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ABSTRACT

Intra-household decisions are of importance in edhg various development goals,
including investments in family public goods ane tlesultant developmental outcomes of
such investments, such as the attainment of educatnproved health, and general family
well-being. The realisation of the development igtpaf investments in family public goods
requires a proper understanding of gender dynansicsnomic empowerment, and inter-
generational cooperation in intra-household deoisi@aking. This thesis aims to determine
the role of intra-household decision-making in fgnpublic goods investments in South
Africa. The study employs South African survey data conducts a framed field experiment
in two poor communities. Descriptive statisticalabyses are employed to investigate
associations between key variables. In-depth aisalyconducted with the aid of regression
analysis. Thefirst key finding in this study calls specifically foregder-based economic
empowerment policies. The study finds that gendequality in economic bargaining power
within couples (heterogamy) and the broader adaftupation persists. Whereas women
dominate the role of financial and economic decisitaker, they do so mainly as secondary
decision-makers; another sign of gender inequattywever, when women are empowered
economically, their decision-making power increasmsd concomitantly, expenditure on
family public goods. In fact, even when they aré¢ @monomically empowered, expenditure
on family public goods increases when females wikld decision-making power. The
secondfinding argues more broadly for economic developimgolicies and posits that
economically empowered men spend more on familfip@oods, and delegate economic
decision-making responsibility to their spousespvitn turn spend more on family public
goods. In thehird instance, the endowment size effect observedisnsthidy is important for
policy, given that the benefit of an economic oppoity for one family member of earning a
wage or receiving a social grant, cascades to dameity members. Thénal finding is that
communication impacts positively on cooperation himt extended inter-generational
families, and that joint decision-making; which dssociated with greater expenditure on
food; requires communication to facilitate cooperat This result calls for preventative and
developmental social work programmes focusing oom@ting communication within

families, including training on parenting as wellraarriage skills.



OPSOMMING

Besluitneming binne huishoudings is belangrik temde verskeie ontwikkelingsdoelwitte te
bereik, ingesluit investering in familie openbamedere en die gepaardgaande ontwikkelings
uitkomste, soos die verkryging van opleiding, bajesondheid en algehele welsyn van
families. Die verwesenliking van hierdie ontwikkelsimpakte van investering in familie
openbare goedere vereis ‘n behoorlike begrip vangedinamika, ekonomiese bemagtiging
en samewerking tussen generasies in die neem wntbebinne huishoudings. Hierdie tesis
stel ten doel om die rol van intra-huishoudingshiéstming in investering in familie
openbare goedere in Suid-Afrika vas te stel. Duglistgebruik data van ‘n Suid-Afrikaanse
opname en voer ‘n veldeksperiment in twee arm gaskappe uit. Beskrywende statistiese
ontledings is aangewend om verwantskappe tussemeblleranderlikes te bestudeer.
Regressie analise is gebruik vir verdere in-digptiéedings. Dieserstesleutelbevinding van
hierdie studie dui spesifiek op die nodigheid vaeslggsgebaseerde ekonomiese
bemagtigingsbeleid. Die studie bevind dat geslagslykheid binne pare (heterogamie) en
die breér bevolking van volwassenes steeds ‘ntedalis. Alhoewel die finansiéle en
ekonomiese besluitnemersrol deur vroue oorheerd,viaby hul rol hoofsaaklik ondergeskik,
‘n verdere teken van geslagsongelykheid. Wannesuevegter ekonomies bemagtig word,
neem hul besluithemingsgesag toe en gelyktydig ksaatgawes op familie openbare
goedere. Selfs wanneer vroue slegs bemagtig wotdoestuitnemingsgesag, maar nie ook
ekonomies nie, word steeds meer op familie openlggredere spandeer. ‘n Tweede
bevinding daarteenoor staan ook in die algemeenarkise ontwikkelingsbeleid voor. Die
studie bevind dat ekonomies bemagtigde mans maedspr op familie openbare goedere en
dat hul verantwoordelikheid vir ekonomiese beskntimg aan hul vrouens delegeer, wie ook
meer op familie openbare goedere spandeer. Dieedegsultaat wat in hierdie studie
waargeneem is, die skenkingseffek, is belangrikbeleid gegewe dat die voordeel van ‘n
ekonomiese geleentheid vir een familielid, hetsydia vorm van ‘n werksgeleentheid of
ontvangs van ‘n maatskaplike toelaag, na anderlilede kan afwentel. Laastens, bepaal
die studie dat kommunikasie ‘n positiewe impak @mewerking tussen generasies binne
uitgebreide families het, en dat gesamentlike @slming, wat geassosieer word met groter
uitgawes op voedsel, kommunikasie vereis ten eisdmewerking te weeg te bring.
Beleidsgewys, plaas hierdie bevinding die fokus opoorkomende en
ontwikkelingsgebaseerde maatskaplike werkprogramnate kommunikasie binne families

