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DO CASH TRANSFERS ALTER HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION?

EVIDENCE FROM SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

BY
Fernanda Assuncao Soares
ABSTRACT
Cash transfer programs have emerged as a core povertyioadicategy and have been
recently adopted by a few Sub-Saharan Africa countries, but iergossibility that
these programs have perverse effects on household behavior. Té#schesises
experimental data from two cash transfer programs in MalawKenga to evaluate the
effects of cash transfer on household composition by focusing on the belbévior
household members with respect to inwards and outwards migrationysinahsed on
the data collected before and after the programs’ impletn@mtgrovide overall
supportive evidence that cash transfers do alter household structuedfelaying
migration flows. The results show that in Kenya households thaveecgansfers were
more likely to send off young adult members, suggesting that ribgrgm provided
resources to overcome short-term economic constrains. In contradalawi the
provision of cash transfers increased the number of young aduksimént households,
although it is not clear if this is driven by new members joitireghousehold or because
members are less likely to leave. The discrepancy of findingseba Malawi and Kenya
suggests that programs with similar designs can have oppdsité when implemented

in different context.
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INTRODUCTION

High levels of poverty have long been a major concern in Sub-Saharan Africa
(SSA). During the 1990s, the number of poor people rose substantially in the region as a
result of the rapid population growth (Kakwani, Veras & Son, 2005). For SSA, achieving
the Millennium Development Goal of halving poverty between 1990 and 2015 is
considered ambitious as many countries in the continent are not growingdagheor
because the growth they experience is not being translated into povertyoredtiet
rapid rate (Ibid).

Cash transfers to the poor have emerged as a core poverty reduction strategy
fight the increasing levels of poverty in the region and have been implementethlpy
countries. Cash transfer Programs were first adopted in Latin Anfielfmaing the
model of the Mexicarogresaprogram and later the concept spread across the world,
including SSAProgresalaunched in 1997, was pioneer in its approach as it dispensed
money directly to beneficiary households, which represented a change from the
traditional programs that provided subsidized necessities (Levy, 2006). In addition, the
program was conditional on specific behaviors related to nutrition, health and education
(Ibid).

SSA countries have adopted this model in recent years, implementing programs
that provide immediate relief of poverty through direct cash transfers to poohbltlise
at the same time that it incentivizes human capital development. There areehdwe
main differences between Latin America and African programs, RAifistan programs

do not target all poor households, but focus on the extremely poor and labour-constrained



that cannot access labour-based interventions (Schubert & Slater, 2006). Second, most
schemes in Africa do not include health and education conditionalities, although many of
them have the goal of improving human capital (Ibid). There are also differ@moss)

the different programs that have been implemented within the region, as thelffera

in their design and targeted population.

Like any public policy, Cash Transfer programs may have perverse effects on
household behavior. A vast amount of reseasciggests that the link between public
policies and demographic behavior is complex. Public policies define opportunities and
constraints to families through the levels of benefits it provides and the conditions
eligibility (Gauthier, 2001). The impact of the policies is additionally infludrimethe
income and opportunity sets of individuals, as well as the norms, stigma, and sanctions
associated with the receipt of benefits and with non-traditional forms of bel(dowr
According to this rationale, cash transfers, as a public program, can influence
demographic and economic behaviors of beneficiary households. This thesis confines the
discussion on the impact of cash transfers on household structure change primarily
through migration.

The objective of this research is to determine whether providing cash to poor Sub-
Saharan households alters their composition by focusing on the behavior of household
members with respect to inwards and outwards migration. More specificalyhdsis

explores the manner in which households respond to changing economic incentives by

1. Chesnais Jean-Claude. (1996) “Fertility, Fandlyd Social PolicyPopulation and Development
Review 22 (4)

Gauthier, A.H. (1996). “The measured and unmeaiseffects of welfare benefits on families:
Consequences for Europe's demographic treBdsdpe's Population in the 19903. Coleman. Oxford:
Oxford University Press



analyzing if existing household members stay in the household or leave or if new
members join the household as a result of the cash transfer program. BEyéheféocus

is on inwards and outwards migration as a driver of household adjustment. This study
provides an insight on the socio-economic determinants of emigration in SSA and how
public transfers that alter household resources can influence the decisiagredeanit

thus offers a unique opportunity to analyze how changes in household income can
determine emigration. In addition, this research explores the main fdw@odetermine

the decision of individuals to remain or join a household and how this decision can be
affected by short-term changes in economic incentives.

