagement in d&rm labour,even though participation in casual labour
and wage employment is not very common for children in the rural areas targeted by this study,
cator

as seeniable 14
in the activity and intensity of participation. For farming @tes and domestic chores, the

For

each

i ndi

we

i nvest

gat e

sample is made up of children aged six to 17, while for wage employment, the sample includes

children fromtento 17 years of age. As shownTiable 31 we observe a general reduction in

ontfarm labour, even though most bktresults are not statistically significant.iSstentwith
the AIR impact report, the number of days worked by girls is negative and statistically

significant, with a minor difference in the magnitddézurthemoreg there is no impact of
HSCT onmarichdcasual labour and wage labour (results not reported).

Table 32 Impacts of HSCT on children on -farm labour , by labour constraints
All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
children in hh farminglast rainy season (%)
overall -0.013 0.571 -0.052 0.589 0.035 0.727 -0.038 0.442
[-0.47] [-1.01] [0.87] [-0.93]
girls -0.004 0.398 -0.081 * 0.404 0.032 0.531 -0.007 0.293
[-0.16] [-1.84] [0.75] [-0.18]
boys -0.018 0.393 0.016 0.390 -0.023 0.520 -0.033 0.298
[-0.78] [0.31] [-0.50] [-0.92]
land preparation -0.002 0.496 -0.004 0.500 0.004 0.624 -0.012 0.395
[-0.06] [-0.07] [0.08] [-0.29]
weeding/fertilzing 0.001 0.520 -0.038 0.528 0.048 0.659 -0.035 0.410
[0.03] [-0.71] [0.96] [-0.76]
harvesting -0.029 0.411 -0.096 0.429 -0.011 0.516 -0.024 0.322
[-0.80] [-1.57] [-0.17] [-0.53]
children in hh farminglast rainy seasofdays)
overall -5.2 52.7 9.7 46.2 -3.5 75.5 -7.0 385
[-1.13] [-1.08] [-0.34] [-1.05]
girls -46 * 266 -4.5 24.0 -3.9 37.0 -6.6 20.0
[-1.93] [-0.84] [-0.73] [-1.52]
boys -0.6 26.1 -5.2 22.2 0.3 38.4 -0.3 18.5

12 The statistical unit irAIR estimates is the individual, not the household. Funtioee children aged 18 are
included in the estimation. Thisay explain the slight difference in the point estimates.
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All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.

ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
[-0.19] [-0.92] [0.05] [-0.08]

land preparation -1.0 17.9 -1.3 16.2 -0.7 26.2 -2.2 124
[-0.57] [-0.33] [-0.18] [-0.89]

weeding/fertilzing -1.8 27.3 -3.4 23.1 -0.3 39.0 -3.6 20.4
[-0.75] [-0.82] [-0.06] [-1.06]

harvesting -2.4 7.5 -5.0 * 6.9 -2.5 10.2 -1.2 5.6
[-1.64] [-2.53] [-0.89] [-0.71]
N 5260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modeltig among panel household3T is the intentiorto-treat
effect (the impact)B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column} sthtistics
clustered at ward level in parentheses; significance l€vpls:.1,” p< .05, p< .01

With respect to children $ime use, HSCT does not have a substantial impact on domestic
chores, except for boys in labeumconstrained households, where we observe a 15 pp drop in

the share of households with at leasechild doing wok at home Table 33. Furthemore

we observe also a 7.5 pp reduction in the share of households with a child involved in livestock

herding the week prior to the survey.

