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Abstract

There is increasing interest in the ability of cash transfers to facilitate safe transitions to adulthood 

in low-income settings; however, evidence from scaled-up government programming 

demonstrating this potential is scarce. Using two experimental evaluations of unconditional cash 

transfers targeted to ultra-poor and labor-constrained households over approximately three years in 

Malawi and Zambia, we examine whether cash transfers delayed early marriage and pregnancy 

among youth aged 14 to 21 years at baseline. Although we find strong impacts on poverty and 

schooling, two main pathways hypothesized in the literature, we find limited impacts on safe 

transition outcomes for both males and females. In addition, despite hypotheses that social norms 

may constrain potential impacts of cash transfer programs, we show suggestive evidence that pre-

program variation in social norms across communities does not significantly affect program 

impact. We conclude with policy implications and suggestions for future research.

INTRODUCTION

Diverse strategies are being employed globally to alleviate poverty and increase the well-

being of poor, vulnerable, and at-risk populations. One such strategy that has gained 

popularity, particularly in the last decade, is providing cash transfers (both conditional and 

unconditional) to households, with programs reaching an estimated 718 million people in 

2014 (World Bank 2015). Cash transfers help alleviate households’ short-term needs, 

including food insecurity, acute poverty, and the educational needs of children, and facilitate 

the ability of households to make longer-term investments such as productive investment in 

assets and small businesses, to reduce the intergenerational transfer of poverty (Baird, 
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Ferreira, and Özler 2013; Bastagli et al. 2016; Davis et al. 2016; de Hoop, Groppo, and 

Handa 2017; Handa et al. 2017; Handa et al. 2018).

Although a large and robust literature shows positive impacts of cash transfers, debates 

regarding the existence and strength of domain-specific impacts center around key design 

components. These include, for example, questions about optimal size and regularity of 

transfers, and complementary programming to boost effectiveness in relation to specific 

socioeconomic and contextual factors among beneficiary populations. In addition, there is 

increasing interest from the international community in the longer-term impacts of cash 

transfers and their ability to facilitate safe transition to adulthood. This is particularly the 

case when focusing on females from poor households in low-and middle-income countries 

(LMICs) where early transitions, including into marriage and pregnancy, are an 

acknowledged problem (Salam et al. 2016). For example, an estimated 700 million women 

and girls globally were married before their 18th birthday, and an estimated 16 million 

adolescents give birth annually, 95 percent of which occurs in LMICs (UNICEF 2014; WHO 

2014).

Impacts of cash support given to poor households on marriage and fertility among young 

people are plausible, both directly through decreases in poverty or indirectly through 

impacts on complementary domains, such as schooling (Baird, Ferreira, and Özler 2013; 

Rosenberg et al. 2015). The economic channel is the most obvious, as poverty has been 

shown to be both a cause and a consequence of early marriage and pregnancy among girls in 

LMICs. For example, a girl child may be regarded as an economic burden, thus marrying her 

off will relieve this financial burden (Birech 2013; Parsons et al. 2015). Additionally, in 

cultures where the payment of bride wealth is an integral part of the marriage process (as in 

many cultures in sub-Saharan Africa), the income families receive may serve as an incentive 

for girls to be married off at younger ages during times of financial strain (Birech 2013). 

Further, education has been closely linked to early transitions, whereby completion of 

primary school has been found to delay marriage and fertility (Behrman, Parker, and Todd 

2008), and early transitions may serve as a critical factor in deciding when to stop schooling 

(Lloyd and Mensch 2008).

The relative influence of economic and educational factors are, however, likely to vary by 

context, and these same pathways may be less important among male populations. In 

addition, it is often argued that one of the principal drivers of early transitions in sub-

Saharan Africa and in other LMICs, is normative cultural expectations around gender and 

family formation, rooted in historical social structures and reinforced by social norms 

(Birech 2013). However, while conforming to cultural expectations may provide benefits to 

youth and their families in terms of social standing, they are unlikely to outweigh the 

multitude of long-term negative effects associated with early transitions (Wodon 2015).

Against the foregoing, we hypothesize that government-run unconditional cash transfers 

have the potential to impact safe transitions among youth in sub-Saharan Africa and we 

investigate this question by examining outcomes of early marriage/cohabitation and 

pregnancy among youth aged 14 to 21 in Malawi and Zambia. The programs in both 

countries were targeted to ultra-poor, rural, labor-constrained households and transferred 
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cash on a bimonthly basis to heads of households. The evaluations were designed as cluster-

randomized controlled trials (cRCTs) and followed households over approximately three 

years from 2013 to 2015 in Malawi and 2011 to 2013 in Zambia. In addition to examining 

overall impacts, we further investigate if impacts differ by characteristics of youth or if cash 

affects main hypothesized pathways of poverty and education. Finally, in light of hypotheses 

that social norms may constrain potential impacts of cash programming, we examine 

program impacts by variation in social norms across communities.

Previous analysis examining the impacts of the Social Cash Transfer Program (SCTP) and 

Multiple Category Targeted Grant (MCTG) on primary outcomes has concluded that at the 

household level both programs increased consumption, food security, material welfare and 

assets, and strengthened livelihoods and productive investment, while decreasing monetary 

poverty (UNC 2016; Fisher et al. 2017; Brugh et al. 2018; Handa et al. 2018). In addition, 

both programs were found to increase child school attendance, yet non-negligible increases 

were also found in child work participation (both in household entrepreneurial activities and 

household chores) as children played a role in helping with household productive investment 

(de Hoop, Groppo, and Handa 2017; Kilburn et al. 2017). In addition, analysis from Malawi 

indicates that programs increased household resilience and ability to cope with shocks, and 

mental health of youth aged 13 to 19 at baseline (UNC 2016; Angeles et al. 2017). Despite 

these promising effects, a number of poverty-related domains showed no effects resulting 

from the program, including nutritional status and health-seeking behavior for under-five 

children (AIR 2015; UNC 2016). Hence, there is evidence that programs in Malawi and 

Zambia were largely successful in meeting their main poverty-related objectives. In addition, 

although several determinants of safe transitions have been analyzed utilizing these data 

(i.e., education and mental health as previously mentioned), primary outcomes related to 

reproductive health have not been examined in detail.

This article contributes to the literature in at least three ways. First, there is scarce evidence 

of at-scale government-run programs in sub-Saharan Africa, and this analysis complements 

existing findings related to the SCTP and MCTG. To the best of our knowledge, the only 

other evidence to date from at-scale government programs comes from Kenya’s 

unconditional Cash Transfer for Orphans and Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) and from 

South Africa’s Child Support Grant (CSG). The former utilizes cross-sectional data at 

endline, while the latter uses a quasi-experimental design. Therefore, our study is the first to 

use an experimental evaluation paired with longitudinal data to examine these questions 

from government programming in sub-Saharan Africa. Second, we analyze data from both 

males and females—whereas the majority of the current literature focuses solely on females. 

Third, we explicitly estimate impacts on pathway indicators (poverty and education, to 

confirm that impacts from previous work are consistent within our sample) as well as 

potential program modifiers, including community-level gendered social norms. To our 

knowledge, this is the first cash transfer evaluation examining outcomes of early marriage 

and pregnancy that explores and models the role of these factors.
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FRAMEWORK AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE LINKING CASH 

TRANSFERS, EARLY MARRIAGE, AND FERTILITY

Frameworks connecting pathways or mechanisms between cash transfers and safe transitions 

(including early marriage and pregnancy) are generally broad and highlight two main 

proximate pathways: (1) poverty or economic security, and (2) investments in education. 

These two primary pathways are hypothesized to have the potential to directly reduce early 

pregnancy and marriage, as well as indirectly reduce the same, through secondary pathways 

of improved mental health and aspirations and delays in sexual debut and risky sex. We draw 

on a conceptual framework originally developed to understand linkages between the Kenyan 

Government’s CT-OVC and early pregnancy and marriage of female youth (Handa et al. 

2015) to inform our analysis, as conceptually and operationally the programs examined here 

are similar. Figure 1 shows the pathways earlier described, linking cash transfers to safe 

transitions. As previously mentioned, there is a large and robust body of literature linking 

receipt of cash to both household-level economic outcomes (Figure 1, Box 2) and human 

capital outcomes such as education (Figure 1, Box 3), across a wide range of program 

typologies and settings (Handa et al. 2015; Bastagli et al. 2016; Handa et al. 2016). 

Likewise, the relationship between economic security and safe transitions (Figure 1, Box 6), 

and increased education and safe transitions is fairly robust (Baird, Ferreira, and Özler 2013; 

Kilburn et al. 2016; Pettifor et al. 2016).

What is less well established is the relationship between cash transfers and improved mental 

and emotional health (Figure 1, Box 4), or risky sexual behaviour (Figure 1, Box 5), and 

linkages to transition outcomes. However, there is increasing evidence, primarily among 

female youth, that these links hold, particularly in the context of sub-Saharan Africa (Baird 

et al. 2012; Baird, de Hoop, and Özler 2013; Handa et al. 2014; Kilburn et al. 2016; Pettifor 

et al. 2016). While a comprehensive review of pathways is beyond the scope of this article 

(and has been done elsewhere), we highlight several of the program design and contextual 

components relevant for this study (Handa et al. 2015). One unique and important factor of 

the cash transfer programs in Malawi and Zambia is the targeting criteria for the beneficiary 

households. Because the programs target labor-constrained households (i.e., households with 

a relatively high ratio of dependents to able-bodied adults), they are likely to include a large 

number of adolescent and youth populations in addition to elderly members. These 

households are also often affected by the HIV epidemic, and many of the young people in 

these households are likely to be either orphans or have parents who are sick or nonresident 

(e.g., skipped-generation households). This particular demographic may be vulnerable to 

early transitions including early pregnancy and marriage. The second important component 

to highlight is the potential role of modifiers, for example community, household, and youth-

specific vulnerability attributes. Here, we are particularly interested in the role of 

community-gendered social norms around family formation, which may play a role in 

influencing the timing and nature of youth transitions—and therefore modify the potential 

impact of the cash transfer on these outcomes (Amin et al. 2017). In Malawi, Bosman (2011: 

12) reports that early marriage can be viewed as “one of the customs embedded in the 

[country’s] traditions and cultures,” and in Zambia, early marriage is socially acceptable if 

cultural and customary processes are followed (Mann et al. 2015). Further, girls in Malawi 
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can be legally married at the age of 15 years with the consent of their parents, and since the 

payment of the bride price (lobola) provides a source of income in the immediate term, 

families prioritize early marriage of girls over education (Bosman 2011).

Two recent systematic reviews investigating “what works” to delay early marriage and 

prevent unintended and repeat pregnancy among young people in LMICs highlight few 

rigorous studies that are able to shed light on this question (Hindin et al. 2016; Kalamar, 

Lee-Rife, and Hindin 2016). In total, 11 studies were found for interventions measuring 

early marriage in the published and gray literature (4 of which included cash transfers), and 

21 studies were found for interventions measuring prevention of pregnancy (10 of which 

included cash transfers). Both systematic reviews conclude that cash transfers are promising 

instruments for facilitating safe transitions. However, they also acknowledge limitations, 

including a limited number of studies across program design typologies and geographic 

regions. Overall, the evidence from at-scale cash transfer programs in sub-Saharan Africa is 

particularly thin given the sheer number and coverage of government-run large-scale 

programs in the region (Cirillo and Tebaldi 2016).

Despite their potential, a unifying characteristic of large-scale programming, particularly 

unconditional cash transfers, is that programs are typically designed around general poverty 

objectives and cash is given to the head of the household. More importantly, they do not 

have youth-specific components, in contrast to the majority of NGO-run programs focused 

on aspects of youth or girl empowerment, which may give transfers (including to girls 

themselves) and have additional features targeted to these objectives (Baird, McIntosh, and 

Özler 2011; Austrian et al. 2016; Pettifor et al. 2016). Thus, although current evidence 

points to a promising role for cash transfers in achieving impacts on early marriage and 

pregnancy in LMICs, in the case of poverty-targeted at-scale programs these should be seen 

as positive secondary impacts, in contrast to dedicated programs specifically aimed at 

achieving these objectives.

Building on recent reviews, we briefly summarize evidence from sub-Saharan African 

countries, highlighting demonstrated effects of cash transfers on early marriage and 

pregnancy (Hindin et al. 2016; Kalamar, Lee-Rife, and Hindin 2016). Most similar to the 

current study is an evaluation of the Government of Kenya’s unconditional CT-OVC, which 

examined transitions among 1,549 females aged 12 to 24 years after four years of the 

program (Handa et al. 2015). The study was a cRCT and found that females in treatment 

households were 5.5 percentage points (or approximately 34 percent) less likely to have ever 

been pregnant compared to their counterparts in control households. However, no significant 

treatment effects were found for early marriage or cohabitation. In Malawi, Baird and 

colleagues (2011) evaluated the impacts of the Zomba Cash Transfer Program, run by an 

NGO in the Zomba district of Malawi targeted at never-married females aged 13 to 22 years. 

Using a cRCT with both an unconditional and a conditional treatment arm, the prevalence of 

marriage was found to reduce by 7.9 percentage points (44 percent) after two years in the 

unconditional treatment arm with no significant effects in the conditional arm. The study 

also observed that while about a quarter of females in the control group and the conditional 

arm were pregnant at the end of the evaluation period, among the unconditional treatment 

group, the likelihood of pregnancy significantly declined by 6.7 percentage points (27 
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percent; p<0.01) (Baird, McIntosh, and Özler 2011). Pettifor and colleagues (2016) also 

used a cRCT and found that a cash transfer, conditional on schooling and targeted to young 

women aged 13 to 20 years enrolled in grades 8–11 at baseline in the Mpumalanga province 

of South Africa had no significant effect on incidence of pregnancy over the four-year period 

of the study.

Other studies have, additionally, found promising results using quasi-experimental methods. 