Previous empirical evidence found that indeed cash transfer programs alter
household composition. Winters et al. (2009) analyzed the Nicaraguan Conditional Cash
Transfer Program and find that households in control communities grew more compare
to treatment households during an economic crisis. The authors explain thagtriteatm
households continued to send off young adult members while control households
experience agglomeration. Similarly, Rubulcava and Teruel (2006) compare cimanges
household composition as a result of the Mexican PROGRESA. They found that
households in the treatment group were more prone to sheltering new members of the
extended family and at the same time more likely to send off young adults tihesirar
own family.

With respect to emigration, studies on publicly provided transfers have presented
contradictory evidence. Stecklov et al (2005) found Fragresa Mexico’s Conditional
Cash Transfer program, reduced migration among beneficiary households to gtk Unit

States although it had no impact on domestic migration. They attributed the te@tudts



conditionalities imposed brogresaon adults from beneficiary households, who must
have regular health check-ups otherwise the family looses the benefit. Rodmin and
Lund (2005) focus their studies on pension transfers in South Africa and found the
opposite, that the transfer increases emigration. According to their study, tl@pens
transfer appears to facilitate emigration of household members, especalen, by
relaxing financial constrains associated with migration start-up costs.

This study contributes to the existing literature by enhancing the unursgaf
how public programs that change household resources can influence emigration
decisions. It also aims to unveil some of the causality links behind the decision to
migrate. In addition, it adds to the literature on household composition by exploring the
effects of changing household economic incentives.

The analysis presented is based on data from two experimentally design grogram
from Kenya and Malawi. In Malawi, the Mchinji Social Cash Transfer ®ehgrovides
cash transfers to ultra poor and labor constrained households to alleviate pedery, r
malnutrition and improve school enrollment (Miller, 2009). Household panel data was
collected in both treatment and control groups before the implementation of the program
in March 2007 and again in April 2008 after the program was implemented. In Kenya,
the Cash Transfers for Orphans and Vulnerable Children (CT- OVCs) Pragresfets
cash to households living with OVCs to encourage fostering and retention of OVCs
within their families and to promote their human capital development (Ward et al. 2010).
As in Malawi, household panel data was collected in both treatment and control groups

before the program began, in 2007, and again two years later, 2009. As both programs



were randomly assigned among eligible beneficiaries, it is possilderntfy the impact

they had on household structure through decisions to stay, join or leave the household.
This thesis is organized as follows. The first chapter summarizes the itedoret

literature on models of migration, intra-household allocation and household composition,

considering gender aspects. The second chapter presents a brief description of both

programs under study and analyzes family structures, social norms,jonigratterns

and gender roles in Malawi and Kenya. The third chapter describes the data and the

empirical approach. The fourth chapter presents and discusses the resultgalThe f

section concludes and draws policy recommendation.



CHAPTER 1
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

To understand the pathways through which household structural changes happen
this chapter reviews different theoretical models. First, migration andhatrsehold
allocation theories, which have the potential to explain household fission through the
decision of a household member to emigrate, are reviewed. Emigration is a topic of
importance considering the growing intra-rural and rural-urban migration in SSA.
Migration in the region has historically been strongly associated with a naibe
complex factors, such as rapid population and labour force growth, unstable politics,
escalating ethnic conflict, poverty, HIV/AIDS pandemic and environmentafidedtion
(Adepoju, 2007). More recently, low incomes in rural areas and landlessness resulting
from desertification and diminishing arable lands are driving out-migre®n
individuals aim to supplement their income with earnings from non-farming aegivit
(Ibid). The problem becomes more acute considering the fast urbanization rates in t
region and the inability of the cities to absorb the large number of new workers.

Three different models of migration are considered in this chapter to help
understand the determinants of emigration in SSA: the neoclassical model, the new
economics of migration, and the network theory. The main assumptions as well as the
limitations of each model as a theoretical tool are identified to help understand and
generate hypothesis on the impact of cash transfers on emigration. Althougly joidgin
validating the models does not fall into the scope of this research, theiribmstas
explanatory tools are acknowledged. The unitary and the collective model of intra-

household allocation are also reviewed to overcome the limitations identified on the



migration theories. In addition, because neither the migration nor intra-household
allocation models can explain why existing household members decide to stay in the
household or why a new member decide to join it, the household composition model is
presented. Finally, gender aspects of household composition and migration aredexplore
In sum, within this theoretical framework | consider how cash transfers provided
to poor SSA households may affect household composition through member’s decision to
emigrate, to remain in the household, or to accept a new member. Migration and intra-
household allocation models are used to predict the program’s impact on emigration and
the household composition model to predict the effect on the decision of existing

household members to remain in the household or a new member to join in.