Table 33 Impacts of HSCT on children time use, by labour constraints
All Unconstr. M od. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
children domestic chores (%), yesterday
overall -0.065 0.517 -0.147 * 0.469 -0.064 0.641 -0.014 0.446
[-1.39] [-1.78] [-1.42] [-0.23]
girls -0.022 0.396 -0.046 0.3%  0.000 0.500 -0.013 0.326
[-0.52] [-0.60] [-0.01] [-0.25]
boys -0.055 0.239 -0.151 ** 0.192 -0.038 0.303 -0.027 0.215
[-1.65] [-2.50] [-0.75] [-0.83]
collect water -0.042 0.453 -0.101 0.402 -0.061 0556 0.010 0.399
[-1.17] [-1.40] [-1.37] [0.21]
collect firewood -0.057 0.272 -0.095 0.217 -0.050 0.331 -0.061 0.254
[-1.49] [-1.30] [-0.79] [-1.65]
children caretaking -0.028 0.351 -0.071 0.294 0.038 0.453 -0.059 0.301
[-0.68] [-0.97] [0.66] [-1.32]
children domestic chores (hours), yedtsr
overall -0.3 2.3 -0.1 2.1 -0.2 2.9 -0.4 2.0
[-0.88] [-0.20] [-0.45] [-1.39]
girls -0.1 1.7 0.3 15 -0.2 21 -0.2 1.4
[-0.43] [0.60] [-0.56] [-0.67]
boys -0.2 0.7 -0.4 0.5 0.0 0.8 -0.2 0.6
[-1.43] [-1.23] [-0.08] [-1.64]
collect water 0.1 0.8 0.2 0.8 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.7
[0.65] [0.62] [1.03] [0.13]
collect firewood -0.2 0.6 -0.2 0.5 -0.2 0.7 -02 * 0.6
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All Unconstr. M od. constr. Sev.constr.

ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B

[-1.50] [-0.71] [-1.04] [-1.87]

children caretaking  -0.2 0.9 -0.1 0.7 -0.1 1.3 -0.2 0.7
[-1.04] [-0.48] [-0.61] [-1.16]

children time us (%), last week

nonfarm business  0.030 0.116 0.048 0.135 0.043 0.145 0.005 0.083
[1.43] [1.49] [1.24] [0.25]

livestock herding  -0.076 ** 0.259 -0.084 0.269 -0.122 ** 0.348 -0.035 0.185
[-2.27] [-1.15] [-2.58] [-0.91]

forestry 0.029 0.112 -0.017 0.124 0.044 0.130 0.036 0.092
[1.09] [-0.46] [1.12] [1.27]

maricholabour 0.022 0.042 0.003 0.027 0.032 0.052 0.024 0.042
[1.58] [0.12] [1.13] [1.44]

wage hbour -0.003 0.011 -0.020 0.007 -0.001 0.017 0.002 0.009
[-0.48] [-1.59] [-0.04] [0.30]

children time use (hours), last week

nonfarm business 0.2 1.6 0.7 1.6 0.4 2.0 -0.2 1.2
[0.56] [0.94] [0.68] [-0.49]

livestock herding -2.0 8.0 15 7.8 -5.4 ** 11.3 -1.3 5.5
[-1.57] [0.66] [-2.16] [-1.16]

forestry 0.4 0.8 -0.4 0.9 0.5 0.9 0.7 0.6
[1.31] [-1.28] [0.97] [1.57]

maricholabour 10 * 1.0 0.0 0.5 20 1.3 08 * 0.9
[1.93] [0.05] [1.65] [1.70]

wage labour 0.1 0.5 -0.7 * 0.3 0.7 1.0 0.0 0.2
[0.15] [-1.89] [0.61] [-0.04]

N 5260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among panel households: is the intentiorto-treat effect
(the impact) B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column sihtistics clustered
at ward level in parentheses; significance levatss .1, ™ p<.05," p< .0l

5.8 Impact on social networks and informal transfers

Oxford Policy Management(2013) s h o ws the IH&GT wds gradually enabling some
individuals to rebuild and solidify their existing social networks and better engage with their
communities through church offerings, funeral contributions and generally through increased
opportunity for reciprocity with their friends and neighbauiReceipt of the HSCT is supposed

to increase beneficial riskharing arrangements and economic collatlon underpinned by
social capital. The main hypothesis is that changes in social networks linked to the transfer
positively affect the most vulnerable and least powerful people in a community through greater
inclusion and increased ability to maksocial contributions, thus improving their livelihood
choices. In this quantitative report, weartially confirm these resultAs shown inTable 34

while no significant result is found overall, at subgroup levelfeunda 10 pp increasm
participation 6r unconstrained household intaukarqg an informal savings group and
investment club. Furtherore participation in burial societies increased by 4 pp for severely
labourconstrained households. The same group of households sligltlgasedtheir
contributionto churches (1.4USD) and to burial societies (1.2USD).
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Observations