For example, Rosenberg and colleagues (2015) examined the relationship between South 

Africa’s CSG and second pregnancy among recipients and nonrecipients using Cox 

regression models. Among the full cohort of 4,845 women, receipt of CSG was protective of 

second pregnancy in both the unadjusted and adjusted models (Hazard Ratios (HR) = 0.72 

and 0.66, respectively) (Rosenberg et al. 2015). The protective effects of CSG receipt were 

also observed among women under 21 years in unadjusted and adjusted models (HR = 0.70 

and 0.60, respectively). Another study conducted by Heinrich and colleagues (2017), using 

propensity score matching analysis revealed that receipt of CSG in adolescence reduced the 

probability of ever being pregnant by 10.5 percentage points among female adolescents 

(Heinrich, Hoddinott, and Samson 2017). In sum, there is promising evidence from the 

literature indicating that cash transfers have the potential to facilitate safe transitions, 

however the focus has been largely on females and there are few experimental studies from 

at-scale government-run programs.

DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Program and Evaluation Design

The main features of the two unconditional cash transfer programs and evaluations are 

summarized in Table 1. The SCTP in Malawi is the government’s flagship social protection 

program and is targeted to ultra-poor, labor-constrained households. The main objectives are 

to reduce poverty and hunger, and to improve school enrollment rates. The program 

currently reaches over 170,000 households across 18 (out of 28) districts in Malawi. The 

MCTG in Zambia is directed to households with a disabled member, or other vulnerable 

households such as those with a female or elderly head keeping orphans. The MCTG is 

implemented in two districts (Luwingu and Serenje) that have some of the highest food 

insecurity and poverty rates in the country. The primary goal of the MCTG is to reduce both 

extreme poverty and the intergenerational transfer of poverty. Both programs aim at helping 

the most vulnerable households meet their basic needs by providing regular bimonthly 

transfers that represent around a fifth of baseline consumption. In Zambia, the transfer is a 

flat sum of 120 kwacha (ZMW) (US$24 per exchange rate at program start) per household 

bimonthly, whereas in Malawi, the transfer increases with household size (ranging from 

approximately 2,000 to 4,800 kwacha [Mk] with additional amounts for school-age children) 

(US$5.80 to US$13.30 per exchange rate at program start) bimonthly.

The evaluations of both programs were designed as cRCTs and carried out in two rural 

districts in each region covering 29 clusters in Malawi and 92 clusters in Zambia, of which 

approximately half were randomized via public lottery to a control group. A cluster is 

defined as a “community” in Zambia using the administrative unit of the Welfare Assistance 

Committee, and is defined as a “village cluster” in Malawi. The household sample size is 
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3,531 and 3,078 in Malawi and Zambia, respectively. Data were collected first at baseline, 

then at midline (after 17 months in Malawi and after 24 months in Zambia) and at endline 

(at 30 months in Malawi and at 36 months in Zambia). Due to delays in program 

implementation in Malawi, results can be interpreted as impacts after two years of program 

receipt. In Zambia, the impacts are after three years of program receipt. Further details 

regarding program and evaluation design can be found in technical reports accompanying 

the evaluations (UNC 2014; AIR 2012).

Sample and Key Indicators

Both evaluations rely on multi-topic household surveys and collected information regarding 

the socioeconomic status, health, and development outcomes of household members. 

Information on marital and pregnancy status comes from the household roster and fertility 

module, respectively (the latter of which collected data on all female household members 

aged 12 to 49). We focus on the panel youth – namely the youth for whom we have complete 

data both at baseline and endline. Sample sizes range from 917 and 1,023, respectively, for 

males and females in Malawi to 1,289 and 1,202 for males and females, respectively, in 

Zambia. These survey modules were typically administered to a well-informed adult 

household member. For both males and females, we estimate the impact of the program on 

ever-married or cohabited, defined as an indicator equal to 1 if the youth’s reported marital 

status is married, co-habiting, divorced/separated, or widowed, and 0 otherwise. For females, 

an indicator of ever being pregnant is equal to 1, if she is reported to have ever given birth, 

had a pregnancy that miscarried, pregnancy was aborted or ended in a stillbirth, or if she is 

currently pregnant, and 0 if she has never experienced any of the previous. We further 

decompose the impact on ever being pregnant into the following three indicators: (1) ever 

given birth, (2) ever had a pregnancy that miscarried, pregnancy was aborted or ended in a 

stillbirth, and (3) currently pregnant. We do not, however, show impacts on indicator (2) as it 

had very low means. We excluded inconsistent observations, namely those that at baseline 

report being “ever married” or “ever pregnant” but report contrasting information at endline.
1

In addition to these outcome indicators, we examine several key pathway or moderating 

indicators including: (1) poverty, (2) education, and (3) community-level gendered social 

norms. To measure poverty, we use household per capita consumption in logged local 

currency, which includes over 60 specific food and non-food items (youth-specific 

consumption was not collected). To measure education, we utilize standard indicators 

including whether the youth is in school (currently attending) and the highest grade attained. 

To measure community-level gendered social norms, we created an index score through 

principal component analysis (PCA) using information on marriage arrangements 

(customary versus statutory) and inheritance rules for girls and women when their parents or 

husbands die2 (in reference to land, house, and other property from marriage and whether 

the widow can be inherited by the brother or other male relative of the deceased). The 

1Excluded observations are limited in number. In Zambia, we dropped 10 observations in the male panel due to inconsistent reporting 
on our outcome variables; we dropped 38 and 54 in the female youth panel, for early marriage and early pregnancy outcomes, 
respectively. In Malawi, we dropped 10 observations in the male panel; 23 and 12 in the female youth panel, for early marriage and 
early pregnancy outcomes respectively.
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associated alpha values for the PCA are 0.81 (Malawi) and 0.84 (Zambia), indicating good 

performance of the index and correlation between individual indicators. Communities with 

scores above the mean are defined as “gender-progressive communities.” Indicators used to 

build the community-gendered social norm index vary between country, and descriptive 

statistics are reported at the cluster and individual level in Appendix B, Table B1.3 It is 

important to note that we did not register pre-analysis plans for the analysis conducted here, 

pre-specifying our modeling choices, and rather rely on robustness checks to ensure specific 

analysis choices do not unduly influence overall conclusions.

Baseline Balance and Attrition

We focus on males and females aged 14 to 21 years for whom data was collected at baseline 

and then at follow-up, after 30 and 36 months in Malawi and Zambia, respectively. This 

means that samples were approximately 16.4 to 16.9 years on average across countries at 

baseline and were approximately 19.4 to 19.8 years at follow-up. We chose these age ranges 

as they represented the years where youth started to report marriage and pregnancy, however 

our main results are robust to including one or two additional year(s) more and less than the 

range for which results are shown. Table 2 (Panel A and B) shows baseline statistics for 

background characteristics for our analysis samples disaggregated by sex and country. Fifty-

two to 60 percent of the youth were attending school in Malawi compared to 58 to 68 

percent in Zambia, with higher rates for males. In both programs, around 80 percent of the 

cash transfer recipients (and main respondents of the household questionnaires) are female 

and in their mid-fifties with low formal education and high rates of out-of-marriage status 

(divorced, separated, or widowed). Household size is similar with approximately six 

members in both countries. Table 2 indicates that randomization was successful in creating 

balanced treatment and control groups at baseline. Across the 20 baseline background 

characteristics examined in Malawi and in Zambia (10 in each male and female panel), Wald 

tests indicate that only three are statistically significant at the p<0.05 level (age, school 

attendance, and top half of community-level gender progressiveness in the female panel in 

Zambia). The joint tests of orthogonality reported at the bottom of Table 2 confirm that pre-

program characteristics and primary outcomes are jointly uncorrelated with treatment 

assignment, with one exception, female youth in Zambia MCTG (p-value<0.01). Therefore, 

to account for any imbalance between groups and to improve the precision of estimates, we 

report adjusted estimates in all cases. Baseline reports further investigate baseline balance 

over a broad range of indicators (see AIR 2012 Appendix D, for Zambia; UNC 2014 

Appendix F, for Malawi) and conclude that randomization was successful in creating two 

groups with similar characteristics.

In addition to baseline balance, attrition poses a threat to internal validity and may cause bias 

in the estimation results. Attrition could be particularly important, given the age range of our 

sample, as youth are known to be a mobile population, and as our sampling protocol for the 

studies aims to follow households, not individual youth over time. In terms of household-

2In Zambia we use information regarding both daughters and wives, whereas in Malawi we rely only on information regarding 
widows, because information on daughters was not collected. We use baseline data for Malawi and 24-month data for Zambia (on the 
assumption that gender norms are unlikely to change substantially over the two-year time period).
3Appendixes are available at the supporting information tab at wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/sfp.
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level attrition, 6.5 and 3.0 percent of the baseline sample was lost to follow-up by endline in 

Malawi and Zambia, respectively. Therefore, overall household attrition is fairly low and 

evaluation reports investigate both household overall and differential attrition and conclude 

that neither is a concern (AIR 2015; UNC 2016). Table A2 in Annex A indicates that overall 

attrition among youth in our analyses samples range from 19 to 29 percent depending on the 

sample and program (see Panel A). In Malawi, the proportion of youth that are lost to 

follow-up in the treatment arm is similar to that in the control arm. However, in Zambia, 

there are more youth in the treatment group that were lost to follow-up compared to their 

peers in the control group for both males and females.

These differential rates of attrition could be problematic if we believe that there are 

important reasons behind these differences that could be linked to our transition outcomes of 

interest. This is a plausible hypothesis, as both marriage and fertility could be a reason that 

youth leave households. For example, marriage in rural Zambia and Malawi is traditionally 

patrilocal (e.g., women move to live with or nearby the husbands’ family), however moves 

are often local or to neighboring areas (Cherchye et al. 2016). Furthermore, in Central and 

Southern Malawi (which makes up one study site in our sample, Salima district), matrilineal 

tribes dominate, where the opposite is true and men move nearby the wives’ family 

(Mwambene 2005). Therefore, we also investigated the reported reasons for youth leaving 

the sample over time, typically reported by the head of household (including the analytical 

reason of missing covariates or incomplete information, or the entire household moving, 

thus being dropped from the sample) and whether these differ between the treatment and 

control groups (Annex Table A1). We report these results, and additional attrition analysis 

and robustness checks using inverse probability weights and construction of Lee bounds 

(Lee 2009) in Annex A alongside discussion of results.

Estimation Strategy

Building on the randomized experimental design of the intervention, we use an analysis of 

covariance (ANCOVA) specification to estimate the main impacts of the program on early 

marriage and fertility outcomes. When autocorrelation of outcomes over time is low, 

ANCOVA impact estimates are preferred over difference-in-difference estimates and provide 

a more efficient estimation of the effect (McKenzie 2012). In practice, autocorrelation in our 

samples for the outcomes of interest range from 0.37 (ever married male youth in Zambia) to 

0.62 (ever married female youth in Zambia), and thus can be viewed as moderate. For this 

reason, we replicate our main findings using standard difference-in-difference models with 

household and individual fixed effects and find no differences in conclusions. The primary 

ANCOVA model is specified as follows:

Y i, j, t1
= α + βT j + γY i, j, t0

+ ∑k = 1
K δkX k, i, t0

+ θs + ε (1)

where Y i, j, t1
 represents our outcome for the individual iat follow-up (t1);T is a dichotomous 

variable that takes the value 1 if the individual i lives in a community or village j assigned to 

receive the cash transfer and zero if the individual is assigned to a control community or 
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village; β is therefore our coefficient of interest capturing the intent-to-treat (ITT) effect of 

the intervention. The ANCOVA specification controls for the pre-treatment value of the 

outcome variable Y i, j, t0
. Xi, t0

 represents the vector of control variables, all measured at 

baseline, that we included to increase the precision of our estimates and to account for pre-

program imbalances. Controls included in each program are listed in Table 2: the age and 

education (whether or not currently attending school) of the youth, characteristics of the 

main survey respondent or transfer recipient (age, sex, whether they have ever attended 

school, and marital status indicators), household size, a dummy capturing whether per capita 

consumption is below the mean, and an indicator that captures whether the youth lives in a 

gender-progressive (top half of score) community. For fertility outcomes, we also included 

an indicator to capture whether the dependent variable (ever pregnant at endline, or 

subcomponents at endline) was missing and therefore replaced with midline data.4 However, 

replicating our main specifications without replacing outcome variables confirms our main 

results. Finally, θs captures strata fixed effects (traditional authorities and district indicators 

in Malawi and Zambia, respectively). We report adjusted and unadjusted specifications for 

our main analyses; unadjusted specifications maintain controls for the stratification 

indicators used for the randomization. We estimate using the ordinary least squares 

technique, Linear Probability Model (LPM) and adjusting standard errors for clustering at 

the cluster level. We use only baseline and endline data in our main ANCOVA models, 

therefore excluding the midline follow-up, as we expect our outcomes to be fairly slow 

moving. However, we ran an alternative model where we pool the midline and endline and 

find the main results unchanged (not displayed).

To further investigate possible differential effects, we explore how levels of pre-program 

poverty (“poorest” defined as those below mean consumption at baseline), education 

(currently attending school at baseline), and gender-progressive norms at the community 

level affect impacts. In addition to these pathways, we also examine differences by pre-

program youth age, as adolescent outcomes are highly variable by age, with implications for 

targeting and timing of transitions. As we are interested in understanding whether the 

program had any differential impact across subgroups, we report the following specification:

Y i, j, t1
= α + βT j + γY i, j, t0

+ ∑k = 1
K δkXk, i, t0

+ ϑCi, t0
+ μT jCi, t0

+ θ + ε (2)

where Ci, t0
represents a baseline characteristic of the youth (or the community where she/he 

lives), the coefficient μ on the interaction between the treatment status and the baseline 

characteristic captures whether the impact of the program varies between youth with a 

certain baseline characteristic and those without (for instance, it might capture the 

differential impact between the poorest half compared to least-poor [above median] half).