Models of Migration

Neoclassical Model

The first model of migration emanates from neoclassical economics andds base
on tenets such as rational choice, utility maximization, expected net reaatos, f
mobility and wage (Arango, 2000). According to the neoclassical model cditioig,
individuals’ decision to migrate is based on a “cost-benefit calculatiorevenpotential
migrant compares the expected income at the point of destination to the expewtezl inc
in the point of origin” (Winters, De Janvry & Sadoulet, 1). An individual decides to
migrate if he expects higher utility from discounted net income at a possiblgtiongr
destination than at the point of origin (Ibid). To calculate the discounted net return, one
multiplies the observed earnings at a destination point by the probability of obtaining

job there. These expected earnings are than subtracted from the expectes @athe



point of origin and the difference is discounted by a factor that reflects thiegudility

of money earned in the present (Massey et al., 1993). Individual charactesigtitas
education, training, age, etc, may enhance the probability of employment anoweay |
migration costs and increase expected net returns (lbid).

The neoclassical model assumes that migration stems from wage and employme
rate differentials and predicts labor move from low-wage to high-wages atabor
migration should continue until equilibrium between different labor markets isvachie
and should not stop until the gap in expected wages has been closed (Massey at al.,
1994). It thus combines a micro perspective of individual decision-making and a macro-
counterpart of structural determinants (Arango, 2000). Although this model has been
widely accepted by scholars and policy makers, Massey et al. (1994) point oubh#sat i
not been put to rigorous test as generally studies focus on wage differentials amd not
expected wages, a critical element of the theory.

Considering the theoretical framework proposed by the neoclassical model,
receiving a cash transfers program should not change the cost-benefdtiaidoy the
individual unless it establishes that only the named beneficiary can collécnbier at
a fixed payment site. In this case, the cost of migration would increase, as Wigualdi
would have to often go back to collect the payment or opt out of the program thus loosing
the benefit. If the program also imposes conditionalities on adults, such thsdheak
ups and awareness sections attendance, it may also alter the calculatipodigg an
additional cost to migration. The cost refers to loosing the household benefit inghe cas
that the conditionalities are not fulfilled. Stecklov et al. (2005) foundRhagresa

Mexico’s Conditional Cash Transfer program, reduced migration among bemneficia



households to the United States although it had no impact on domestic migration. They
attribute the stronger results for U.S. migration to the yearly health cipectaindition
placed by the program, as in the case of domestic migration this conditionality is
relatively easy to meet.

One limitation of the neoclassical model identified by Stecklov et al (200Batis
is does not assume start-up costs to migration. If there is a monetary cosatoomeand
migrants are financially constrained, “the propensity to migrate as & income
may follow an inverse —U pattern” (Stecklov et al., 772). As the authors explalow‘at
levels of income, additional income may relax the financial constraint, letlgrgater
migration; at higher levels income, where financial constraints are ledisidpi
additional income may reduce migration” (Stecklov et al., 772). Cash transfers to poor
SSA regions may have the potential to relax these financial constraintsuandduce
migration if there are substantial costs associated to it. Posel, Fairbunrath(D06)
find an increase in migration associated with pension transfers in South Africa and
explain that an increase in household income through the pension can enable the financial
constraint to migration to be relaxed. In a similar way, Stecklov et al (260%) that
the Mexican prograrRrogresatargets poor households that are likely to face substantial
constraint and thus may increase migration if there are costs associatdthéo it
neoclassical model is also criticized for downplaying cultural determinfantiseating
all societies as if they were homogeneous and for disregarding all migtedtas hot

labor migration (Arango, 2000).
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New economics of migration

A set of critics to the neoclassical model, which assumes that decisiorgraemi
are made by isolated individual actors, emerged during the eighties. Tbisg8ts,
referred to as new economics of migration, challenges the main assumption of the
neoclassical model by stating that the decision to migration is made by uristed r
people — typically families or households (Massey et al., 1993). Migration aeeie
made jointly by the migrant and some group of non-migrants, who share the costs and
returns of migration (Stark & Bloom, 1985). Stark and Bloom (1985), by looking at
patterns of remittance, explain that the migration decision can be bettestondeas a
result of an implicit contract between the migrant and the family than bydesasons
of the individual migrant.