Table 34 Impacts of HSCT on social networks, by labour constraints
All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
hh participation (%)
ary network 0.009 0.842 0.031 0.884 -0.011 0.881 -0.008 0.791
[0.32] [0.62] [-0.33] [-0.17]
church 0.020 0.645 0.062 0.708 -0.027 0.733 0.014 0.545
[0.76] [1.12] [-0.71] [0.32]
women livelihood group  0.002 0.023 0.028 0.020 -0.025 0.034 0.009 0.016
[0.31] [1.58] [-1.41] [0.85]
business cooperative 0.005 0.009 0.010 0.014 0.006 0.011 0.000 0.006
[0.86] [0.71] [0.66] [-0.00]
mukaro 0.043 0.593 0.105 * 0.612 0.063 0.599 -0.007 0.579
[1.12] [2.09] [1.24] [-0.14]
farmer group 0.025 0.046 0.054 0.066 0.034 0.056 0.008 0.030
[1.51] [1.65] [1.28] [0.39]
burial society 0.005 0.054 -0.025 0.055 -0.007 0.054 0.040 * 0.054
[0.34] [-1.23] [-0.32] [1.90]
hh contribution (USD)
any network 1.4 12.1 6.9 229 -0.9 13.4 2.5 5.6
[0.38] [0.89] [-0.16] [1.12]
church -0.1 4.6 -2.4 7.3 -03 4.9 14 * 2.9
[-0.07] [-0.59] [-0.16] [1.69]
women livelihood group ~ 0-1 0.7 0.8 08 -08 14 01 01
[0.15] [0.97] [-0.56] [0.71]
business cooperative -0.5 0.4 0.0 01 14 11 01 0.0
[-0.99] [-0.11] [-0.93] [-0.85]
mukaro -1.2 9.5 12.3 22.0 -2.5 8.5 -2.6 3.9
[-0.27] [1.08] [-0.44] [-0.76]
farmer group -0.2 0.4 0.0 0.7 -0.3 0.5 -0.2 0.1
[-0.61] [-0.04] [-0.61] [-0.80]
burial society -0.3 1.7 -2.1 4.0 0.1 1.4 1.2 * 0.7
[-0.33] [-1.15] [0.08] [1.82]
5254 1150 1753 2351

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among panel household@$. is the intenbn-to-treat effect
(the impact) B is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column sihtistics clustered
at ward level in parentheses; significance levatss .1,” p<.05,” p< .0l

Furthemore the HSCT ledd an increase in the share of households making or receiving
informal transfers. Thee transfers take the form of sharing arrangements, particularly around
agricultural inputs and labour. Therogramme led to &.7 pp increase in the share of
households dring inputs (from a base @b percent) and &41.2pp increase (from a base of

65 percent) in the share of households receiving any kind of trgfisfele 35. The HSCT led

to a 28 pp increase (from a base of 2.6 percent) in the share of beneficiaghadds sharing
inputs.
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Table 35 Impacts of HSCT on informal transfers, by labour constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B

hh received informal transfers (%)

total 0.112 * 0.655 0.209 ** 0.575 0.052 0620 0.132 ** 0.722
[2.08] [2.39] [0.75] [2.48]

in cash 0.024 0.266 -0.045 0.201 -0.024 0.261 0.094 0.303
[0.57] [-0.71] [-0.40] [1.46]

in kind 0.072 0.508 0.100 0.422 0.026 0.460 0.111 0.587
[1.13] [1.08] [0.40] [1.47]

in labour 0.000 0.208 0.053 0.122 -0.002 0.159 -0.011 0.289
[0.00] [0.73] [-0.06] [-0.26]

in ag inputs 0.057 * 0.248 0.035 0.209 0.068 0.234 0.070 0.278
[1.67] [0.59] [1.62 [1.54]

value of informal transfers received, USD

total 8.4 78.2 38.5 746 -22.8 88.0 10.0 72.5
[0.48] [1.51] [-0.83] [0.76]

in cash 25 29.3 12.3 313 -17.3 38.9 6.9 20.9
[0.28] [0.66] [-1.05] [1.23]

in kind 5.8 48.9 26.2 43.3 -5.5 49.0 3.0 51.7
[0.52] [1.33] [-0.43] [0.29]

hh made informal transfers (%)

total -0.018 0.168 -0.018 0.204 0.056 0.178 -0.063 0.143
[-0.58] [-0.24] [1.20] [-1.423