4Endline missing values for “ever pregnant” were replaced with midline or baseline information in cases where the youth had already 
experienced a pregnancy. We created an indicator to capture whether the dependent variable had been replaced. For consistency across 
pregnancy subcomponents, whenever we replaced ever pregnant at endline, we also replaced the subcomponents.
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RESULTS

Descriptive Results

The baseline values and balance for our key outcomes of interest are reported in Table 2, 

while Figure 2 is a graphic depiction of the mean outcomes by age, treatment status, and by 

country created using lowess regression (locally weighted scatterplot smoothing). The 

proportion of youth aged 14 to 21 years at baseline who have ever been married or pregnant 

is low at baseline on average (0 to 2 percent for early marriage among males; 3 to 12 percent 

for early marriage among females and 9 to 22 percent for early pregnancy). These averages 

are fully balanced at baseline between treatment and control groups (p>0.05 level) and show 

increases with age, generally with a linear trend. Transitions appear to occur earlier within 

the Malawi sample across all outcomes and samples—for example, at baseline nearly 50 

percent of the female sample is married or cohabiting at the age of 21 in Malawi, as 

compared to nearly 20 percent in Zambia. Likewise, at baseline, nearly 80 percent of the 

sample of girls aged 21 has ever been pregnant in Malawi, as compared to nearly 40 percent 

in Zambia. Although we cannot plot the confidence intervals (as lowess is based on an 

iterative smoothing procedure rather than on a single model), the proximity of the control 

(solid blue) and treatment (dashed red) lines suggest there is little difference for most 

outcomes with the treatment and control lines almost overlapping in both Zambia and 

Malawi at younger ages. There is larger dispersion among older ages with the control in 

Zambia showing less favorable outcomes (higher rates) for male early marriage and female 

pregnancy; however, standard errors are also larger at older ages due to the smaller samples.

Impact Estimates

Table 3 presents our main impact estimates for both unadjusted and adjusted models for 

Malawi (Panel A) and Zambia (Panel B). As suggested by the descriptive analysis, we find 

the cash transfer programs had no significant impact on early marriage and fertility 

outcomes in either country (see Table 3, Panel A and B). The only exception is a marginally 

significant negative impact on ever married or cohabited for male youth in the adjusted 

specification for Malawi. Full models by country are included in Appendix B (Tables B2 and 

B3). Furthermore, Tables B4 and B5 in Appendix B show robustness of our main findings to 

using a difference-in-difference model with individual and household fixed effects. We also 

examine robustness checks to account for potential differential attrition using inverse 

probability weights (see Appendix A, Tables A3 and A4) and Lee bounds (Appendix A, 

Table A5). We confirm the lack of significant impacts as presented in Table 3.

We further investigate whether the programs had any differential impact for subgroups of 

our sample. In particular, we distinguish youth by age (in years), between youth that lived in 

a gender-progressive community at baseline and those who did not, between those who lived 

in a household with above mean consumption at baseline as well as youth who were 

attending school at baseline. Table 4 (Panel A and B) shows the interaction terms are not 

significant in either country or in any of the specifications reported. The only exception is 

the interaction between age and treatment (p<0.1) in Malawi, indicating there may be a 

differential impact increasing the likelihood of ever being pregnant for older females with 

respect to the base category (younger females, who had not attended school, in low gender-
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norm progressive communities). However, since the base coefficient is negative and larger 

than the interaction term—indicating an overall reduction—we cannot interpret this as an 

adverse effect.

Next we explore whether the program impacts reported in previous research holds within our 

sample, namely on poverty and education mediators. Using the same modeling and samples, 

we show in Appendix Table B6 that both programs have a large and significant positive 

effect on logged consumption per capita. In Zambia, the program increased consumption by 

19 to 26 percent for youth in program beneficiary households compared to their control 

peers; in Malawi, the magnitude of the impact is even larger at around 30 to 31 percent. 

There is, therefore, concrete evidence that these poverty-alleviation programs did indeed 

relax households’ liquidity constraints, thus making the mechanism of household-level 

economic security feasible (UNC 2016; Handa et al. 2018). In addition, we estimate the 

program impacts on two education indicators in Appendix B, Table B7.5 In Malawi, cash 

transfers led to a positive impact on the proportion of male and female youth currently 

attending school in the range of 8 to 11 percentage points. A positive impact is also found in 

Zambia, however the impact is significant only for the male youth (for female youth at 

p<0.1) and is smaller in magnitude, around 5 to 6 percentage points. We find no significant 

impacts on highest grade attained, however it is plausible that a longer time period is needed 

to see impacts on these longer-term measures. Thus, we also find evidence that education is 

a plausible mechanism of program impact on safe transitions, albeit weaker evidence for 

long-term measures of grade attainment (de Hoop et al. 2017).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We examined the impact of two government-run unconditional cash transfer programs on 

early marriage/cohabitation and fertility among youth aged 14 to 21 in Malawi and Zambia. 

The programs share similar features, as they are targeted to extremely poor, labor-

constrained households in rural areas and provide bimonthly transfers to heads of 

households, with no additional program components or beneficiary responsibilities. After 

two and three years of transfers, there are few measurable impacts on safe transition 

outcomes for males or females, despite evidence of impacts on both household poverty and 

youth education outcomes, two of the most recognized mechanisms having the potential to 

drive impacts. Across countries and outcomes, the only significant impact found on the main 

outcomes of interest is a marginally significant protective impact on marriage or 

cohabitation for male youth in Malawi. Furthermore, despite hypotheses that suggest that 

transfers will be constrained by community-level social norms relating to gender and family 

formation, we find no evidence suggesting this dynamic might be the case in our setting.

Our evidence is in contrast to the recent literature showing positive impacts of cash transfer 

programming included in recent reviews focused on early marriage and pregnancy in LMICs 

(Hindin et al. 2016; Kalamar et al. 2016). In fact, cash transfer programming can be viewed 

as one of the most promising interventions among those with evidence of sufficient rigor to 

5Sample sizes in Table B7 are slightly smaller than those used in the main results table (Table 3). The main reason for this difference 
is that education questions at endline were asked only for household members aged 23 and younger; as a result, education outcomes 
are not available at endline for older youth.
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be included. However, not all agree that cash transfer programming should be a preferred or 

favored strategy. For example, Amin and colleagues (2017: 11) argue that “while this 

approach [conditional cash transfers] has met with some success in improving education and 

health outcomes—it is unlikely, on its own to address the problem of child marriage.” 
Instead Amin and colleagues (2017: 11) suggest that a “multi-dimensional, longer-term and 

holistic view of impact” is needed to meet the Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) of 

ending child, early, and forced marriage by 2030. Despite the compelling call for 

multisectoral and girl-focused programming, the primary focus and objective of large-scale 

cash transfer programs such as the ones we evaluate is poverty reduction. Therefore, impacts 

on safe transitions should not be viewed as the marker of program effectiveness. To argue 

that (a narrow definition of) conditional cash transfer programs are alone unlikely to 

“eradicate” the problem of child marriage is misunderstanding both the objective of such 

programs, as well as disregarding the promise found in the larger evidence-base showing 

marginal positive improvements across large-scale populations. Even within girl-focused 

programming, there is evidence that economic components are critical facilitators of positive 

impact. For example, a cRCT of a conditional financial incentive and girls’ empowerment 

curriculum in Bangladesh aimed at increasing girls’ education, and delaying marriage and 

childbearing, found that after 4.5 years of the program, girls receiving the financial incentive 

were 22 percent and 14 percent less likely to be married and have given birth, respectively—

however, girls receiving the empowerment curriculum showed no meaningful changes on 

these same outcomes (Buchmann et al. 2016).

A number of explanations could account for our lack of significant findings. First, it is 

important to re-emphasize that the sample is a unique population, within poor, rural districts 

of both countries and comprises youth who live in labor-constrained households. For 

example, when compared to the most recent Demographic and Health Survey data, we find 

that rural females aged 17 to 24 (the same age as our cohort at endline) have prevalence of 

68(60) percent for ever married and 72(76) percent for ever been pregnant in Malawi 

(Zambia) respectively (National Statistical Office [Malawi] and ICF 2017; Central Statistical 

Office [Zambia] et al. 2015). These figures are higher than represented in our sample, 

indicating that the youth in our sample, by virtue of being in labor-constrained households, 

are not representative of the typical female demographic of reproductive ages. Further, as the 

study was designed to investigate dynamics primarily at the household level, individuals 

were not tracked over the study period. This means we are able to estimate impacts on early 

marriage and fertility only for the sample of youth who remain in study households. 

Although we perform a number of robustness checks and econometric tests to show that our 

sample is similar to youth who left, we rely on reports of household heads regarding their 

motivation for leaving. A stronger research design for these particular questions would track 

youth to investigate a fuller picture of these dynamics—and may in part have influenced the 

lack of significant findings in this analysis. Finally, as these outcomes are slow moving over 

time, it is possible that with a longer timeframe, additional transitions would give a different 

picture of dynamics and increase power to identify impacts. For example, it could be that 

cash transfers play a role in delaying transitions for several months up to a year, which could 

be argued as a meaningful change, however we would not necessarily pick up this marginal 

change with the current evaluation framework.
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There are a number of additional limitations worth noting for future research. For example, 

we are not able to explicitly test additional pathways of mental health or sexual debut, or 

include subgroup analysis by orphan status, as these measures were not collected for our full 

sample of youth. In future work, it will be informative to test the full range of pathways and 

mechanisms responsible for impacts. In addition, the outcome measures are collected 

through self-reports in household survey data and therefore are subject to social desirability 

and recall bias. Further, our measure of gendered social norms may not capture the full 

range of variability necessary to identify heterogeneous impacts with respect to our 

outcomes. We encourage future research to explicitly design measures to be able to more 

confidently address dynamics of social norms and their interactions with financial and 

economic security.

On a global level, there remain gaps in our understanding of effective programs and policy 

instruments to delay safe transitions, including early marriage and fertility in LMICs, 

particularly those that can be implemented at scale. Research suggests that poverty and 

economic interventions can play a meaningful role in facilitating safe transitions; however, 

evidence is limited in terms of relative costs and benefits of programs, program component 

synergies in the case of integrated or bundled programs, and few studies including men and 

boys. Despite the lack of impact demonstrated in Malawi and Zambia’s national programs, 

this could be due to the unique study demographic, the length of time of the evaluation, or 

the study design, which allowed measurement of impacts only among youth who stayed in 

households. We welcome further rigorous research that has the ability to answer outstanding 

questions, to better understand how to improve outcomes for the next generation of young 

adults and their children.
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Appendix

APPENDIX A: Attrition

In this Appendix, we report descriptive statistics on attrition (Table A1), further analysis on 

differential attrition (Table A2), and provide predicting equations and robustness checks 

using the inverse probability weighting (IPW) method to account for potential differential 

attrition (Tables A3 and A4). Finally, we construct upper and lower bounds for the intent-to-

treat (ITT) effect following the Lee bounding approach (Table A5).

Table A1 shows that in Malawi, the main reported motivation for leaving the household for 

males is for work or school (58 percent), while for females it is marriage (50 percent). There 

are no statistically significant differences in terms of motivation for leaving the household 

among the male youth. However, in the female youth sample, we do observe a difference by 

treatment status: more female youth left the household for marriage reasons in the treatment 

group (56 percent in the treatment group versus 44 percent in the control group; p<0.04) and 

more female youth in the control group left the household for “other” reasons (6 percent in 

the control group versus 1 percent in the treatment group; p<0.01). In Zambia, the main 

reported motivation for leaving the households in the male youth sample is to live with other 

relatives (42 percent), while the main reason for females not being included in the study 

sample is due to missing or incomplete information (38 percent). Among all reasons for 

attrition, there is one statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 level: more households 

overall left the sample in the treatment sample (13 percent in the treatment group versus 5 

percent in the control group; p<0.04).

We further explore individual attrition in Table A2. In Panel B, we examine differential 

attrition, or whether attrition is differentially correlated with baseline characteristics and 

outcomes by treatment status. Using baseline data, we model whether or not the individual is 

included in the panel using predictors of treatment status, pre-program background 

characteristics and primary outcomes (safe transition variables) as well as the interaction of 

treatment with each of these variables. The joint test of treatment and interaction terms in 

Panel B of Table A2 suggests no significant differential attrition for the female youth panels 

in Zambia, whereas in all panels in Malawi and in the male youth panel in Zambia, 

treatment seems to influence the characteristics of the individuals who remain in the panel. 

For this reason, we also examine robustness to attrition using IPWs.

Table A3 presents probit regressions of inclusion at follow-up for each sample (and outcome 

variable) in both countries. The dependent variable is a youth panel status dummy that 

equals 1 if the youth was surveyed both at baseline and follow-up and 0 if the youth was lost 

to follow-up (surveyed only at baseline). Covariates include the same set of baseline control 

variables included in our main specifications as well as other pre-program variables that are 

theoretically linked re-interview (“auxiliary variables”). Auxiliary variables include (1) the 

relationship of the youth to the eligible recipient of the cash transfer (if the youth is the 

biological child); (2) a proxy for the quality of the interview as measured by the non-self-
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clustered attrition rate; (3) covariate and idiosyncratic shocks (drought and flood measured 

at the community level, and death of the household income earner); and (4) the lagged 

dependent variable. For example, we hypothesize that if the youth is the biological child of 

the main cash transfer eligible adult in the household, he or she is more likely to remain in 

the household at follow-up. Likewise, if attrition rates are high in the overall cluster, a youth 

is more likely to also be lost to follow-up—either due to some unobserved community-level 

migratory trend, or because the particular survey team visiting the cluster is not as diligent at 

finding youth and completing call-backs for those found out of the household at the time of 

the survey visit.