Under this model, the collective decision to send a migrant aims not only to
maximize income but also to diversify income and minimize risk. Masséy{¥138)
explain that in developing countries, unlike in developed countries where risks are
minimized through private insurance markets or government programs, institutional
mechanisms for managing risk are imperfect or absent. Thus, poor famileearha
incentive to diversify risk through migration by sending a family member tdexetit
labor market, where earnings at destination are negatively or weakdyated with the
earnings at the point of origin (Massey et al., 1993). The household has the power to
control risk through allocation of household resources, such as labor (lbid).

One important concept to understand the decision to migrate under this line of
thinking is that of relative deprivation. Households aim to maximize income not in

absolute terms, but in relation to other households in the reference group (Arango, 2000).
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In a community where income is unequally distributed, households that feel rglativel
deprived will have more incentives to migrate.

Some authors use the new economics of migration model to explain migration
decisions at the household level. For instance, Winters, De Janvry and Sadoulet (2000)
examine the decision to migrate out of Mexico to the United States from a household
perspective. According to them, in rural Mexico credit insurance markets do nobfunc
properly and the only option for the household is to allocate labor to agriculture or to
international migration. Thus their decision is based on the tradeoffs between tetur
agriculture and returns to migration.

Following the logic of the model, Massey et al., (1993) indicate that government
policies can influence migration by shaping insurance and capital mankks by
changing income distribution of some households. For example, government insurances,
such as unemployment insurance, have the potential to reduce migration. Policies that
distribute income can operate both ways: it can increase migration weglaibor
households do not share in the income gain or it can reduce the incentive to migrate if
relatively rich households do not share in the income gain (Massey et al., 1993). As a
government program, well-targeted cash transfers have the potential tohepolortest
segments of the population, reducing their relative deprivation. By offestepdy
income, these programs can also reduce the risk at origin and thus the need g diversi
through migration.

One limitation of this model refers to the fact that it assumes household has a
single decision maker and pools its resources. Thus, it does not recognize that household

members have different preference and does not consider how resources atedlalloc
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within the household. To overcome this limitation | look at intra-household allocation

models in the next section.

Network Theory

While the neoclassical model and the new economics of migration focus on the
decision to migrate, the network theory explains how migration movementsyasepet
Networks constitute a form of social capital that connects migrants, forigeamts and
non-migrants in origin and destination areas (Massey et al., 1993). The logic béhind i
that is can be costly for the first migrant who leaves for a certain destinaait after the
first migrants have left, the costs of migration are substantially lalferdriends and
relatives left behind (Ibid). Members of a network can provide assistanes/tmigrants
in form of housing, food, job-search assistance and temporary lodging, thus geitheci
cost of migration (Winters, De Janvry and Sadoulet, 2000; William, Detragiache,
Vishwanath, 1996). The network can also lower the costs of adapting to a new
environment, language, culture, etc. (William, Detragiache, Vishwan@@t)1By
providing such services, members of a network can positively influence the expecte
return to migration and reduce the variability of returns (Winters, De Jangry a
Sadoulet, 2000).

Once migration starts, network connections tend to diffuse in a sending region to
a point that all people who wish to migrate can do so without difficulty (Mastsaly,
1993). Migration than becomes institutionalized and independent of the causes that
originated it (Ibid). As opposed to the predictions of the neoclassical modeltiongra

flows are not correlated to wage differentials and employment ratbe.uljh these
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variables can promote or inhibit migration, they are overshadowed by the talbtg
and risks stemming from an established network (Ibid).

Empirical studies show that networks are positively correlated with nagrati
Winters, De Janvry and Sadoulet (2000) show the importance of family and community
migrant networks in both the decision to migrate and the level of migration between
Mexico and United States. Deléchat (2003) also found that previous migration ex@erienc
and migration-related variables are the strongest predictors of comigmation decisions
of Mexicans migrating to the USA. One limitation of theory, however, is tlejiains
the direction as opposed to the volume of migration and it does not explain how networks
induce people to stay, move and return (Jong 2000)

The effect of cash transfers on migration may depend on the presence of
previously established networks. As Stecklov et al. (2005) indicate in the case of
Progresa cash transfers may relax financial constrains and allow individuals totenigra
where strong migrant networks are established. In this case, individuaékean t
advantage of the information provided by the network. If, however, migrant networks are
poorly established, cash transfers will have a smaller impact becaused¢her@sburces

may do little to overcome the lack of information and existing risks.