in cash 0.014 0.031 0.032 0.054 0.015 0.029 0.001 0.020
[1.04] [1.02] [0.55] [0.08]

in kind -0.017 0.096 -0.051 0.125 0.077 *= 0.101 -0.063 * 0.077
[-0.72] [-0.99] [2.08] [-1.93]

in labour -0.025 0.067 -0.005 0.093 -0.033 0.075 -0.024 0.047
[-1.25] [-0.08] [-0.93] [-0.84]

in ag inputs 0.028 * 0.052 0.015 0.053 0.037 0.068 0.032 0.039
[1.74] [0.55] [0.97] [1.53]

value of informal transfers madeSD

total -4.8 7.2 -1.2 5.8 -12.7 11.8 0.1 4.4
[-1.02] [-0.30] [-1.21] [0.02]

in cash -1.0 2.9 0.8 2.8 -1.6 2.3 -2.5 3.3
[-0.51] [0.36] [-0.66] [-0.49]

in kind -3.7 4.3 -2.0 3.0 -111 9.5 2.6 1.0
[-1.17] [-0.79] [-1.32] [0.91]

Observations 5260 1150 1756 2354

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among panel househol@3. is the intentiorto-treat
effect (the impact)B is the overadlbaseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column, robust
t statistics clustered at ward level in parentheses; significance lepets1,” p< .05, p<.01



The survey instrument provideome information also amwide rang®f socal programmes,
both public and private. At baselinground8 percentof the eligible samplereceived cash
support mainly from theBasic Education Assistance Module (BEAM)hile aroundhalf of the
sample received #kind support, particularly in the forof food parcels or agricultural inpufEhe
qualitative study states that one of the unintended consequences of the cash trassifiers w
exclusion of beneficiaries from other forms of support provided to the commOnigyall we
founda significant reluctionin the incidence of receivingashfrom other social programmes
The impact is higher among households with labour capadiigre the probability of receiving
any type of support decreasky 16 pp(Table 3§. As opposed to the full sample, thepact

on labourunconstrained householdsconcentrated on4kind transfers.

Table 36 Impacts of HSCT on access to programs, by labour constraints

All Unconstr. Mod. constr. Sev.constr.
ITT B ITT B ITT B ITT B
hh received transfers from sakprogranmes (%)
overall -0.032 0.560 -0.164 * 0.530 0.051 0.538 -0.037 0.593
[-0.68] [-1.91] [0.86] [-0.72]
in cash -0.029 * 0.080 -0.044 0.078 -0.031 0.068 -0.019 0.091
[-1.82] [-1.64] [-1.43] [-0.75]
in kind -0.041 0.537 -0.160 * 0.511 0.066 0.507 -0.065 0.573
[-0.83] [-1.88] [1.10] [-1.15]
Total value received from social prognares (USD)
overall 18.6 58.4 7.0 61.1 33.8 62.0 5.3 54.2
[1.50] [0.41] [1.63] [0.52]
in cash 5.8 4.9 1.6 4.1 12.4 4.7 -0.7 5.5
[1.00] [0.57] [0.81] [-0.33]
in kind 11.0 56.6 4.6 59.5 220 * 59.2 2.6 53.1
[1.08] [0.28] [1.93] [0.25]
Observations 5250 1149 1752 2349

Note: Estimations use differenda-difference modelling among panel househol@$.is the intentiorto-
treat effect (the impactB is the overall baseline mean of the indicator shown in the preceding column,
robustt statistics clusteredt ward level in parentheses; significance levetss .1,” p<.05,™ p<.01
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6. Conclusions

This report uses data collected fromiZamonth nonrandomized phas@ design at district

level (2013 and 20%) to analyse the impact of td@mbabwe Hamonized Social Cash Transfer

on productive activities and investments, asset accumulation, household food security and
nutrition and household labour allocation.

These impacts are conditioned by the demographic and productive characteristics of the
houselolds that receive the transfer. Over ttinrds of the households are either moderately
or severely labour constrained. Almost 70 percent of households are-fezadied, and almost

60 percent are headed by an elderly person. The majority of househa@dmhanphan. These
households have low levels of productive aséais average three years of education for the
household headvith less than one hectare of land and a few agricultural implements. Crop
production is focused on subsistence agriculturénéone consumption, primarily maize and
sorghumusing traditional technology with very low levels of modern inputs or access to credit.
Over threequarters of beneficiary households own livestock, most with poultry, but over half
of these households ownttta as well as small ruminants. At baseline just 12 percent of
households had a ndarm enterprise. Labour markets are also thonly five percent of adults
worked in wage labour at baseline, and only a quartaerarichocasual wage labour. Child
labaur is quite pervasive, with over half of all children agedi76éworking in family crop
activities.