The tests at the bottom of Table A3 indicate that auxiliary variables are jointly significant in 

explaining re-interview in each of the samples (specifications 1 to 6). For each specification, 

we then predict the probability of inclusion (Pi) and compute the IPW as the inverse of these 

predicted probabilities (Wooldridge 2002). These IPWs are then used as weights in the 

outcome regressions as a robustness check. Intuitively, IPWs correct for attrition by giving 

more weight to observations more likely to be underrepresented in the analysis panel. Thus, 

we would expect any bias due to differential attrition on observables to be corrected in the 

IPW impact estimates.

IPW results for each outcome, sample, and program are presented in Table A4. Findings 

using IPW are consistent with ITT estimates shown in the main text in Table 3; the lack of 

significant program impacts is confirmed, indicating that differential attrition is not driving 

our main results.

As a further robustness check to attrition, we construct upper and lower bounds for the ITT 

effect following Lee bounding approach (Lee 2009). In order to compute the bounds, we 

trim the distribution of our main outcome variables for the group (treatment or control) that 

is less likely to be lost to follow up by the relative difference in attrition rates between the 

two treatment arms. We trim the lower tail of the distribution to construct the upper bound 

and vice versa for the lower bound. Results are presented for each of our outcomes and 

program in Table A5 next to our main estimates. The majority of the bounds cross zero (7 

out of 10). However, both lower and upper bounds are small and not statistically significant 

in most cases; whenever they are, Lee bounds are actually negative. We conclude that the 

main results of the article are broadly robust to attrition, with only few cases where bounds 

indicate that cash transfers might have actually had a positive protective impact on safe 

transitions (e.g., reducing pregnancy and marriage in some cases). Thus the bounded results 

indicate that our conclusion in the main text showing no significant program effects could be 

seen as conservative. However, it is important to note that while we present bounded results, 

we cannot be certain that the monotonicity condition for selection into attrition holds within 

our sample—e.g., that those lost to follow up are exclusively less or more likely to have 

favorable transition outcomes as compared to those in our panel sample. Thus, the bounded 

results should be interpreted with caution.
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Table A1.

Reasons for attrition among those lost to follow-up, by sex and country

Panel A: 
Malawi [Social 
Cash Transfer 
Program]

Male youth (14–21 at baseline) Female youth
a
(14–21 at baseline)

All Control Treatment P-value of diff. All Control Treatment P-value of diff.

Entire 
household lost 
to follow-up

0.08 0.08 0.07 0.71 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.68

Youth: Left 
household for 
marriage 
reasons

0.12 0.13 0.11 0.68 0.50 0.44 0.56 0.04

Youth: Deceased 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.91 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.07

Youth: Left 
household for 
work or school 
reasons

0.58 0.60 0.57 0.62 0.20 0.21 0.19 0.57

Youth: Left 
household to 
live with other 
relative

0.06 0.06 0.07 0.72 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.92

Youth: Left 
household to 
establish own 
home

0.06 0.04 0.08 0.19 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.71

Youth: Left 
household for 
other reasons

0.05 0.05 0.05 0.99 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.01

Youth: Not 
included in 
analysis due to 
incomplete 
information

0.04 0.04 0.04 0.75 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.87

Observations 376 166 210 287 140 147

Panel B: 
Zambia 
[Multiple 
Category 
Targeted 
Grant]

All Control Treatment P-value of diff. All Control Treatment P-value of diff.

Entire 
household lost 
to follow-up

0.10 0.05 0.13 0.04 0.11 0.10 0.12 0.65

Youth: Left 
household for 
marriage 
reasons

0.07 0.09 0.05 0.21 0.17 0.15 0.19 0.47

Youth: Deceased 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.31 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.43

Youth: Left 
household for 
work or school 
reasons

0.04 0.02 0.05 0.16 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.80

Youth: Left 
household to 
live with other 
relative

0.42 0.48 0.38 0.08 0.25 0.22 0.27 0.43
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Panel B: 
Zambia 
[Multiple 
Category 
Targeted 
Grant]

All Control Treatment P-value of diff. All Control Treatment P-value of diff.

Youth: Left 
household to 
establish own 
home

0.15 0.13 0.17 0.23 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.82

Youth: Left 
household for 
other reasons

0.05 0.04 0.06 0.61 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.94

Youth: Not 
included in 
analysis due to 
incomplete 
information

0.10 0.14 0.08 0.06 0.38 0.43 0.34 0.16

Observations 426 182 247 293 139 154

NOTES: P-values are reported from Wald tests on the equality of means of Treatment and Control for each variable. 
Standard errors are clustered at the community level. Sampling weights have been applied in Malawi.
a
Female youth here refers to the panel for early pregnancy outcomes (slightly larger than the one used for early marriage 

outcomes).

Table A2.

Attrition analysis: Prediction of panel inclusion using treatment status (Panel A), 

background characteristics, and interactions between background characteristics and 

treatment (Panel B)

Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program] Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted Grant]

Male Female Male Female

Panel inclusion Panel inclusion Panel inclusion Panel inclusion

Panel A
Sample: Ever

married or
cohabited

Sample: Ever
married or
cohabited

Sample: Ever
pregnant

Sample: Ever
married or
cohabited

Sample: Ever
married or
cohabited

Sample: Ever
pregnant

Treatment status −0.075 −0.046 −0.041 −0.065 −0.057 −0.029

(1.62) (1.26) (1.44) (2.56)** (2.08)** (1.13)

R-squared 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

Observations 1,399 1,204 1,204 1,725 1,503 1,503

Attrition rate 0.288 0.283 0.248 0.249 0.288 0.195

Panel B

Treatment status 0.031 −0.165 0.278 −0.184 −0.125 −0.448

(0.10) (0.59) (1.01) (0.74) (0.49) (1.67)*

Baseline 
characteristics 
and safe 
transition 
indicator

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Interactions of 
treatment and 
baseline 
characteristics/

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
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Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program] Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted Grant]

Male Female Male Female

Panel inclusion Panel inclusion Panel inclusion Panel inclusion

Panel A
Sample: Ever

married or
cohabited

Sample: Ever
married or
cohabited

Sample: Ever
pregnant

Sample: Ever
married or
cohabited

Sample: Ever
married or
cohabited

Sample: Ever
pregnant

safe transition 
indicator

R-squared 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.07 0.09 0.05

Observations 1,399 1,204 1,202 1,725 1,503 1,503

p-value from F-
test that 
Treatment and 
interactions 
with Treatment 
are jointly 0

0.008 0.044 0.008 0.005 0.212 0.476

NOTES: Estimations use Linear Probability Modeling. Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.
***

p<0.01,
**

p<0.05,
*
p<0.1.

The analysis utilizes baseline data, thus all controls (and interactions) are measured at baseline. Sampling weights have 
been Malawi. The baseline characteristics included in Panel B are the same as the controls used in our main adjusted 
specifications, nan education (whether or not currently attending school) of the youth, characteristics of the main survey 
respondent or transfer recipie whether they have ever attended school and marital status indicators), household size, a 
dummy capturing whether per capita consi below the mean and an indicator that captures whether the youth lives in a 
gender-progressive (top half of score) community as wel indicators used for the randomization (traditional authorities 
dummies in Malawi and districts in Zambia).

Table A3.

Probit predicting re-survey (inverse probability weights), by program and sample

Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program] Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted 
Grant]

Male Female Male Female

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever
pregnant

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever
pregnant

Treatment status −0.127* −0.130 −0.239* −0.218*** −0.0974 −0.0163

(0.0732) (0.0847) (0.127) (0.0775) (0.0729) (0.109)

Youth: Age (years) −0.0849*** −0.0351* −0.0741*** −0.0654*** −0.0354** −0.0261

(0.0159) (0.0183) (0.0212) (0.0161) (0.0176) (0.0219)

Youth: Currently 
attending (1/0)

0.107 0.157 0.144 0.175** 0.232*** 0.271***

(0.0870) (0.104) (0.114) (0.0771) (0.0844) (0.0959)

Main respondent: 
Age (years)

0.00353 −0.00111 0.00218 0.00319 −0.00569** −0.00338

(0.00309) (0.00341) (0.00359) (0.00313) (0.00284) (0.00329)

Main respondent: 
Female (1/0)

−0.186 −0.184 −0.0551 −0.138 −0.314*** −0.203
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Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program] Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted 
Grant]

Male Female Male Female

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever
pregnant

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever
pregnant

(0.127) (0.143) (0.213) (0.111) (0.104) (0.143)

Main respondent: 
Ever attended 
school (1/0)

0.114 0.0221 0.126 0.170* −0.0144 0.116

(0.0986) (0.0976) (0.0934) (0.0871) (0.0915) (0.109)

Main respondent, 
marital status: 
Divorced/
separated/widowed 
(1/0)

0.0588 0.0961 0.0415 0.0481 0.197** 0.0771

(0.106) (0.0957) (0.0968) (0.0882) (0.0967) (0.120)

Main respondent, 
marital status : 
Never married 
(1/0)

0.0650 0.0672 0.0367 0.227 −0.0635 0.0275

(0.189) (0.204) (0.193) (0.270) (0.225) (0.231)

Household size −0.0395** −0.0332 −0.0263 −0.0381*** −0.0597*** −0.0381**

(0.0190) (0.0240) (0.0298) (0.0146) (0.0160) (0.0182)

Highest (above 
mean) household 
monthly per capita 
consumption (1/0)

0.0458 −0.154* −0.107 0.0279 0.0744 0.169*

(0.0824) (0.0903) (0.0970) (0.0778) (0.0799) (0.0870)

Gender progressive 
community (top 
half, 1/0)

0.105 0.0235 0.130 −0.151* −0.0110 0.110

(0.0874) (0.0953) (0.130) (0.0786) (0.0853) (0.113)

Auxiliary variables

Biological child of 
the recipient (1/0)

0.214*** −0.100 0.0642 0.235*** 0.0705 0.210**

(0.0737) (0.0959) (0.103) (0.0819) (0.0933) (0.102)

Non-self clustered 
attrition rate

−0.681* −0.653 0.712 −0.464 −0.406 −0.556

(0.398) (0.554) (0.995) (0.390) (0.337) (0.348)

Household level 
shock: Death of 
household income 
earner(s) (1/0)

0.312 −0.265 −0.256 −0.0757 0.296 −0.0863

(0.240) (0.228) (0.263) (0.183) (0.183) (0.201)

Community level 
shock: Drought 
(1/0)

−0.231 −0.112 −0.211 −0.120* 0.0543 0.144

(0.150) (0.118) (0.131) (0.0615) (0.0752) (0.103)

Community level 
shock: Flood (1/0)

−0.0174 0.151 0.265 0.0314 −0.0996 −0.0882

(0.0636) (0.0931) (0.187) (0.0792) (0.0993) (0.122)
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Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program] Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted 
Grant]

Male Female Male Female

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever
pregnant

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever married
or cohabited

Ever
pregnant

Baseline (outcome 
indicator, 1/0)

0.0666 0.544** 1.335*** −1.397*** −0.842*** −0.466***

(0.302) (0.219) (0.216) (0.343) (0.152) (0.134)

Constant 2.036*** 1 771*** 1 742*** 1 996*** 2.001*** 1 757***

(0.477) (0.456) (0.530) (0.412) (0.427) (0.531)

Observations 1,399 1,204 1,202 1,725 1,503 1,431

[Adjusted Wald or 
Chi2] test auxiliary 
variables are 
jointly 0

3.272 3.053 5.981 35.26 39.82 25.02

P-value from test 0.018 0.024 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.00

NOTES: Estimations use probit modeling. Robust standard errors in parantheses corrected for clustering.
***

p<0.01,
**

p<0.05,
*
p<0.1.

Sampling weights have been applied in Malawi.The dependent is equal to 1 if youth is included in the study. All controls 
are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the randomization (traditional authorities dummies in 
Malawi and districts in Zambia). Apart from the controls used in our main specifications we also included a number of 
auxiliary variables to predict inclusion. The auxiliary variables include the relationship of the youth to the intended 
recipient; a proxy for the quality of the interview as measured by the non-self clustered attrition rate; covariate 
anddiosyncratic shocks; and the lagged dependent variable. For each specification, we predict the probability of inclusion 
(Pi) and compute the inverse probability weight (IPW) as the inverse of Pi.

Table A4.

Main impacts on early marriage and pregnancy among youth aged 14–21 at baseline, by sex 

and country, using IPW (inverse probability weights)

Male Female

Panel A: Malawi 
[Social Cash
Transfer Program]

Ever 
married

or 
cohabited

(1)

Ever 
married

or 
cohabited

(2)

Ever 
married

or 
cohabited

(3)

Ever 
married

or 
cohabited

(4)

Ever
pregnant

(5)

Ever
pregnant

(6)

Currently
pregnant

(7)

Currently
pregnant

(8)

Ever given
birth
(9)

Ever given
birth
(10)

Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted

Treatment status −0.0142 −0.0183* −0.00686 −0.00250 0.0123 0.0223 −0.00675 −0.00533 0.0242 0.0309

(0.0124) (0.00984) (0.0196) (0.0194) (0.0265) (0.0199) (0.0174) (0.0172) (0.0264) (0.0237)

Observations 1,023 1,023 878 878 854 854 854 854 854 854

R-squared 0.382 0.416 0.322 0.427 0.286 0.373 0.030 0.041 0.270 0.361

Endline control mean 0.06 0.27 0.39 0.06 0.33

Male Female

Panel B: Zambia 
[Multiple

Ever 
married

Ever 
married

Ever 
married

Ever 
married

Ever
pregnant

Ever
pregnant

Currently
pregnant

Currently
pregnant

Ever given
birth

Ever given
birth
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Male Female

Panel A: Malawi 
[Social Cash
Transfer Program]

Ever 
married

or 
cohabited

(1)

Ever 
married

or 
cohabited

(2)

Ever 
married

or 
cohabited

(3)

Ever 
married

or 
cohabited

(4)

Ever
pregnant

(5)

Ever
pregnant

(6)

Currently
pregnant

(7)

Currently
pregnant

(8)

Ever given
birth
(9)

Ever given
birth
(10)

Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted

Category Targeted 
Grant]

or 
cohabited

or 
cohabited

or 
cohabited

or 
cohabited

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted

Treatment status 0.000139 −0.00183 0.0132 0.0125 0.000860 0.000716 −0.0117 −0.0106 0.00375 0.00382

(0.00818) (0.00800) (0.0145) (0.0144) (0.0187) (0.0198) (0.00957) (0.0116) (0.0174) (0.0173)

Observations 1,296 1,296 1,070 1,070 1,210 1,210 1,210 1,210 1,210 1,210

R-squared 0.493 0.509 0.570 0.582 0.362 0.398 0.117 0.133 0.386 0.424

Endline control mean 0.02 0.07 0.22 0.04 0.18

NOTES: Estimations of equation (1) use ANCOVA modeling among panel individuals (follow-up after 30 months in 
Malawi and after 3 computed in Table A3. Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.
***

p<0.01,
**

p<0.05,
*
p<0.1.