Household Composition Model

Migration models predict contradictory outcomes regarding possible impacts of
cash transfers on migration. The neoclassical model predicts cash traasfeggduce
migration by changing the cost-benefit calculation and increasing ttetoasigrate.

Alternatively, it can increase migration if start-up costs of migratiercansidered, as
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cash transfers can relax financial constrains. The rationale behind the new esasfomi
migration suggest that cash transfers have the potential to decreasemigyrat
providing a steady income and thus reducing the need to diversify risk throughianigra
The network theory predict that the impact of cash transfers on migration mang depe
the presence of previously established networks: cash transfers nxafynaataial
constrains and allow individuals to migrate where strong migrant netwarks ar
established, but will have smaller impact where migrant networks are pstalylished

The migration models are important tools to understand the decision of household
members to emigrate. However, they miss some internal household dynamics and
aspects. To understand how cash transfer programs impact individuals’ decision to
remain or join a specific household | explore the household composition literatuch, whi
focuses on the factors that determine household fission or fusion. It does so by looking at
the role of three main aspects within the household: scales of economy in production,
consumption of public and private goods and market imperfections and risks. It is
important to note that the household composition literature incorporates the main
assumption proposed by the collective model of intra-household allocation, according to
which household members have different preferences and resources arelgfficient
allocated according to a pre-fined sharing rule.

The household composition model predicts that gains from joint residence arise
from the consumption of public goods and the savings associated with it. However, these
gains depend on the total amount of public good that is being consumed and the share
right of each member (Foster & Rosenzweig, 2002). Thus, intra-household allocation

rules will influence an individual’s share and consequently the decision toide:res
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Household members also experience gains when large bulks of private goods are
purchased at lower unit prices (Winters et al., 2009). Gains from public goods, howeve
depend on the existence of economies of scale within the household and can be offset
when diseconomies to joint production arise (Foster & Rosenzweig, 2002). Economies of
scale occur when assets used jointly bring greater income and growthubked

separately (Winters et al., 2009). Co-residence also affects how households ensur
against risks. In the presence of market imperfections such as limited insamanoedit
markets, “larger households may be better equipped to diversify economicesctnd
overcome liquidity constrains” (Winters et al 210). For instance, large househtiids wi
different types of workers can diversify sources of income through labor &locat
(Edmonds et al., 2005).

From the model is possible to infer that a growth in income will result in an
increase in consumption of public goods and in the amount that can be saved through
joint consumption compared with separated consumption (Foster & Rosenzweig, 2002).
An increase in income is thus expected to discourage household division. Following this
logic and considering that both Kenya and Malawi programs provide a short-terrh growt
in income through publicly provided cash transfers, one may expect existing household
members to remain in the household as a result of the programs. In addition, the extra
income may enable migrants previously separated from the household to return and
young adults to afford to take their parents into the house (Edmonds et al., 2005). In fact
Winters et al. (2001) have recognized that elderly members incorporatechtmehold
can provide childcare and free up young members for work. Incorporation of eldgrly ma

free up younger adults to migrate, as children are being taken care ofdigetyg and
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they have the necessary resources derived from the cash transfer piidgrartne

household composition model also predicts mixed outcomes. On one side it provides an
incentive for household members to stay as it encourages savings through the joint
consumption of public goods. Alternatively, it may free up young adults to migrate

through the incorporation of elderly.

Intra-household Allocation Models

The models of migration and household composition are important tools to
understand outward and inward flows that might arise as a result of the impleomeotati
cash transfers. However, understanding the dynamics within the household is atso key t
understand how decisions of staying or leaving are reached. The unitary model and the
collective model of intra-household allocation are reviewed in this section. Theyunit
model is considered powerful in explaining the intra-household phenomena, but it is also
associated with some theoretical difficulties that were in part overcgitie lzollective
model. Although the collective model can probably offer more insight into the way
decisions are made within the household, the unitary model is also reviewed as the basis

from which the collective model arises.

Unitary Model
According to the unitary model of intra-household allocation, households are
groups of individuals who fully pool their resources and agree on how best to combine
time and purchase goods to maximize household welfare (Quisumbing & Maluccio

2003). The model assumes that preferences among all members over all goods are
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homogeneous or that a self-interested or altruistic dictator makes alcib®de

(Strauss & Beegle 1996). However, it does not explain the process of aggregating
preferences: it is not clear if preferences are identical or if therédictator”. Perhaps

put in quotation marks? The model also assumes that individuals pool their resources and
only total household income is relevant for demand, and not the specific male and female
contribution (Quisumbing & Maluccio, 2003). Strauss and Beegle (1996) note that the
“decision-making in the household is treated as a black box under unitary model”
(Strauss & Beegle, 5).