Within this context of relatively low productive potential, the HSCT did have a significant
impact on beneficiary agricultural activiti€éstheir most impordnt source of income. The
programme led to a diversification in crop production; households moved away from traditional
crops such as maize and sorghum to groundnuts, roundnuts and finger and pearl millet. The
programme led to a shift in input useredudion in the already low use of pesticides, and an
increase in the amount spent chemical fertilizers, though significant only for severely
constrained households. Overall, market participation from crop production remains low. On
the other hand, the programe led to an increase in the share of households owning livestock
overall, as well as goats and chickens. The positive impact on the number of animals was
significant for goats for unconstrained and moderately constrained households and for chickens
for severely constrained households.

In addition to agricultural production, the HSCT is associated with an increase in the proportion
and profitability of households running a rfamm enterprise and in the share of households
operating a noffiarm enterprisgparticularly among severely labeoonstrained households.
According to the data these operations can generate considerable amounts of cash, and thus
may constitute a viable alternative to salbsistence farming even though at this point the
share of hoseholds with these enterprises is still quite small. In terms of labour supply, the
HSCT did not constitute a disincentive to woakd participation in wage and casual labour

has not decreased because of the programme. However, the programme ledi¢tican red

the number of daythat adults worked otfiarm. This result may be linked to the shift from

maize to pearl millet angroundnut production, which are generally less labotansive.

Besides agricultural and other incomgenerating activities wexamined impacts on access to
credit, nutrition and dietary diversity. In turn, tHSCT helped relax financial constraints and
resulted in a higher volume of purchases on cr&isitive and consistent impacts in food
security and nutrition indators wee found allowing households to have better access to a more
diverse dietYet households did not increase daily caloric intéke: diversified their source
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of calories with shifts from cereals to richer nutrient foods (roots and tubers, vegetables,
legumes, nuts, seeds) and sweets, and hence a decrease in the levels of food insecurity

Positive impacts were also found on social networks, with labooonstrained households
increasing their participation imukaro groups and also moderately increasing rthei
contributions into churches and burial societies. The programme also allowed beneficiary
households to increase informal sharing arrangements within the community. However, t
probability of receivingransfers from other social programmes (particuliariind for labour
unconstrained househo)dsassignificantly reduced an unintentional negative effect of the
HSCT.

Finally, many of the impacts on productive activities and food security indicators were observed
in labourconstrained households, whidre much smaller than households with labour
capacity; hence they received a lErger capita HSCT transfer. The impact analysis of this
report therefore concsimwith the overall evaluation of the programme made by AVRich

found impacts on consumpti@md across other domains mainly amem@ller households and
fewerimpacts on the full sample or among larger households.
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Appendix:  Tables & Figures

Figur e 1 Treatment and control districts included in the evaluation
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Figur e 2 Age pyramids for households facing different labour constraints
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Figur e 3  Violin plot of per capita HSCT transfer valu e
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Tabl e A1 Observable baseline balanc e
. Mean Mean . - Total %