kan bevorder, insluitend opleiding in ouerskapsheweliksvaardighede.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

The educational journey that produced this thesis wne of the most interesting and yet
challenging undertakings. The thesis would not hmagerialised without the academic,

financial, social, and emotional support from vasauarters.

First, my deepest gratitude goes to my supervisor, BsofeFrederik Booysen for his
exceptional guidance, patience and commitment.adaslability as and when | needed him,
his friendly and frank comments, and his unsurphdsgowledge of both theories and
analytical techniques in the economics disciplineade my writing of the thesis an
unforgettable experience. Professor Booysen wasyalvdetermined to take me through
every stage of this academic project so that Iccoehlise my intellectual potential. | am truly

proud to be his academic protégé.

Second| give special appreciation to Professor Alistdiinro of the Graduate Institute for
Policy Studies (GRIPS), Tokyo, and Doctor Berekeb&de of the Centre for Behavioural
and Experimental Social Sciences (CBESS), Uniwemsit East Anglia. The duo’s input,

especially in the experimental component of thesi, is praiseworthy.

Third, | would like to acknowledge financial supportrfiahe Programme to Support Pro-
Poor Policy Development (PSPPD) and the DST-NRFt€eaf Excellence in Human
Development. The funding enabled the running ofeexpents, workshops, and conferences

attendance. | am really indebted to these funders.

Fourth, my appreciation goes to the field work team, Mosilo Machere; Mampho
Machere; Thabang Ramabolu; Sizwe Dlwangushe, Lwakfjacu, Sesonasihle Vuba,
Noluthando Qwelani, and Kholosa Ntlatywa. | coutdict on them and | am so glad to have
engaged such a great team.

Fifth, 1 would like to thank SALDRU for making the Natial Income Dynamic Study
(NIDS) survey data freely available. The data isuable and, more so that the data is

accompanied by workshops on how to use it.

Sixth both the academic and administrative staff in Eregpartment of Economics at the
University of the Free State showed their unwawgersupport and kindness during this
journey. Words cannot express how much | feel alarking in such an incredible team.
They all made it happen.



Finally, and equally important, is the support from my wifey two sons: Tavonga &
Akudzwe, my siblings and my dad. You kept on tgjline to soldier on, even as | became
weary. | cannot forget to mention the most spdaggicon in my whole life, my mother. Her
words of wisdom about education being the liberabways echoed in my mind. Although

she passed on, her wisdom shall continue to impaate.



TABLE OF CONTENTS
DECIAIALION. .. e et et e e e e e e e e [
Y o 111 = Tod A o o1 211 T i
ACKNOWIBAGEMENT. ... e e e e e e e e e v
Chapter 1: General iINtrodUCHION. ... ..ot e e e e e e aaees 1

I = od o | {0 U o o P
1.2Problem StatemENt. .. ..o e 1
L.BRALONAIE. .. ...t e e e e e e e
1.AAIM AN ODJECHVES. .. .c. e e e e 2
1.5Conceptual and theoretical framework.............ooviiiiiiiiiii e 3
1.5.1 Family publiC gOOGS. .. ... e e e e e e 3
1.5.2 Economic models of intra-household decision-making..........................4
1.5.3 Other KEY CONCEPLS. .. .uu ittt it ie e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeaas 8
(RG] B L | - F TP 8
IR0/ = 1 o o £ PP |
1.80rganisation of the thesis.............cooiiiiiii 09
L O RO BIENCES ... .ttt e e 10