The adherence to the unitary model by policy makers can influence policy
outcomes as the intervention may reinforce power relationships within the household
(Quisumbing & McClafferty, 2006). Following the logic of the unitary model,tigact
of cash transfer programs on migration will be unaffected by the identitye eécipient
of the transfer. However, that is usually not the case. Studies have found that cash
transfers to mothers can increase women'’s role and autonomy in household decision
(Ibid). As a result of this and other drawbacks, the unitary model has been rejected
empirically as a model that describes household behavior (Quisumbing & Malucci

2003).

Collective Model
As an alternative to the unitary model, Pareto-efficient collective madielw for
different preferences for household members and assume decisions are eneds |
that the outcomes are Pareto-optimal (Quisumbing & Maluccio, 2003). Resources are

allocated according to a sharing rule, determined by each individual' sedbatigaining
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power within the household. The bargaining power of each member, in turn, depends on
his/her access to independent income. After resources are allocated, &mabarrof the
household maximizes his/her own (sub-) utility subject to the income receivealisS

& Beegle 14). According to this rationale, a more powerful individual would command a
greater share of household’s resources (Ibid). One drawback of this modeltcetates

fact that they subsume a sub-set of non-cooperative cooperative bargadielg,and

does not consider that household members may bargain over resource allocations given
some threat point or fall-back position (Strauss & Beegle, 1996). For example,
individuals can threaten divorce over short-term decision (Ibid).

Some empirical issues arise from the general model. For example, there is
substantial literature on development that argues that men and women havetdiffere
preferences and mothers, relative to fathers, care more about the healthorednchat
well-being of their children (Strauss & Beegle, 21). If this is the,dhs@ women may
allocate more resources towards children welfare (Ibid). In fact, thargrowing
literature suggesting that resources in the hands of different individuhaks otisehold
will have different impact on the welfare of the members (lbid).

Most of the existing cash transfers programs around the world target women as
the main recipients of the grant, implicitly rejecting the unitary modelvorfof the
collective model. As a result of the program women may have their bargaining power
increased in the decisions concerning resource allocation. Thus, cash trangétesl tto
women can change the decision-making patterns within the household (Quisumbing &
McClafferty, 2006). In fact, a qualitative evaluationRsbgresafound that as a result of

the monetary transfers women do not need to ask their husbands for money and they have
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more confidence in their ability to determine whether there is enough money to bu
things they need and can make more decisions regarding the money spend on food, which
is usually the women’s domain (Ibid).

Evidence from previous studies show that transfers received by women tend to
result in greater improvements to the wellbeing of children relative to rEsoreceive
by men. Evaluations d?rogresafound that cash transfers to mothers improved human
capital outcomes of children and had a positive impact on school attendance, health and
nutritional status (Quisumbing & McClafferty, 2006). Based on the assumption that
women are concerned with children’s health and education, cash transfers amay be
incentive for women to remain in the household and invest the money on the children’s
well being. Alternately, cash transfers may work to relax financial @nstand women
may use the grant and their enhanced decision making power to migrate withl tiee goa
increase investments in children welfare through remittances. Thereisusrevidence
suggesting remittances may promote children’s welfare. For exanqaetad(2006)
analyzes the impact remittances have on children’s human capital in El Savador and he
found that girls and young boys under 15 years old from recipient households are more
likely to be enrolled in school than those from non-recipient households. There is,
however, a lack of data on the difference between male and female reenisdraviors.
Engle (2004) acknowledges this problem but draws some conclusions from recorded
trends. She states that men remit more than women because they earn more, but women
tend to remit a larger portion of their earnings. In addition, migrant women teeohiio

a large portion of their salaries for everyday needs, in support of household mamtenanc
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while men may tend to remit more for investment, such as buying land, a farm, housing,
farm machinery or cattle (Engle, 2004).

The collective model suggests that the decision-making within the household is
decentralized and thus the impact of cash transfer programs depend on which individual
receive the grant. Receiving the transfer may change decisiongnzdterns within the
household by increasing the bargaining power of the household member named to receive
it, thus also influencing migration decisions. However, the direction of this chalige wi
depend on who is the main recipient of the transfer and on his/her preferences. For
instance, if a woman is the main recipient, she may choose to stay in the household to
provide better care for their children or may choose to migrate to increadectsil

wellbeing through remittances.