Indicator T ©) At aile N bias
hhin crop production 0.805 0.748 0.057 0.100 1,486 13.68
hhplanted maize 0.680 0.642 0.037 0.844 1,138 7.88
hhplanted sorghum 0.231 0.188 0.043 0.219 1,138 10.47
hhplanted wheat 0.044 0.024 0.020 0.378 1,138 11.25
hhplanted beans 0.086 0.106  -0.019 0.417 1,138 6.58
hhplanted peas 0.014 0.007 0.006 0.129 1,138 6.16
hhplanted vegetables 0.771 0.745 0.027 0.579 1,138 6.22
hhplanted fruits 0.095 0.049 0.046 0.075 1,138 17.70
quantity harvested, maize, kg 51.767 34.295 17.472 0.025 1,138 15.73
quantity harvested, sorghum, kg 15.480 12.030 3.450 0.311 1,138 6.67
quantity harvested, wheat, kg 3.525 2500 1.025 0.784 1,138 3.77
hh participated in crop market 0.071 0.062 0.009 0.904 1,138 3.66
total earnings from selling crops 9.624 16.515 -6.891 0.064 1,138 8.28
hhused any crop inputs 0.978 0.978 0.000 0.649 1,138 0.09
hhused seed 0.969 0.974  -0.005 0.679 1,138 3.00
hhused pesticide 0.127 0.124 0.003 0.707 1,138 0.91
hhused organic fertilizer 0.339 0.374 -0.035 0.156 1,138 7.33
hhused inorganic fertilizer 0.231 0.184 0.046 0.586 1,138 11.40
hh purchased any crop inputs 0.439 0.394 0.045 0.351 1,138 9.09
hh purchased seed 0.325 0.308 0.017 0494 1,138 3.66
hh purchased pesticide 0.092 0.102  -0.011 0.683 1,138 3.60
hh purchased organic fertilizer 0.025 0.026 0.000 0.193 1,138 0.08
hh purchased inorganic fertilizer 0.114 0.084 0.030 0.637 1,138 9.93
hh expenditure for crop inputs 63.447  58.088 5.360 0.849 1,138 281
hh expenditure for seed 23.749 25.082 -1.333 0.879 1,138 1.81
hh expenditure for pesticide 5.524 4.224 1.299 0.671 1,138 4.97
hh expenditure for organic fertilizer 3.820 4735 -0.915 0.585 1,138 251
hh expenditure for inorganic fertilizer 30.354  24.046 6.309 0.888 1,138 4.47
hired ag. labar: days for crop activities 3.680 2.166 1.514 0.327 1,138 6.45
hhowns/herds any livestock 0.613 0.579 0.034 0.275 1,486 6.92
sheep owad byhh 0.238 0.238 0.000 0.970 886 0.08
goats owned biah hh 0.203 0.213 -0.010 0.906 886 2.35
horse owned bjah 0.107 0.075 0.032  0.699 886 11.21
donkey owned byh 0.301 0.278 0.023  0.959 886 5.13
chicken owned byh 0.485 0.502 -0.018 0.697 886 352
pig owned byhh 0.203 0.292 -0.089 0.003 886 20.71
cattle owned bjh 0.557 0.493 0.064 0.786 886 12.78
# sheep owned hiyh 1.415 1.187 0.228  0.920 886 5.13
# goats owned blgh 1.212 1.112 0.100  0.947 886 2.73
# horse owned blgh 0.153 0.093 0.059 0474 886 13.79
# donkey owned bith 0.513 0.423 0.090 0.841 886 9.84
# chicken owned biih 2.279 2421 -0.141  0.964 886 3.54
# pig owned byhh 0.286 0.369 -0.083 0.016 886 10.86
# cattle owned bjh 1.627 1.341 0.286  0.751 886 13.97
hh participatesn livestock mkt. 0.275 0.318 -0.043 0.243 886 9.34
hh sold livestock byproducts 0.096 0.091 0.005 0.429 886 1.70
hhearnings from all byroduct sales 39.775 34535 5.240 0.552 886 1.82
hhused any livestock inputs 0.509 0.432 0.076 0.918 886 15.35
hhused feed 0.419 0.364 0.055  0.925 886 11.22
hhused fodder 0.214 0.180 0.034  0.359 886 8.56
hhused vet services 0.227 0.208 0.019 0.702 886 4.63
hhpurchased any livestock inputs 0.395 0.360 0.035 0.789 886 7.30
hhpurchased feed 0.378 0.334 0.044 0.873 886 9.11
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. Mean Mean . - Total %