Chapter 2: Paper L. ...t e e e e e e 13-74
ChaPter 3. PaP el 2. .. it e e e e 75-173
(@ T o (=] Sl o o =T e T4-286
Chapter 5: General CONCIUSION...... ...t e e e e e e e aaas 287

ST I [ o o 18 ox 1 o o FAR TP IL o ¥ 4
5.2Conceptual framework...........ccoiii e . 287

SR 10T [T T 288
.4 CONCIUSION. .. e e e e e 291
D D R BIBNCES. ..o et e 292

Vi



CHAPTER ONE: GENERAL INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Households function as producers, consumers, iorgegt human and physical capital, and
managers of risk (Doss, 1996). Elliot and Gray (®0@escribe the decisions that families
make on daily basis as instrumental (money, healthfood), economic (use and gathering
of resources) and social (values, roles and gaalspture. Such intra-household decisions
are of importance in achieving various householkeligment goals, including investments
in family public goods and in the realisation ot tinvestments’ developmental outcomes
such as the attainment of education, an improvemehealth, and the general family well-

being (Nordman & Sharma, 2016).

This general introduction presents the problemestant, followed by the rationale and aim
and objectives. The chapter also outlines the &umbnceptual and theoretical framework. It

concludes with a brief summary of the data, methadd organisation of the thesis.

1.2 Problem statement

Research on models of intra-household decisionsntede significant strides (Chiappori,
1988; Doss, 1996/2013; Browning, Chiappori & Wei8814). There are however critical
gaps, which motivate the current study.

First, intra-household decision-making is missing in lisé of arenas of decision-making
mentioned in target 5.5 of the Sustainable DevelpnGoals (SDGs), which pertains to
women'’s effective participation and leadership latevels of decision-making in politics,
economics and public lifeAccording to Razavi (2016:32), the “intra-househatena is the
arena where the micro-politics of ‘the personahee plays out through bargaining over a
range of issues including the allocation of resesrdéiouseholds and families are clearly an
essential part of the ‘political and economic lité’ all societies but remain invisible under
the target.” Thesecondgap relates to the lack of knowledge about intvasehold decisions
on family public goods, as well as a limited unti@mging of who makes such decisions and

! “Indicators are also being developed on womenisigpation in the executive, legislative, judigfaand law
enforcement, and in local government, as well asi@ws representation as managers in both publig&wdte
enterprises” (Razavi, 2016:32) .



the manner in which decision-maker’'s bargaining @oand decision-making roles impact
on investments in family public goodBinally, the dearth of studies on inter-generational
differences in cooperation regarding the provismifamily public goods in extended
families presents another avenue for further resear

1.3 Rationale
The realisation of the development impacts of ibwests in family public goods requires a
proper understanding of gender dynamics, economigogerment, and inter-generational

cooperation in intra-household decision-making.

1.4 Aim and objectives
This thesis aims to determine the role of intradedwld decision-making in family public
goods investments in South Africa.

The main objectives of the study are:

. To establish the determinants of women’s financatision-making roles within
couples, and how spouses’ economic bargaining imathdial decision-making power
impact on expenditure on family public googsyper ]

. To assess how economic bargaining power and ecendeaision-making agency, as
means to gender economic empowerment, impact oenelifpre on family public

goods paper 3

. To experimentally investigate patterns and drivénsitra-household cooperation in the

extended inter-generational family using a pubbods gamegdaper 3



1.5 Conceptual and theoretical framework
The key conceptual and theoretical pillars of thedg are family public goods, economic
theories of intra-household decision-making, andnemic bargaining power, economic

decision-making, agency and gender economic emjpoerer

1.5.1 Family public goods

Family public goods constitute a large fractionholusehold expenditure. The term “family

public goods”, coined from the general public go@i®nomenon, is commonly used in
household studies. The public goods concept inrgéreccording to Samuelson (1954), is an
attribute describing the collectiveness of consuompbf a good. Public goods are thus
consumed jointly such that all individuals involvddrive utility from the good and each

individual’'s consumption leads to no subtractiooniranother individual’s consumption of