Gender Aspects of Intra-household

Allocation and Migration

Female’s decision to stay or to leave a household is normatively prescribed by
social norms, gender roles and the hierarchy of power and decision making structure
within the household (Pedraza, 1991). For instance, gender divisions of labor within the
household tend to release certain members while retaining others. As explained by t
household composition literature, households have different types of workers that are
allocated to different tasks in order to diversify activities and sources of @md&bfithin
this allocation process, women are usually responsible for the activities/pdras non-
economic, such as care and maintenance of family resources, and even whenkhey wor

this labor division is rarely negotiable (Pant, 2000). Thus the labor division thatadyalre
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institutionalized imposes a barrier for females to leave the household. Davisraeds\W
(2001), illustrate how gender roles influence household decision making and present the
example of a patriarchal family system, which “accepts and fomentsnmigtiation, but
hinders female migration” (Davis & Winters, 6).

Cultural and economic expectations of each gender are also reproduced within the
household and influence women’s decision to stay or leave the household (Curran &
Saguy, 2001). Thus not only gender, but also the position within the household —
daughter, wife, mother, or head of the household -, has an impact on the decision to stay
or leave (Curran & Saguy, 2001). As Curran and Saguy (2001) explain, “there are
complex negotiations (either implicit or explicit) between family meralwhere the
outcomes are dependent upon both cultural expectations of each gender as well as the
relative resource power available to each family member” (Currarg&y$&7). The
allocation of power and control within the household is itself influenced by social norms
and values, which produce unequal gender relations where men command authority and
resources (Pant, 2000). If gender relations within the household are unequal, than the
assumption that derives from the household composition model that an increase in
income will increase consumption of public goods for all the members in the household
can be questioned. Individuals in the household with greater authority may consume
more of a public good in detriment of others, most likely women.

Specifically regarding emigration, gender roles may also diffettentnale and
female emigration decisions. As gender roles and social norms are petbgsi
important concepts in explaining the decision to emigrate, empirical and tbaloret

research have the challenge to link the micro and macro levels of amalgsisy to
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“capture both individuals as agents, and the social structure delimiting andhgnabili
them” (Pedraza, 1991). As Pedraza explains, “We need to consider the plight of
individuals, their propensity to move, and the nature of the decisions they make. We also
need to consider the larger social structures within which that individual plightaexi
those decisions are made” (Pedraza 308).

There has been substantial amount of empirical case studies on gender and
emigration, but migration models have not incorporated gender as a the@@tioain.
Female migration, while governed by the same models of migration presented in thi
study, differs from male migration in terms of the different explanatariables that
influence the decision to migrate (Davis & Winters, 2001). Davis and Winters (2001)
present a list, backed by theoretical and empirical support, of variablesehsculiar
for women migration and that | summarize here. According to the authorsefeanal
more risk averse, or households are risk averse on their behalf, and are thudyess like
migrate when there is high uncertainty. This assumption, however, is challenged by
Conroy (2009), who found that the relationship between risk aversion and migration is
actually a positive one. Conroy’s reasoning is that highly risk averted womectzaittya
more likely to migrate away from places of high variability. Following tbgic, cash
transfers can reduce variability by ensuring a steady income and mayagigtezduce
migration.

Davis and Winters (2001) also note that female migrants may have different
characteristics than male migrants, since different charactemsay be more beneficial
to male or female. For example, an employer at a point of destination magkbeylfor

different characteristics, such as age and education, depending on the onalpathe
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of males and females. In addition, the authors point out that women are more constrained
at doing certain types of work and have limited employment options as a result of gender
segregated labor markets available to them. Finally, they state that waagdre more
dependent on gender-specific networks and may have to rely more on it for indormati

and assistance.