All controls ari stratifying indicators used for the randomization ( traditional authorities dummies in Malawi and districts in 
Zambia). Inconsistent obs reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant at endline 
were excluded from the analysis. In the IPWs have been combined.

Table A5.

Robustness of main impacts to attrition using Lee bounds

Male Female

Panel A: Malawi 
[Social
Cash Transfer 
Program]

Ever married or cohabitated Ever married or cohabitated Ever pregnant Currently pregnant Ever given birth

Beta Upper Lower Beta Upper Lower Beta Upper Lower Beta Upper Lower Beta Upper Lower

Treatment status −0.02 −0.01 −0.04 −0.00 0.01 −0.03 0.00 0.02 −0.02 −0.02 −0.01 −0.06 0.02 0.04 −0.01

(0.01)* (0.01) (0.01)*** (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)*** (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)

Observations 1,023 970 970 878 851 850 917 888 888 917 889 889 917 890 888

R-squared 0.40 0.40 0.38 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.44 0.43 0.44 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.43 0.43 0.45

Endline control mean 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.266 0.266 0.266 0.410 0.410 0.410 0.065 0.065 0.065 0.347 0.347 0.347

Male Female

Panel B: Zambia
[Multiple Category
Targeted Grant]

Ever married or cohabitated Ever married or cohabitated Ever pregnant Currently pregnant Ever given birth

Beta Upper Lower Beta Upper Lower Beta Upper Lower Beta Upper Lower Beta Upper Lower

Treatment status −0.00 0.00 −0.02 0.01 0.02 −0.04 −0.00 0.01 −0.04 −0.01 −0.01 −0.04 0.00 0.01 −0.05

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)*** (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)*** (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)** (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)*** (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)**

Observations 1,296 1,239 1,241 1,070 1,027 1,027 1,210 1,157 1,162 1,210 1,159 1,159 1,210 1,159 1,159

R-squared 0.17 0.17 0.11 0.42 0.42 0.45 0.40 0.40 0.39 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.42 0.42 0.44

Endline control mean 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.17 0.17 0.17

NOTES: Estimations use ANCOVA modeling. Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.
***

p<0.01,
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**
p<0.05,

*
p<0.1.

Spec used in equation (1) and all controls are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the 
randomization (traditional authorities dummies weights have been applied in Malawi

Appendix

APPENDIX B: Supplemental Tables

Table B1

 Means of indicators used to construct the gender norms score

Panel A: Malawi, SCTP (n=28)
Community

level

Marriage type: matrilineal and neolocal 0.049

Marriage type: matrilineal and matrilocal 0.877

Marriage type: matrilineal and patrilocal 0.074

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their land 0.667

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their land 0.333

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their house 0.765

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their house 0.235

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their other property from marriage 0.784

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their other property from marriage 0.216

Cronbach alpha (9 items) 0.809

Panel B: Zambia, MCTG (n=90)
Community

level

Most common marriage type: Customary marriage (with dowry/lobola) 0.652

Most common marriage type: Statutory marriage 0.033

Most common marriage type: Church wedding 0.185

Most common marriage type: Others 0.022

Most common marriage type: Eloping 0.065

Most common marriage type: Traditional marriage 0.033

Most common marriage type: Missing 0.011

Inheritance rules for daughter: Wife can inherit their land 0.859

Inheritance rules for daughter: Wife cannot inherit their land 0.141

Inheritance rules for daughter: Wife can inherit their house 0.859

Inheritance rules for daughter: Wife cannot inherit their house 0.141

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their land 0.848

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their land 0.152

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their house 0.837

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their house 0.163

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their other property from marriage 0.978

Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their other property from marriage 0.022

Inheritance rules for wife: Widow can be inherited by brother or other relative of the deceased husband 0.478

Inheritance rules for wife: Widow cannot be inherited by brother or other relative of the deceased 
husband 0.511
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Panel A: Malawi, SCTP (n=28)
Community

level

Inheritance rules for wife: Missing 0.011

Cronbach alpha (20 items) 0.840

Table B2.

Main impacts on early marriage and pregnancy among youth aged 14–21 at baseline, by sex 

in Malawi [full model]

Male Female

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program] Ever Ever

married or married or Ever Currently Ever given

cohabited cohabited pregnant pregnant birth

Treatment status −0.0179* −0.00428 0.00507 −0.0171 0.0231

(0.00878) (0.0176) (0.0169) (0.0172) (0.0205)

Youth: Age (years) 0.0127*** 0.0372*** 0.0376*** 0.00191 0.0395***

(0.00303) (0.00767) (0.00831) (0.00393) (0.00900)

Youth: Currently attending (1/0) −0.0356*** −0.180*** −0.190*** 0.000272 −0.189***

(0.0112) (0.0354) (0.0361) (0.0188) (0.0366)

Main respondent: Age (years) 0.000314 0.00116 0.00101 −0.000258 0.000480

(0.000523) (0.000947) (0.00108) (0.000449) (0.000926)

Main respondent: Female (1/0) 0.0109 0.0264 0.00254 −0.0157 0.0283

(0.0144) (0.0403) (0.0439) (0.0281) (0.0338)

Main respondent: Ever attended school (1/0) 0.00370 0.0373 0.0411 −0.0140 0.0443*

(0.0143) (0.0326) (0.0300) (0.0218) (0.0241)

Main respondent, marital status: Divorced/
separated/widowed (1/0)

0.0149 0.000687 −0.0548* −0.0163 −0.0490*

(0.0106) (0.0272) (0.0281) (0.0138) (0.0266)

Main respondent, marital status: Never 
married (1/0)

0.0225 0.150 0.0222 −0.0395 0.0243

(0.0387) (0.0881) (0.0857) (0.0319) (0.0811)

Household size 0.000826 0.00109 0.000974 0.00313 −0.00439

(0.00337) (0.00745) (0.00538) (0.00525) (0.00556)

Highest (above mean) household monthly 
per capita consumption (1/0)

0.00394 0.0218 −0.00192 0.0188 0.00388

(0.0133) (0.0234) (0.0205) (0.0187) (0.0201)

Gender progressive community (top half, 
1/0)

−0.0323*** −0.0181 −0.0591*** −0.00989 −0.0471**

(0.00797) (0.0152) (0.0185) (0.0233) (0.0192)

Maganga (Traditional authority - Salima, 
1/0)

−0.00470 −0.131*** −0.106*** −0.0508* −0.0477

(0.0144) (0.0216) (0.0281) (0.0284) (0.0284)

Ndindi (Traditional authority - Salima, 1/0) 0.00938 −0.0773*** −0.130*** −0.0164 −0.0981***
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Male Female

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program] Ever Ever

married or married or Ever Currently Ever given

cohabited cohabited pregnant pregnant birth

(0.0119) (0.0243) (0.0273) (0.0263) (0.0277)

Jalasi (Traditional authority - Mangochi, 
1/0)

0.0352*** 0.0537* 0.00178 −0.0261 0.0320

(0.0101) (0.0313) (0.0254) (0.0387) (0.0330)

Baseline (outcome indicator) 0.910*** 0.606*** 0.398*** 0.254*** 0.467***

(0.0188) (0.0404) (0.0460) (0.0681) (0.0529)

Endline pregnancy status replaced (1/0) 0.233*** 0.104*** 0.133**

(0.0489) (0.0325) (0.0509)

Constant −0.185*** −0.381** −0.168 0.0577 −0.253

(0.0652) (0.164) (0.152) (0.0959) (0.174)

Observations 1,023 878 917 917 917

R-squared 0.403 0.454 0.463 0.100 0.447

NOTES: Estimations of equation (1) use ANCOVA modeling among panel individuals (follow-up after 30 months). Robust 
standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.
***

p<0.01,
**

p<0.05,
*
p<0.1.

All controls are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the randomization. Inconsistent 
observations, namely those individuals reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant 
at endline were excluded from the analysis. Sampling weights have been applied.

Table B3.

Main impacts on early marriage and pregnancy among youth aged 14–21 at baseline, by sex 

in Zambia [full model]

Male Female

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted 
Grant]

Ever
married or
cohabited

Ever
married or
cohabited

Ever
pregnant

Currently
pregnant

Ever given
birth

Treatment status −0.00114 0.0117 0.000716 −0.0106 0.00382

(0.00770) (0.0141) (0.0198) (0.0116) (0.0173)

Youth: Age (years) 0.00856*** 0.0129*** 0.0232*** −0.00130 0.0258***

(0.00259) (0.00326) (0.00458) (0.00214) (0.00433)

Youth: Currently attending (1/0) −0.0106 −0.0248 −0.0866*** −0.0230** −0.0735***

(0.0101) (0.0172) (0.0235) (0.00994) (0.0222)

Main respondent: Age (years) 0.000203 0.000574 0.000917 −5.75e−05 0.000821

(0.000251) (0.000438) (0.000622) (0.000311) (0.000593)
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Male Female

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted 
Grant]

Ever
married or
cohabited

Ever
married or
cohabited

Ever
pregnant

Currently
pregnant

Ever given
birth

Main respondent: Female (1/0) −0.0170 0.000705 0.0286 0.00303 0.0223

(0.0117) (0.0192) (0.0268) (0.0144) (0.0255)

Main respondent: Ever attended school (1/0) 0.00697 0.0250* 0.0546*** 0.0145 0.0436**

(0.00743) (0.0130) (0.0197) (0.0110) (0.0176)

Main respondent, marital status: Divorced/
separated/widowed (1/0)

0.00185 −0.00561 0.00202 −0.000150 −0.00677

(0.00886) (0.0151) (0.0213) (0.0121) (0.0210)

Main respondent, marital status: Never 
married (1/0)

0.0315 0.0416 0.0705 0.0718 0.0485

(0.0320) (0.0478) (0.0592) (0.0533) (0.0546)

Household size −0.00268 −0.000249 −0.00181 −0.00327* 0.00144

(0.00166) (0.00333) (0.00405) (0.00177) (0.00367)

Highest (above mean) household monthly 
per capita consumption (1/0)

−0.0124 −0.000243 0.0145 0.000473 0.0123

(0.00905) (0.0126) (0.0177) (0.00985) (0.0162)

Gender progressive community (top half, 
1/0)

−0.00237 0.00814 0.0373* 0.00541 0.0377**

(0.00764) (0.0168) (0.0222) (0.0116) (0.0189)

Serenje district (1/0) 0.00248 0.0360** 0.0728*** 0.0128 0.0662***

(0.00872) (0.0164) (0.0203) (0.00937) (0.0179)

Baseline (outcome indicator, 1/0) 0.950*** 0.904*** 0.762*** 0.574*** 0.789***

(0.0171) (0.0199) (0.0245) (0.129) (0.0234)

Endline pregnancy status replaced (1/0) −0.0198 0.00783 −0.0319*

(0.0227) (0.0136) (0.0181)

Constant −0.0998** −0.225*** −0.353*** 0.0646 −0.424***

(0.0459) (0.0714) (0.103) (0.0401) (0.0957)

Observations 1,296 1,070 1,210 1,210 1,210

R-squared 0.167 0.415 0.398 0.133 0.424

NOTES: Estimations of equation (1) use ANCOVA modeling among panel individuals (follow-up after 36 months). Robust 
standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.
***

p<0.01,
**

p<0.05,
*
p<0.1.

All controls are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the randomization. Inconsistent 
observations, namely those individuals reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant 
at endline were excluded from the analysis.
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Table B4.

Impacts on early marriage and pregnancy (individual fixed-effects), youth aged 14–21 at 

baseline, by sex and country

Male Female

Panel A: Malawi [Social Cash
Transfer Program]

(1)
Ever married
or cohabited

(2)
Ever married
or cohabited

(3)
Ever

pregnant

(4)
Currently
pregnant

(5)
Ever given

birth

Treatment status * Follow-up −0.0110 −0.00386 −0.0196 −0.0345 0.00874

(0.0117) (0.0304) (0.0333) (0.0220) (0.0279)

Follow-up 0.0373*** 0.162*** 0.219*** 0.0323** 0.192***

(0.00933) (0.0233) (0.0229) (0.0146) (0.0230)

Constant 0.0196*** 0.117*** 0.216*** 0.0447*** 0.175***

(0.00295) (0.00767) (0.00831) (0.00548) (0.00709)

Observations 2,046 1,756 1,834 1,834 1,834

R-squared 0.033 0.160 0.210 0.007 0.196

Number of individuals 1,023 878 917 917 917

Male Female

Panel B: Zambia [Multiple
Category Targeted Grant]

(1)
Ever married
or cohabited

(2)
Ever married
or cohabited

(3)
Ever

pregnant

(4)
Currently
pregnant

(5)
Ever given

birth

Treatment status*Follow-up 0.000858 0.00996 −0.00257 −0.00974 0.000547

(0.00779) (0.0151) (0.0197) (0.0104) (0.0183)

Follow-up 0.0181*** 0.0439*** 0.130*** 0.0270*** 0.106***

(0.00526) (0.00991) (0.0138) (0.00793) (0.0140)

Constant 0.00309 0.0346*** 0 0926*** 0.0107*** 0.0810***

(0.00194) (0.00374) (0.00493) (0.00262) (0.00461)

Observations 2,592 2,140 2,420 2,420 2,420

R-squared 0.019 0.049 0.129 0.017 0.107

Number of individuals 1,296 1,070 1,210 1,210 1,210

NOTES: Estimations use individual panel fixed-effects modeling (follow-up after 30 months in Malawi and after 36 month 
in Zambia). Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.
***

p<0.01,
**

p<0.05,
*
p<0.1.