that good (Ostrom, 2003). This joint consumption asnsidered as the non-rivalry

characteristic. Ostrom (2003) also alludes to Maggis classification that is based on the
non-excludability attribute, which suggests thatréhis no mechanism to exclude other
consumers from enjoying the benefits of the pubgbods once they have been provided.
Combining the two attributes, as Ostrom (2003) sstgy allows the classification of goods
into four categories: pure private goods (rivalnydafeasible exclusion), private goods
(feasible exclusion but non-rivalry), common-poesaource goods (rivalry but exclusion not
feasible), and pure public goods (non-rivalry and-excludability). Family public goods can

fall in the category of either common-pool resoufeay. space in the family car) or pure

public goods (e.g. heating and lighting in the us

However, the studies on intra-household consumptimmot concur on the classification of
goods as either private or public (Ostrom, 2003)kMViaclean, and Dalziel (2011) consider
family public goods as those goods that can beeshathin the family. Gan and Vernon
(2003) classify food as a public good, while Mokatt (2011) consider household food
preparation, not food per se, as a family publiodgdn addition, Suen, Chan and Zhang
(2003) perceive a family public good as a compogjted that includes household
commodities ranging from shared domicile and hondamaeals to consumption derived
from having children. Finally, Warr (1983), in mudtarlier study, demonstrates that

expenditure on children is public goods expenditure

A household where two or more people live togettgoeriences a joint consumption of
some goods. As such, goods that are consumedyj@pgroximate public goods within the



scope of household studies. Phipps and Burton (1888 that although food may be a
private good, there is a substantial joint-nessafsumption for this category. There are,
however, other public goods that are consumedeahtiusehold level. For instance, central
heating is consumed jointly, thus qualifying to dgublic good and bearing economies of
scale. Phipps and Burton (1995) underscore thistiftmation of goods such as telephones,

showers and televisions as congestible public goods

Furthermore, Couprie, Peluso and Trannoy’'s (20H¥@gorisation has three lists of family
public goods ranging from the most restrictive [lmli] to the most extensive [public 3].
The most restrictive are the basic family publiod® and comprise of the consumption of or
expenditure on items such as housing, water, hadtegectricity. This is followed by the
somewhat broader [public 2] expenditure on itemshsas furniture and housing services.
The third and most extensive list of family pubdicods includes household expenditure on
car-related expenses. Whereas healthcare and extubatter fits the restrictive category - in
as far as the goods generate positive externalitiden the family, food and insurance -
which are rivalrous goods, can be considered asrigaowards the extensive side on the
spectrum of family public goods. Some goods, tleeefare more public while others are
less public. Although some goods are strictly spegpkot family public goods, they are
important for the welfare of the family and henbeit consideration in the empirical analysis
in this study. Moreover, there are variations befweérousehold members in terms of
preferences regarding goods and services, whitlreimée allocations to family public goods
expenditure (Chiappori & Meghir, 2014).

1.5.2 Economic models of intra-household decision-making

Models of intra-household decision-making were bauhof a realisation that individuals do
not live in isolation but care for and are affedbgtthe decisions of others. An understanding,
therefore, of models of intra-household decisiorkimg is essential in studies on gender
economic empowerment, intra-familial cooperatiod amwestments in family public goods.
Following below, is a descriptive outline of the imanodels of intra-household decision-

making guiding this study.

()  Unitary models

Early literature attempting to understand decisimatking within the context of a household,
proclaims the unitary model, which treats a houkkls a single entity with a single set of
preferences (Doss, 1996; Ward-Batts, 2008; Browringl., 2014). Samuelson (1956) and



Becker (1981), the pioneers of the unitary modeinlised household behaviour within the
extension of standard neoclassical consumer denmaodels to families, by using a

household welfare function as an allegory for dowidifference curves. In the respective
frameworks of Samuelson and Becker, the houselasldy unit of account, is assumed to
maximise a joint welfare function. The marginaleraf substitution is equal across all pairs
of goods (Samuelson, 1956; Becker, 1981/1991).uHary model thus analyses household
decisions under the hypothesis that the houselsoll single decision unit that somehow
maximises the welfare of its members (Carter & Kat@97; Attanasio & Lechene, 2002;

Chiappori, Fortin & Lacroix, 2002; Vermeulen, 2005)

Doss (1996) at one level, considers the unitaryehad a common preference model - an
approach that assumes a dictator or benevolenistltvtho aggregates the individual utility
functions by maximising his utility function as thasis for all household decisions. In this
case, the household welfare function relies orongtof altruism to aggregate the preferences
of individuals within the household into a singlectsion making logic (Becker, 1981). At
another level, the unitary model represents a eshifiousehold model where the household
acts as a single unit but incorporates both predimcand consumption decisions. In the
unitary model, household members’ shares of incomeealth (examples of distributional
factors) do not affect resource allocations. Tlnesnmodity demands under unitary models

display income pooling (Browning et al., 2014).