Migration, Intra-household Allocation, Household Composition,

Gender and Cash Transfers: an inter-relationship

The different models described in this section contribute to a better understating
of how cash transfer can influence decisions to migrate, including both inwards and
outwards migration. The migration models reviewed predict ambiguous outcomes
regarding possible impacts of cash transfers on migration. The neoclassit=Ipredict
cash transfers can reduce migration by changing the cost-benefiataltals it
increases the costs to migrate through conditionalities and fixed payment sights.
However, if start-up costs to migration are taking into consideration, the progag
relax existing financial constraints and facilitate migration by goganitial costs.
Following the logic of the new economics of migration model, cash transfers have the
potential to decrease migration by providing a steady income and thus reduciegdhe
to diversify risk through migration. Finally, the network theory predicts teaimpact of
cash transfers on migration may depend on the presence of previously established
networks: cash transfers may relax financial constrains and allow individualgrate
where strong migrant networks are established, but will have smaller imipect

migrant networks are poorly established.
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To better understand why household members may decide to remain in the
household or to incorporate new members, the household composition literature was
explored. The predictions from this model are mixed. As cash transfers allow for a
increase in income, they may provide an incentive for household members to remain in
the household by encouraging savings through the joint consumption of public goods.
However, this income growth may also allow young adults to bring new members,
freeing adults to emigrate.

The intra-household allocations models, and especially the collective model,
offered an insight in terms of internal household decision-making patterns aardidgn
Cash transfers have the potential to increase the bargaining power of thgemeficiary
in the decisions concerning resource allocation and thus change the decision-making
patterns within the household. As most cash transfer programs target women amthe m
beneficiary, these interventions have the potential to increase women'’s baygeamnier
and maybe even increase emigration if women choose to use the grant to. migrate
However, ultimately the impact will depend on who in the household receives the transfer
and on his/her preferences.

Finally, as none of the models reviewed incorporate a gender component, the
gender literature was explored to offer an insight on how different varialptsrermale
versus female decisions to stay or leave the household. According to the giderhale
decision to remain or not in the household is determined by intra-household resource
allocation, decision-making structures and by social norms and sociallgpndetdr

gender roles. Considering the recognized importance of larger socialissueithin
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which decisions take place, | analyze the specificities of both programs tuntieas
well as the social context in which they operate in the subsequent chapter.

From the theoretical models reviewed the effect of providing additional income
on household composition will depend on the existence of previous financial constraints,
presence of migration networks, the identity and gender of the main recipient; gende
norms, intra-household allocation and decision-making patterns and household member’s
preferences. The question this research asks is this: Do cash transférsusiedold
composition? To this end, this study tests empirically what is the impact oflim@vi
cash to poor Sub-Saharan households on inwards and outwards migration flows.
Ultimately, the idea is to assess if household composition changed as afrdsailt

Kenyan and Malawian programs.



CHAPTER 2
CASH TRANSFERS AND THE LOCAL CONTEXT
In this chapter the main characteristics of both Cash Transfer prodrainase
being studied, the Malawian Mchinji Social Cash Transfer Scheme and thenkeasta
Transfers for Orphans and Vulnerable Children, are briefly reviewed. To baitea
understanding of the context in which these programs operate, the main clstiesctari
households, gender roles and migration patterns within both Malawi and Kenya are

analyzed.

Malawi
The Mchinji Social Cash Transfer Scheme (SCT)

Poverty in Malawi has remained stagnant over the past ten years and 52% of the
population lives under one dollar per day according to the 2004 Integrated Household
Survey (HIS) (Schubert and Huijbreg 2006). The HIS reported that out of this 52%, 22%
live under severe conditions of poverty with less than USD 0.20 per day (lbid). Inequality
is also high: the percentage share of household income in the poorest 10% of households
is 3% compared to 32% in the wealthiest 10% (Miller, 2009). The social indicators are
worrisome. According to the 2010 Human Development Index, infant mortalityaises
as high as 1 death per 10 births, life expectancy is only 54 years, 29% of the population is
undernourished and school life expectancy is 9 years. HIV/AIDS is also a major
challenge to the country, as prevalence rate was 11.9% in 2007 (Miller, 2009). Circa 80%
of the population in Malawi lives in rural areas, where vulnerability is incre@sliigr

2009; Schubert & Huijbreg 2006). According to Schubert and Huijbreg (2006),
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Malawians are more vulnerable today “as repeated shocks mean that pespls'sage
declined, savings have been eroded, and informal networks are less willing tor able
provide assistance”.

Social protection in Malawi is gaining momentum as the government is inggeasi
efforts directed to improve the national social protection system. Sociattwotes a
key element in the country’s strategy to fight poverty. The government itedgra
Social Support Policy (SSP) theme under the Malawi Growth and Developmeagptra
which is a national strategy for both economic growth and social development. The SSP
calls for programs and policies that confront poverty and vulnerability and $teangt
human capital to break the cycle of poverty (Miller 2009). As the Malawian government
defines, “Social Protection constitutes policies and practices that protept@mote the
livelih