Inconsistent observations, namely those individuals reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being 
married/pregnant at endline were excluded from the analysis. Sampling weights have been applied in Malawi.
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Table B5.

Impacts on early marriage and pregnancy (household fixed-effects), youth 14–21 at baseline, 

by sex and country

Male Female

Panel A: Malawi [Social Cash
Transfer Program]

(1)
Ever married
or cohabited

(2)
Ever married
or cohabited

(3)
Ever

pregnant

(4)
Currently
pregnant

(5)
Ever given

birth

Treatment status * Follow-up −0.0110 −0.00386 −0.0196 −0.0345 0.00874

(0.0117) (0.0304) (0.0333) (0.0220) (0.0279)

Follow-up 0.0373*** 0.162*** 0.219*** 0.0323** 0.192***

(0.00933) (0.0233) (0.0229) (0.0146) (0.0230)

Constant 0.0196*** 0 117*** 0216*** 0.0447*** 0.175***

(0.00295) (0.00767) (0.00831) (0.00548) (0.00709)

Observations 2,046 1,756 1,834 1,834 1,834

R-squared 0.024 0.123 0.156 0.006 0.144

Number of households 847 763 792 792 792

Male Female

Panel B: Zambia [Multiple
Category Targeted Grant]

(1)
Ever married
or cohabited

(2)
Ever married
or cohabited

(3)
Ever

pregnant

(4)
Currently
pregnant

(5)
Ever given

birth

Treatment status*Follow-up 0.000858 0.00996 −0.00257 −0.00974 0.000547

(0.00779) (0.0151) (0.0197) (0.0104) (0.0183)

Follow-up 0.0181*** 00439*** 0130*** 0.0270*** 0.106***

(0.00526) (0.00991) (0.0138) (0.00793) (0.0140)

Constant 0.00309 0 0346*** 0.0926*** 0.0107*** 0.0810***

(0.00194) (0.00374) (0.00493) (0.00262) (0.00461)

Observations 2,592 2,140 2,420 2,420 2,420

R-squared 0.015 0.038 0.087 0.012 0.072

Number of households 1,010 859 948 948 948

NOTES: Estimations use household panel fixed-effects modeling (follow-up after 30 months in Malawi and after 36 month 
in Zambia). Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.
***

p<0.01,
**

p<0.05,
*
p<0.1.

Inconsistent observations, namely those individuals reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being 
married/pregnant at endline were excluded from the analysis. Sampling weights have been applied in Malawi.
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Table B6.

Potential mechanisms: Impacts on consumption per capita (logged), youth 14–21 at baseline 

by sex and country

Male Female

Panel A: Malawi [Social Cash 
Transfer
Program]

Consumption pc
(logged)

(1)
Unadjusted

Consumption pc
(logged)

(2)
Adjusted

Consumption pc
(logged)

(3)
Unadjusted

Consumption pc
(logged)

(4)
Adjusted

Treatment status 0.305*** 0.305*** 0.311*** 0.307***

(0.0431) (0.0375) (0.0433) (0.0439)

Observations 1,023 1,023 869 869

R-squared 0.219 0.271 0.186 0.228

Endline control mean 10.317 10.339

Male Female

Panel B: Zambia [Multiple 
Category
Targeted Grant]

Consumption pc
(logged)

(1)
Unadjusted

Consumption pc
(logged)

(2)
Adjusted

Consumption pc
(logged)

(3)
Unadjusted

Consumption pc
(logged)

(4)
Adjusted

Treatment status 0.259*** 0.250*** 0.189*** 0.219***

(0.0304) (0.0298) (0.0326) (0.0332)

Observations 1,296 1,296 1,070 1,070

R-squared 0.080 0.161 0.051 0.120

Endline control mean  3.850  3.859

NOTES: Estimations use ANCOVA modeling among panel individuals (follow-up after 30 months in Malawi and after 36 
month in Zambia). Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.
***

p<0.01,
**

p<0.05,
*
p<0.1.

All controls are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the randomization (traditional authorities 
dummies in Malawi and district dummies in Zambia). Inconsistent observations, namely those individuals reporting ever 
being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant at endline were excluded from the analysis. Sampling 
weights have been applied in Malawi.

Results for female youth are based on the ‘ever married’ panel; results based on the “ever pregnant” panel are fully 
consistent.
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Table B7.

Potential mechanisms: Impacts on education outcomes (currently attending, highest grade 

attained), youth 14–21 at baseline, by sex and country

Panel A: Malawi 
[Social
Cash Transfer 
Program]

Currently attending Highest grade

Male Female Male Female

(1)
Unadjusted

(2)
Adjusted

(3)
Unadjusted

(4)
Adjusted

(5)
Unadjusted

(6)
Adjusted

(7)
Unadjusted

(8)
Adjusted

Treatment status 0.0748** 0.0800*** 0.113*** 0.107*** −0.0166 −0.00843 0.500 0.459

(0.0292) (0.0265) (0.0325) (0.0317) (0.624) (0.606) (0.648) (0.589)

Observations 968 968 787 787 958 958 825 825

R-squared 0.234 0.288 0.238 0.258 0.014 0.018 0.009 0.020

Endline control mean 0.499 0.402 5.380 5.277

Panel B: Zambia
[Multiple Category
Targeted Grant]

Currently attending Highest grade

Male Female Male Female

(1)
Unadjusted

(2)
Adjusted

(3)
Unadjusted

(4)
Adjusted

(5)
Unadjusted

(6)
Adjusted

(7)
Unadjusted

(8)
Adjusted

Treatment status 0.0473* 0.0565** 0.0404 0.0485* 0.0179 −0.0236 0.128 0.113

(0.0263) (0.0268) (0.0276) (0.0284) (0.131) (0.134) (0.165) (0.172)

Observations 1,206 1,206 978 978 1,196 1,196 974 974

R-squared 0.047 0.065 0.036 0.080 0.254 0.262 0.198 0.211

Endline control mean 0.297 0.243 7.138 6.707

NOTES: Estimations use ANCOVA modeling among panel individuals (follow-up after 30 months in Malawi and after 36 
month in Zambia). Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.
***

p<0.01,
**

p<0.05,
*
p<0.1.

All controls are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the randomization (traditional authorities 
dummies in Malawi and district dummies in Zambia). Inconsistent observations, namely those individuals reporting ever 
being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant at endline were excluded from the analysis. Sampling 
weights have been applied in Malawi.

Results for female youth are based on the ‘ever married’ panel; results based on the “ever pregnant” panel are fully 
consistent.
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Figure 1: Conceptual framework for cash transfers and safe transitions to adulthood
Source: Adapted based on Handa et al. 2015
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Figure 2. 
Early marriage and pregnancy outcomes over age by treatment status, at baseline and 

endline
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TABLE 1

 Main features of cash transfer programs and evaluations

Malawi Zambia

Program Social Cash Transfer Program (SCTP) Multiple Categorical Targeted Grant (MCTG)

Implementer Ministry of Gender, Children, Disability and Social 
Welfare

Ministry of Community Development and Social 
Services

Targeting
Ultra-poor and labor-constrained households

a Female- or elderly-headed households keeping orphans; 
households with a disabled member; or special cases 
(critically vulnerable)

Transfer size Variable by household size and number of children 
enrolled in school, bimonthly (~18% of pre-program 

consumption)
b

Flat transfer of 120 kwacha [ZMW] (US$24), bimonthly 
(~21% of pre-program consumption)

Evaluation timeline 2013–2015 (30 months) 2011–2013 (36 months)

Location (stratification) Two rural districts: Salima and Mangochi (two 
traditional authorities in each district)

Two rural districts: Luwingu and Serenje

Evaluation design Cluster randomized-controlled trial (cRCT); 29 villages 
(14 assigned to the treatment arm through public lottery)

Cluster randomized-controlled trial (cRCT); 92 
communities (46 assigned to the treatment arm through 
public lottery)

Household sample size 3,531 3,078

a
Proxy means test (PMT) was used to target the ultra-poor. A household is defined as labor constrained if it has a dependency ratio (ratio of “not fit 

for productive work” to “fit for productive work”) higher than three. “Unfit” household members are those below 19 years of age or above 64 years 
of age, or those between 19 and 64 years of age who have a chronic illness or disability, or are otherwise unable to work.