Indicator ) © 9 e N bias

hh purchased fodder 0.013 0.012 0.001 0.287 886 1.28
hhpurchased vet services 0.122 0.145  -0.023 0.425 886 6.64
hh expenditure for livestock inputs 39.897 35.685 4.213 0.786 886 3.58
hh expenditure for feed 26.498 22.061 4.437 0.965 886 5.47
hh expenditure for fodder 3.913 4533 -0.620 0.600 886 1.17
hh expenditure for vet services 9.487 9.091 0.396 0.861 886 1.10
hired ag. labar: days for livestock activities 4.498 1.638 2.860 0.102 886 9.40
hhowns any asset 0.629 0.554 0.075 0.155 1,257 15.32
hhowns hoe 0.573 0.505 0.068 0.249 1,257 13.60
hh owns sprayer 0.009 0.011  -0.002 0.393 1,257 1.98
hh owns plough 0.222 0.153 0.069 0.195 1,257 17.73
hh owns planter 0.108 0.054 0.054  0.003 1,257 19.95
hh owns tractor 0.008 0.008 0.000 0.890 1,257 0.36
hh owns cultivator 0.137 0.078 0.059 0.004 1,257 19.23
hh owns scotcltart 0.100 0.055 0.045 0.110 1,257 16.74
hh owns yokes 0.250 0.172 0.078 0.100 1,257 19.08
hhrents tractor 0.067 0.062 0.005 0.880 1,257 2.20
hh operating nosfarm kusiness last 12 months 0.198 0.179 0.020 0.306 1,486 4.99
hh operating notffarm business last 30 days 0.703 0.644 0.059 0.203 280 1251
# of nonfarm enterprises operated 1.054 1.030 0.024  0.539 280 10.92
# of employees 0.236 0.106 0.130 0.579 280 14.46
# months in operation 6.405 6.220 0.186 0.780 280 4.57
hhreceived public transfers 0.135 0.131 0.004 0.573 1,486 1.16
hh member received pension 0.112 0.108 0.004 0.589 1,486 1.34
hhreceived private transfers 0.424 0.388 0.036 0.765 1,486 7.33
hhreceived remittance from nemsident members 0.258 0.223 0.035 0.416 1,486 8.21
hhreceived cash support from family members 0.139 0.147  -0.008 0.420 1,486 2.36
hhreceived cash support from nféamily members 0.066 0.068  -0.002 0.525 1,486 0.83
hh madeprivate transfers 0.076 0.078  -0.002 0.238 1,486 0.81
hhreceived food from network members 0.700 0.763  -0.063 0.027 1,486 14.26
hh provided food to network members 0.470 0.501  -0.031 0.234 1,486 6.16
hhreceived help in time/labour from network mesrb 0.116 0.108 0.008 0.677 1,486 2.60
hh provided help in time/labour to network members 0.183 0.160 0.024  0.756 1,486 6.29
hhreceived aginputs from network members 0.463 0.406 0.057 0.904 1,486 11.56
hh provided aginputs with network members 0.232 0.241  -0.009 0.536 1,486 2.18
hh saved money 0.510 0.475 0.035 0.923 1,486 7.02
amount of savings, last contribution 39.296 27.100 12.196 0.169 1,486 7.71
hhborrowed money, last 12 months 0.668 0.720  -0.052 0.047 1,486 11.27
outstanding amount afebts 271.625 233.588 38.036 0.682 1,269 7.26
hh bought on credit in last 12 months 0.373 0.347 0.026 0.830 1,468 5.39
individual in any labour activity, last 12 months 0.608 0.603 0.004 0.309 3,563 0.91
individual in paidwork outside théh, last 12months 0.333 0.336 -0.003 0.812 3,563 0.65
individual in any own agriculture activities, last 12 montt  0.493 0.473 0.020 0.271 3,563 4.07
individual in norfarm business activities, last 12 months ~ 0.062 0.073  -0.012 0.986 3,563 4.61
individual in any &bour activity, last week 0.476 0.485  -0.009 0.975 3563 1.74
individual in paidwork outside théh, last week 0.325 0.329 -0.004 0.828 3,563 0.87
individual in any own agriculture activities, last week 0.254 0.234 0.021 0.450 3,563 4.80
individual inown nonrfarm business activities, last week 0.026 0.036  -0.010 0.642 3,563 5.79
hours last week: any labp 12.822 13.194 -0.372 0.990 3,563 1.77
hours last week: paid labour 4.851 5.294  -0.444 0.585 3,563 3.34
hours last week: crop and livestock 7.272 6.949 0.323 0.696 3,563 2.04
hours last week: own enterprise 0.699 0.951 -0.252 0.619 3,563 4.16
individual with permanent jobs 0.023 0.028  -0.006 0.354 3,563 3.56
individual with temporary jobs 0.040 0.048 -0.008 0.878 3,563 3.81
individual with occa®nal jobs 0.265 0.254 0.011 0.493 3,563 2.60
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