b
After May 2015, the transfer size was adjusted up to 23% of average pre-program consumption.
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	AppendixAPPENDIX A: AttritionIn this Appendix, we report descriptive statistics on attrition (Table A1), further analysis on differential attrition (Table A2), and provide predicting equations and robustness checks using the inverse probability weighting (IPW) method to account for potential differential attrition (Tables A3 and A4). Finally, we construct upper and lower bounds for the intent-to-treat (ITT) effect following the Lee bounding approach (Table A5).Table A1 shows that in Malawi, the main reported motivation for leaving the household for males is for work or school (58 percent), while for females it is marriage (50 percent). There are no statistically significant differences in terms of motivation for leaving the household among the male youth. However, in the female youth sample, we do observe a difference by treatment status: more female youth left the household for marriage reasons in the treatment group (56 percent in the treatment group versus 44 percent in the control group; p<0.04) and more female youth in the control group left the household for “other” reasons (6 percent in the control group versus 1 percent in the treatment group; p<0.01). In Zambia, the main reported motivation for leaving the households in the male youth sample is to live with other relatives (42 percent), while the main reason for females not being included in the study sample is due to missing or incomplete information (38 percent). Among all reasons for attrition, there is one statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 level: more households overall left the sample in the treatment sample (13 percent in the treatment group versus 5 percent in the control group; p<0.04).We further explore individual attrition in Table A2. In Panel B, we examine differential attrition, or whether attrition is differentially correlated with baseline characteristics and outcomes by treatment status. Using baseline data, we model whether or not the individual is included in the panel using predictors of treatment status, pre-program background characteristics and primary outcomes (safe transition variables) as well as the interaction of treatment with each of these variables. The joint test of treatment and interaction terms in Panel B of Table A2 suggests no significant differential attrition for the female youth panels in Zambia, whereas in all panels in Malawi and in the male youth panel in Zambia, treatment seems to influence the characteristics of the individuals who remain in the panel. For this reason, we also examine robustness to attrition using IPWs.Table A3 presents probit regressions of inclusion at follow-up for each sample (and outcome variable) in both countries. The dependent variable is a youth panel status dummy that equals 1 if the youth was surveyed both at baseline and follow-up and 0 if the youth was lost to follow-up (surveyed only at baseline). Covariates include the same set of baseline control variables included in our main specifications as well as other pre-program variables that are theoretically linked re-interview (“auxiliary variables”). Auxiliary variables include (1) the relationship of the youth to the eligible recipient of the cash transfer (if the youth is the biological child); (2) a proxy for the quality of the interview as measured by the non-self-clustered attrition rate; (3) covariate and idiosyncratic shocks (drought and flood measured at the community level, and death of the household income earner); and (4) the lagged dependent variable. For example, we hypothesize that if the youth is the biological child of the main cash transfer eligible adult in the household, he or she is more likely to remain in the household at follow-up. Likewise, if attrition rates are high in the overall cluster, a youth is more likely to also be lost to follow-up—either due to some unobserved community-level migratory trend, or because the particular survey team visiting the cluster is not as diligent at finding youth and completing call-backs for those found out of the household at the time of the survey visit.The tests at the bottom of Table A3 indicate that auxiliary variables are jointly significant in explaining re-interview in each of the samples (specifications 1 to 6). For each specification, we then predict the probability of inclusion (Pi) and compute the IPW as the inverse of these predicted probabilities (Wooldridge 2002). These IPWs are then used as weights in the outcome regressions as a robustness check. Intuitively, IPWs correct for attrition by giving more weight to observations more likely to be underrepresented in the analysis panel. Thus, we would expect any bias due to differential attrition on observables to be corrected in the IPW impact estimates.IPW results for each outcome, sample, and program are presented in Table A4. Findings using IPW are consistent with ITT estimates shown in the main text in Table 3; the lack of significant program impacts is confirmed, indicating that differential attrition is not driving our main results.As a further robustness check to attrition, we construct upper and lower bounds for the ITT effect following Lee bounding approach (Lee 2009). In order to compute the bounds, we trim the distribution of our main outcome variables for the group (treatment or control) that is less likely to be lost to follow up by the relative difference in attrition rates between the two treatment arms. We trim the lower tail of the distribution to construct the upper bound and vice versa for the lower bound. Results are presented for each of our outcomes and program in Table A5 next to our main estimates. The majority of the bounds cross zero (7 out of 10). However, both lower and upper bounds are small and not statistically significant in most cases; whenever they are, Lee bounds are actually negative. We conclude that the main results of the article are broadly robust to attrition, with only few cases where bounds indicate that cash transfers might have actually had a positive protective impact on safe transitions (e.g., reducing pregnancy and marriage in some cases). Thus the bounded results indicate that our conclusion in the main text showing no significant program effects could be seen as conservative. However, it is important to note that while we present bounded results, we cannot be certain that the monotonicity condition for selection into attrition holds within our sample—e.g., that those lost to follow up are exclusively less or more likely to have favorable transition outcomes as compared to those in our panel sample. Thus, the bounded results should be interpreted with caution.Table A1.Reasons for attrition among those lost to follow-up, by sex and countryPanel A: Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program]Male youth (14–21 at baseline)Female youtha(14–21 at baseline)AllControlTreatmentP-value of diff.AllControlTreatmentP-value of diff.Entire household lost to follow-up0.080.080.070.710.060.070.050.68Youth: Left household for marriage reasons0.120.130.110.680.500.440.560.04Youth: Deceased0.010.010.010.910.020.040.000.07Youth: Left household for work or school reasons0.580.600.570.620.200.210.190.57Youth: Left household to live with other relative0.060.060.070.720.060.060.060.92Youth: Left household to establish own home0.060.040.080.190.050.060.050.71Youth: Left household for other reasons0.050.050.050.990.030.060.010.01Youth: Not included in analysis due to incomplete information0.040.040.040.750.080.070.080.87Observations376166210287140147Panel B: Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted Grant]AllControlTreatmentP-value of diff.AllControlTreatmentP-value of diff.Entire household lost to follow-up0.100.050.130.040.110.100.120.65Youth: Left household for marriage reasons0.070.090.050.210.170.150.190.47Youth: Deceased0.060.050.070.310.030.040.030.43Youth: Left household for work or school reasons0.040.020.050.160.020.020.030.80Youth: Left household to live with other relative0.420.480.380.080.250.220.270.43Youth: Left household to establish own home0.150.130.170.230.020.020.030.82Youth: Left household for other reasons0.050.040.060.610.010.010.010.94Youth: Not included in analysis due to incomplete information0.100.140.080.060.380.430.340.16Observations426182247293139154NOTES: P-values are reported from Wald tests on the equality of means of Treatment and Control for each variable. Standard errors are clustered at the community level. Sampling weights have been applied in Malawi.aFemale youth here refers to the panel for early pregnancy outcomes (slightly larger than the one used for early marriage outcomes).Table A2.Attrition analysis: Prediction of panel inclusion using treatment status (Panel A), background characteristics, and interactions between background characteristics and treatment (Panel B)Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program]Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted Grant]MaleFemaleMaleFemalePanel inclusionPanel inclusionPanel inclusionPanel inclusionPanel ASample: Evermarried orcohabitedSample: Evermarried orcohabitedSample: EverpregnantSample: Evermarried orcohabitedSample: Evermarried orcohabitedSample: EverpregnantTreatment status−0.075−0.046−0.041−0.065−0.057−0.029(1.62)(1.26)(1.44)(2.56)**(2.08)**(1.13)R-squared0.010.000.000.010.000.00Observations1,3991,2041,2041,7251,5031,503Attrition rate0.2880.2830.2480.2490.2880.195Panel BTreatment status0.031−0.1650.278−0.184−0.125−0.448(0.10)(0.59)(1.01)(0.74)(0.49)(1.67)*Baseline characteristics and safe transition indicatorYesYesYesYesYesYesInteractions of treatment and baseline characteristics/safe transition indicatorYesYesYesYesYesYesR-squared0.090.050.090.070.090.05Observations1,3991,2041,2021,7251,5031,503p-value from F-test that Treatment and interactions with Treatment are jointly 00.0080.0440.0080.0050.2120.476NOTES: Estimations use Linear Probability Modeling. Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.***p<0.01,**p<0.05,*p<0.1.The analysis utilizes baseline data, thus all controls (and interactions) are measured at baseline. Sampling weights have been Malawi. The baseline characteristics included in Panel B are the same as the controls used in our main adjusted specifications, nan education (whether or not currently attending school) of the youth, characteristics of the main survey respondent or transfer recipie whether they have ever attended school and marital status indicators), household size, a dummy capturing whether per capita consi below the mean and an indicator that captures whether the youth lives in a gender-progressive (top half of score) community as wel indicators used for the randomization (traditional authorities dummies in Malawi and districts in Zambia).Table A3.Probit predicting re-survey (inverse probability weights), by program and sampleMalawi [Social Cash Transfer Program]Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted Grant]MaleFemaleMaleFemale(1)(2)(3)(4)(5)(6)Ever marriedor cohabitedEver marriedor cohabitedEverpregnantEver marriedor cohabitedEver marriedor cohabitedEverpregnantTreatment status−0.127*−0.130−0.239*−0.218***−0.0974−0.0163(0.0732)(0.0847)(0.127)(0.0775)(0.0729)(0.109)Youth: Age (years)−0.0849***−0.0351*−0.0741***−0.0654***−0.0354**−0.0261(0.0159)(0.0183)(0.0212)(0.0161)(0.0176)(0.0219)Youth: Currently attending (1/0)0.1070.1570.1440.175**0.232***0.271***(0.0870)(0.104)(0.114)(0.0771)(0.0844)(0.0959)Main respondent: Age (years)0.00353−0.001110.002180.00319−0.00569**−0.00338(0.00309)(0.00341)(0.00359)(0.00313)(0.00284)(0.00329)Main respondent: Female (1/0)−0.186−0.184−0.0551−0.138−0.314***−0.203(0.127)(0.143)(0.213)(0.111)(0.104)(0.143)Main respondent: Ever attended school (1/0)0.1140.02210.1260.170*−0.01440.116(0.0986)(0.0976)(0.0934)(0.0871)(0.0915)(0.109)Main respondent, marital status: Divorced/separated/widowed (1/0)0.05880.09610.04150.04810.197**0.0771(0.106)(0.0957)(0.0968)(0.0882)(0.0967)(0.120)Main respondent, marital status : Never married (1/0)0.06500.06720.03670.227−0.06350.0275(0.189)(0.204)(0.193)(0.270)(0.225)(0.231)Household size−0.0395**−0.0332−0.0263−0.0381***−0.0597***−0.0381**(0.0190)(0.0240)(0.0298)(0.0146)(0.0160)(0.0182)Highest (above mean) household monthly per capita consumption (1/0)0.0458−0.154*−0.1070.02790.07440.169*(0.0824)(0.0903)(0.0970)(0.0778)(0.0799)(0.0870)Gender progressive community (top half, 1/0)0.1050.02350.130−0.151*−0.01100.110(0.0874)(0.0953)(0.130)(0.0786)(0.0853)(0.113)Auxiliary variablesBiological child of the recipient (1/0)0.214***−0.1000.06420.235***0.07050.210**(0.0737)(0.0959)(0.103)(0.0819)(0.0933)(0.102)Non-self clustered attrition rate−0.681*−0.6530.712−0.464−0.406−0.556(0.398)(0.554)(0.995)(0.390)(0.337)(0.348)Household level shock: Death of household income earner(s) (1/0)0.312−0.265−0.256−0.07570.296−0.0863(0.240)(0.228)(0.263)(0.183)(0.183)(0.201)Community level shock: Drought (1/0)−0.231−0.112−0.211−0.120*0.05430.144(0.150)(0.118)(0.131)(0.0615)(0.0752)(0.103)Community level shock: Flood (1/0)−0.01740.1510.2650.0314−0.0996−0.0882(0.0636)(0.0931)(0.187)(0.0792)(0.0993)(0.122)Baseline (outcome indicator, 1/0)0.06660.544**1.335***−1.397***−0.842***−0.466***(0.302)(0.219)(0.216)(0.343)(0.152)(0.134)Constant2.036***1 771***1 742***1 996***2.001***1 757***(0.477)(0.456)(0.530)(0.412)(0.427)(0.531)Observations1,3991,2041,2021,7251,5031,431[Adjusted Wald or Chi2] test auxiliary variables are jointly 03.2723.0535.98135.2639.8225.02P-value from test0.0180.0240.0010.000.000.00NOTES: Estimations use probit modeling. Robust standard errors in parantheses corrected for clustering.***p<0.01,**p<0.05,*p<0.1.Sampling weights have been applied in Malawi.The dependent is equal to 1 if youth is included in the study. All controls are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the randomization (traditional authorities dummies in Malawi and districts in Zambia). Apart from the controls used in our main specifications we also included a number of auxiliary variables to predict inclusion. The auxiliary variables include the relationship of the youth to the intended recipient; a proxy for the quality of the interview as measured by the non-self clustered attrition rate; covariate anddiosyncratic shocks; and the lagged dependent variable. For each specification, we predict the probability of inclusion (Pi) and compute the inverse probability weight (IPW) as the inverse of Pi.Table A4.Main impacts on early marriage and pregnancy among youth aged 14–21 at baseline, by sex and country, using IPW (inverse probability weights)MaleFemalePanel A: Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program]Ever married or cohabited(1)Ever married or cohabited(2)Ever married or cohabited(3)Ever married or cohabited(4)Everpregnant(5)Everpregnant(6)Currentlypregnant(7)Currentlypregnant(8)Ever givenbirth(9)Ever givenbirth(10)UnadjustedAdjustedUnadjustedAdjustedUnadjustedAdjustedUnadjustedAdjustedUnadjustedAdjustedTreatment status−0.0142−0.0183*−0.00686−0.002500.01230.0223−0.00675−0.005330.02420.0309(0.0124)(0.00984)(0.0196)(0.0194)(0.0265)(0.0199)(0.0174)(0.0172)(0.0264)(0.0237)Observations1,0231,023878878854854854854854854R-squared0.3820.4160.3220.4270.2860.3730.0300.0410.2700.361Endline control mean0.060.270.390.060.33MaleFemalePanel B: Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted Grant]Ever married or cohabitedEver married or cohabitedEver married or cohabitedEver married or cohabitedEverpregnantEverpregnantCurrentlypregnantCurrentlypregnantEver givenbirthEver givenbirth(1)(2)(3)(4)(5)(6)(7)(8)(9)(10)UnadjustedAdjustedUnadjustedAdjustedUnadjustedAdjustedUnadjustedAdjustedUnadjustedAdjustedTreatment status0.000139−0.001830.01320.01250.0008600.000716−0.0117−0.01060.003750.00382(0.00818)(0.00800)(0.0145)(0.0144)(0.0187)(0.0198)(0.00957)(0.0116)(0.0174)(0.0173)Observations1,2961,2961,0701,0701,2101,2101,2101,2101,2101,210R-squared0.4930.5090.5700.5820.3620.3980.1170.1330.3860.424Endline control mean0.020.070.220.040.18NOTES: Estimations of equation (1) use ANCOVA modeling among panel individuals (follow-up after 30 months in Malawi and after 3 computed in Table A3. Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.***p<0.01,**p<0.05,*p<0.1.All controls ari stratifying indicators used for the randomization ( traditional authorities dummies in Malawi and districts in Zambia). Inconsistent obs reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant at endline were excluded from the analysis. In the IPWs have been combined.Table A5.Robustness of main impacts to attrition using Lee boundsMaleFemalePanel A: Malawi [SocialCash Transfer Program]Ever married or cohabitatedEver married or cohabitatedEver pregnantCurrently pregnantEver given birthBetaUpperLowerBetaUpperLowerBetaUpperLowerBetaUpperLowerBetaUpperLowerTreatment status−0.02−0.01−0.04−0.000.01−0.030.000.02−0.02−0.02−0.01−0.060.020.04−0.01(0.01)*(0.01)(0.01)***(0.02)(0.02)(0.02)(0.03)(0.03)(0.03)(0.01)(0.02)(0.01)***(0.02)(0.03)(0.02)Observations1,023970970878851850917888888917889889917890888R-squared0.400.400.380.450.450.450.440.430.440.090.090.070.430.430.45Endline control mean0.0560.0560.0560.2660.2660.2660.4100.4100.4100.0650.0650.0650.3470.3470.347MaleFemalePanel B: Zambia [Multiple CategoryTargeted Grant]Ever married or cohabitatedEver married or cohabitatedEver pregnantCurrently pregnantEver given birthBetaUpperLowerBetaUpperLowerBetaUpperLowerBetaUpperLowerBetaUpperLowerTreatment status−0.000.00−0.020.010.02−0.04−0.000.01−0.04−0.01−0.01−0.040.000.01−0.05(0.01)(0.01)(0.01)***(0.01)(0.02)(0.01)***(0.02)(0.02)(0.02)**(0.01)(0.01)(0.01)***(0.02)(0.02)(0.02)**Observations1,2961,2391,2411,0701,0271,0271,2101,1571,1621,2101,1591,1591,2101,1591,159R-squared0.170.170.110.420.420.450.400.400.390.130.130.120.420.420.44Endline control mean0.020.020.020.070.070.070.210.210.210.040.040.040.170.170.17NOTES: Estimations use ANCOVA modeling. Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.***p<0.01,**p<0.05,*p<0.1.Spec used in equation (1) and all controls are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the randomization (traditional authorities dummies weights have been applied in Malawi
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	AppendixAPPENDIX B: Supplemental TablesTable B1 Means of indicators used to construct the gender norms scorePanel A: Malawi, SCTP (n=28)CommunitylevelMarriage type: matrilineal and neolocal0.049Marriage type: matrilineal and matrilocal0.877Marriage type: matrilineal and patrilocal0.074Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their land0.667Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their land0.333Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their house0.765Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their house0.235Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their other property from marriage0.784Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their other property from marriage0.216Cronbach alpha (9 items)0.809Panel B: Zambia, MCTG (n=90)CommunitylevelMost common marriage type: Customary marriage (with dowry/lobola)0.652Most common marriage type: Statutory marriage0.033Most common marriage type: Church wedding0.185Most common marriage type: Others0.022Most common marriage type: Eloping0.065Most common marriage type: Traditional marriage0.033Most common marriage type: Missing0.011Inheritance rules for daughter: Wife can inherit their land0.859Inheritance rules for daughter: Wife cannot inherit their land0.141Inheritance rules for daughter: Wife can inherit their house0.859Inheritance rules for daughter: Wife cannot inherit their house0.141Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their land0.848Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their land0.152Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their house0.837Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their house0.163Inheritance rules for wife: Wife can inherit their other property from marriage0.978Inheritance rules for wife: Wife cannot inherit their other property from marriage0.022Inheritance rules for wife: Widow can be inherited by brother or other relative of the deceased husband0.478Inheritance rules for wife: Widow cannot be inherited by brother or other relative of the deceased husband0.511Inheritance rules for wife: Missing0.011Cronbach alpha (20 items)0.840Table B2.Main impacts on early marriage and pregnancy among youth aged 14–21 at baseline, by sex in Malawi [full model]MaleFemale(1)(2)(3)(4)(5)Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program]EverEvermarried ormarried orEverCurrentlyEver givencohabitedcohabitedpregnantpregnantbirthTreatment status−0.0179*−0.004280.00507−0.01710.0231(0.00878)(0.0176)(0.0169)(0.0172)(0.0205)Youth: Age (years)0.0127***0.0372***0.0376***0.001910.0395***(0.00303)(0.00767)(0.00831)(0.00393)(0.00900)Youth: Currently attending (1/0)−0.0356***−0.180***−0.190***0.000272−0.189***(0.0112)(0.0354)(0.0361)(0.0188)(0.0366)Main respondent: Age (years)0.0003140.001160.00101−0.0002580.000480(0.000523)(0.000947)(0.00108)(0.000449)(0.000926)Main respondent: Female (1/0)0.01090.02640.00254−0.01570.0283(0.0144)(0.0403)(0.0439)(0.0281)(0.0338)Main respondent: Ever attended school (1/0)0.003700.03730.0411−0.01400.0443*(0.0143)(0.0326)(0.0300)(0.0218)(0.0241)Main respondent, marital status: Divorced/separated/widowed (1/0)0.01490.000687−0.0548*−0.0163−0.0490*(0.0106)(0.0272)(0.0281)(0.0138)(0.0266)Main respondent, marital status: Never married (1/0)0.02250.1500.0222−0.03950.0243(0.0387)(0.0881)(0.0857)(0.0319)(0.0811)Household size0.0008260.001090.0009740.00313−0.00439(0.00337)(0.00745)(0.00538)(0.00525)(0.00556)Highest (above mean) household monthly per capita consumption (1/0)0.003940.0218−0.001920.01880.00388(0.0133)(0.0234)(0.0205)(0.0187)(0.0201)Gender progressive community (top half, 1/0)−0.0323***−0.0181−0.0591***−0.00989−0.0471**(0.00797)(0.0152)(0.0185)(0.0233)(0.0192)Maganga (Traditional authority - Salima, 1/0)−0.00470−0.131***−0.106***−0.0508*−0.0477(0.0144)(0.0216)(0.0281)(0.0284)(0.0284)Ndindi (Traditional authority - Salima, 1/0)0.00938−0.0773***−0.130***−0.0164−0.0981***(0.0119)(0.0243)(0.0273)(0.0263)(0.0277)Jalasi (Traditional authority - Mangochi, 1/0)0.0352***0.0537*0.00178−0.02610.0320(0.0101)(0.0313)(0.0254)(0.0387)(0.0330)Baseline (outcome indicator)0.910***0.606***0.398***0.254***0.467***(0.0188)(0.0404)(0.0460)(0.0681)(0.0529)Endline pregnancy status replaced (1/0)0.233***0.104***0.133**(0.0489)(0.0325)(0.0509)Constant−0.185***−0.381**−0.1680.0577−0.253(0.0652)(0.164)(0.152)(0.0959)(0.174)Observations1,023878917917917R-squared0.4030.4540.4630.1000.447NOTES: Estimations of equation (1) use ANCOVA modeling among panel individuals (follow-up after 30 months). Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.***p<0.01,**p<0.05,*p<0.1.All controls are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the randomization. Inconsistent observations, namely those individuals reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant at endline were excluded from the analysis. Sampling weights have been applied.Table B3.Main impacts on early marriage and pregnancy among youth aged 14–21 at baseline, by sex in Zambia [full model]MaleFemale(1)(2)(3)(4)(5)Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted Grant]Evermarried orcohabitedEvermarried orcohabitedEverpregnantCurrentlypregnantEver givenbirthTreatment status−0.001140.01170.000716−0.01060.00382(0.00770)(0.0141)(0.0198)(0.0116)(0.0173)Youth: Age (years)0.00856***0.0129***0.0232***−0.001300.0258***(0.00259)(0.00326)(0.00458)(0.00214)(0.00433)Youth: Currently attending (1/0)−0.0106−0.0248−0.0866***−0.0230**−0.0735***(0.0101)(0.0172)(0.0235)(0.00994)(0.0222)Main respondent: Age (years)0.0002030.0005740.000917−5.75e−050.000821(0.000251)(0.000438)(0.000622)(0.000311)(0.000593)Main respondent: Female (1/0)−0.01700.0007050.02860.003030.0223(0.0117)(0.0192)(0.0268)(0.0144)(0.0255)Main respondent: Ever attended school (1/0)0.006970.0250*0.0546***0.01450.0436**(0.00743)(0.0130)(0.0197)(0.0110)(0.0176)Main respondent, marital status: Divorced/separated/widowed (1/0)0.00185−0.005610.00202−0.000150−0.00677(0.00886)(0.0151)(0.0213)(0.0121)(0.0210)Main respondent, marital status: Never married (1/0)0.03150.04160.07050.07180.0485(0.0320)(0.0478)(0.0592)(0.0533)(0.0546)Household size−0.00268−0.000249−0.00181−0.00327*0.00144(0.00166)(0.00333)(0.00405)(0.00177)(0.00367)Highest (above mean) household monthly per capita consumption (1/0)−0.0124−0.0002430.01450.0004730.0123(0.00905)(0.0126)(0.0177)(0.00985)(0.0162)Gender progressive community (top half, 1/0)−0.002370.008140.0373*0.005410.0377**(0.00764)(0.0168)(0.0222)(0.0116)(0.0189)Serenje district (1/0)0.002480.0360**0.0728***0.01280.0662***(0.00872)(0.0164)(0.0203)(0.00937)(0.0179)Baseline (outcome indicator, 1/0)0.950***0.904***0.762***0.574***0.789***(0.0171)(0.0199)(0.0245)(0.129)(0.0234)Endline pregnancy status replaced (1/0)−0.01980.00783−0.0319*(0.0227)(0.0136)(0.0181)Constant−0.0998**−0.225***−0.353***0.0646−0.424***(0.0459)(0.0714)(0.103)(0.0401)(0.0957)Observations1,2961,0701,2101,2101,210R-squared0.1670.4150.3980.1330.424NOTES: Estimations of equation (1) use ANCOVA modeling among panel individuals (follow-up after 36 months). Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.***p<0.01,**p<0.05,*p<0.1.All controls are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the randomization. Inconsistent observations, namely those individuals reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant at endline were excluded from the analysis.Table B4.Impacts on early marriage and pregnancy (individual fixed-effects), youth aged 14–21 at baseline, by sex and countryMaleFemalePanel A: Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program](1)Ever marriedor cohabited(2)Ever marriedor cohabited(3)Everpregnant(4)Currentlypregnant(5)Ever givenbirthTreatment status * Follow-up−0.0110−0.00386−0.0196−0.03450.00874(0.0117)(0.0304)(0.0333)(0.0220)(0.0279)Follow-up0.0373***0.162***0.219***0.0323**0.192***(0.00933)(0.0233)(0.0229)(0.0146)(0.0230)Constant0.0196***0.117***0.216***0.0447***0.175***(0.00295)(0.00767)(0.00831)(0.00548)(0.00709)Observations2,0461,7561,8341,8341,834R-squared0.0330.1600.2100.0070.196Number of individuals1,023878917917917MaleFemalePanel B: Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted Grant](1)Ever marriedor cohabited(2)Ever marriedor cohabited(3)Everpregnant(4)Currentlypregnant(5)Ever givenbirthTreatment status*Follow-up0.0008580.00996−0.00257−0.009740.000547(0.00779)(0.0151)(0.0197)(0.0104)(0.0183)Follow-up0.0181***0.0439***0.130***0.0270***0.106***(0.00526)(0.00991)(0.0138)(0.00793)(0.0140)Constant0.003090.0346***0 0926***0.0107***0.0810***(0.00194)(0.00374)(0.00493)(0.00262)(0.00461)Observations2,5922,1402,4202,4202,420R-squared0.0190.0490.1290.0170.107Number of individuals1,2961,0701,2101,2101,210NOTES: Estimations use individual panel fixed-effects modeling (follow-up after 30 months in Malawi and after 36 month in Zambia). Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.***p<0.01,**p<0.05,*p<0.1.Inconsistent observations, namely those individuals reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant at endline were excluded from the analysis. Sampling weights have been applied in Malawi.Table B5.Impacts on early marriage and pregnancy (household fixed-effects), youth 14–21 at baseline, by sex and countryMaleFemalePanel A: Malawi [Social CashTransfer Program](1) Ever marriedor cohabited(2) Ever marriedor cohabited(3)Everpregnant(4)Currentlypregnant(5)Ever givenbirthTreatment status * Follow-up−0.0110−0.00386−0.0196−0.03450.00874(0.0117)(0.0304)(0.0333)(0.0220)(0.0279)Follow-up0.0373***0.162***0.219***0.0323**0.192***(0.00933)(0.0233)(0.0229)(0.0146)(0.0230)Constant0.0196***0 117***0216***0.0447***0.175***(0.00295)(0.00767)(0.00831)(0.00548)(0.00709)Observations2,0461,7561,8341,8341,834R-squared0.0240.1230.1560.0060.144Number of households847763792792792MaleFemalePanel B: Zambia [MultipleCategory Targeted Grant](1)Ever marriedor cohabited(2)Ever marriedor cohabited(3)Everpregnant(4)Currentlypregnant(5)Ever givenbirthTreatment status*Follow-up0.0008580.00996−0.00257−0.009740.000547(0.00779)(0.0151)(0.0197)(0.0104)(0.0183)Follow-up0.0181***00439***0130***0.0270***0.106***(0.00526)(0.00991)(0.0138)(0.00793)(0.0140)Constant0.003090 0346***0.0926***0.0107***0.0810***(0.00194)(0.00374)(0.00493)(0.00262)(0.00461)Observations2,5922,1402,4202,4202,420R-squared0.0150.0380.0870.0120.072Number of households1,010859948948948NOTES: Estimations use household panel fixed-effects modeling (follow-up after 30 months in Malawi and after 36 month in Zambia). Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.***p<0.01,**p<0.05,*p<0.1.Inconsistent observations, namely those individuals reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant at endline were excluded from the analysis. Sampling weights have been applied in Malawi.Table B6.Potential mechanisms: Impacts on consumption per capita (logged), youth 14–21 at baseline by sex and countryMaleFemalePanel A: Malawi [Social Cash Transfer Program]Consumption pc (logged)(1)UnadjustedConsumption pc (logged)(2)AdjustedConsumption pc (logged)(3)UnadjustedConsumption pc (logged)(4)AdjustedTreatment status0.305***0.305***0.311***0.307***(0.0431)(0.0375)(0.0433)(0.0439)Observations1,0231,023869869R-squared0.2190.2710.1860.228Endline control mean10.31710.339MaleFemalePanel B: Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted Grant]Consumption pc (logged)(1)UnadjustedConsumption pc (logged)(2)AdjustedConsumption pc (logged)(3)UnadjustedConsumption pc (logged)(4)AdjustedTreatment status0.259***0.250***0.189***0.219***(0.0304)(0.0298)(0.0326)(0.0332)Observations1,2961,2961,0701,070R-squared0.0800.1610.0510.120Endline control mean 3.850 3.859NOTES: Estimations use ANCOVA modeling among panel individuals (follow-up after 30 months in Malawi and after 36 month in Zambia). Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.***p<0.01,**p<0.05,*p<0.1.All controls are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the randomization (traditional authorities dummies in Malawi and district dummies in Zambia). Inconsistent observations, namely those individuals reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant at endline were excluded from the analysis. Sampling weights have been applied in Malawi.Results for female youth are based on the ‘ever married’ panel; results based on the “ever pregnant” panel are fully consistent.Table B7.Potential mechanisms: Impacts on education outcomes (currently attending, highest grade attained), youth 14–21 at baseline, by sex and countryPanel A: Malawi [SocialCash Transfer Program]Currently attendingHighest gradeMaleFemaleMaleFemale(1)Unadjusted(2)Adjusted(3)Unadjusted(4)Adjusted(5)Unadjusted(6)Adjusted(7)Unadjusted(8)AdjustedTreatment status0.0748**0.0800***0.113***0.107***−0.0166−0.008430.5000.459(0.0292)(0.0265)(0.0325)(0.0317)(0.624)(0.606)(0.648)(0.589)Observations968968787787958958825825R-squared0.2340.2880.2380.2580.0140.0180.0090.020Endline control mean0.4990.4025.3805.277Panel B: Zambia [Multiple Category Targeted Grant]Currently attendingHighest gradeMaleFemaleMaleFemale(1)Unadjusted(2)Adjusted(3)Unadjusted(4)Adjusted(5)Unadjusted(6)Adjusted(7)Unadjusted(8)AdjustedTreatment status0.0473*0.0565**0.04040.0485*0.0179−0.02360.1280.113(0.0263)(0.0268)(0.0276)(0.0284)(0.131)(0.134)(0.165)(0.172)Observations1,2061,2069789781,1961,196974974R-squared0.0470.0650.0360.0800.2540.2620.1980.211Endline control mean0.2970.2437.1386.707NOTES: Estimations use ANCOVA modeling among panel individuals (follow-up after 30 months in Malawi and after 36 month in Zambia). Robust standard errors in parentheses corrected for clustering.***p<0.01,**p<0.05,*p<0.1.All controls are measured at baseline and include stratifying indicators used for the randomization (traditional authorities dummies in Malawi and district dummies in Zambia). Inconsistent observations, namely those individuals reporting ever being married/pregnant at baseline but never being married/pregnant at endline were excluded from the analysis. Sampling weights have been applied in Malawi.Results for female youth are based on the ‘ever married’ panel; results based on the “ever pregnant” panel are fully consistent.
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