The unitary model, however, is heavily criticisent its failure to explain differences in
individual welfare within a household, and thoséibited systematically by gender, age, or
relationship with the household head (Aldermanlgtl1®95; Browning et al., 2014). The
model aggregates choices and behaviour and itetyaies in assuming:i)(an aggregate
household utility function as compared to differemd often competing preferences of
individual household membersi)(a unified production decision as compared tovialdials
making separate production decisioms) & single household endowment of labour and other
inputs as compared to individuals exercising indelpat control over their endowments
(Alderman et al., 1995; Doss, 1996; Bergstrom, }997 addition, the assumption that
consumption decisions are based on a single bumgedtraint enjoys less support than a
situation where household members have separatangs and face individual budget
constraints (Doss, 1996; Carter & Katz, 1997; Hadddoddinott & Alderman, 1997).

Hence, the unitary model is largely discredited.



(i)  Collective models

As an alternative to the unitary model, collectaued bargaining-type models of household
behaviour disaggregate the household utility fuorctinto individual utility functions. The
focus in collective models is on the individualdf household members and how individual
preferences lead to a collective choice. Therene key assumption, which is that the
household reaches a Pareto efficient outcome, imn dapported by the work of Bobonis
(2009). There is however, no theoretical claimhi@ model on how exactly such efficiency is
achieved within the household (Chiappori, 1988; eifdan et al., 1995; Doss, 1996;
Attanasio & Lechene, 2002). Rather, as Browningle{1994/2014) point out, research on
the collective model focuses on recovering fromadae implicit or explicit rule by which
the household shares resources (sharing rule) amdingdual members. Collective models
are attractive as they consider distributional dexctand are thus rationally appealing.
However, collective models are lacking as they tiaiprovide a priori predictions about the

sharing rule, and in that way very general.

(iif) Cooperative bargaining models

An improvement in collective models suggests thatisehold members reconcile their
different preferences in a cooperative or in a oooperative manner. The cooperative
bargaining-type models assume that household desisire always efficient in the sense that
no one household member can be made better ofomtitomeone being made worse off —
achieving Pareto optimality. In McElroy and Horney1981) cooperative bargaining model,
household decisions are reached through a coopefdtish equilibrium, with two people in
a marriage, pooling and jointly allocating resosroeach receiving utility from a pure public
good, and both valuing leisure and consumption rofage goods (Alderman et al., 1995;
Browning et al., 2014). The Nash bargaining probismsolved by considering a threat point,
in this case each individual’s utility outside mage, i.e. the utility that each would obtain in
case of the dissolution of the marriage. Such ancexdition, according to Carter and Katz
(1997), is both a social and economic phenomenorth&r development of the model shows
that the threat point can be shifted by some extiagsehold environmental parameters such
as institutional, demographic, and legal factors] that these parameters may lead to non-

cooperative outcomes in the cooperative model (DIf386).

One key prediction of the cooperative bargainingetynodel is that factors that influence the
threat points of individuals may affect the distition within households even if the

individual and total household resource levels moe altered (Doss, 1996). The models,

6



moreover, rest on the strong assumptions of perigftrmation and enforcement of
contracts. The models differ from collective mod@&ich simply assume that the outcome
of the intra-household decision-making process aset® efficient, not how such Pareto

efficient allocation of resources is achieved (Dd$96).

Due to the weaknesses of divorce or dissolutiothef marriage as an appropriate threat
point, as spouses cannot promptly resort to divexean over a minor disagreement on intra-
household decisions, researchers developed theasepspheres model (Lundberg and
Pollak, 1993; Carter and Katz, 1997). The sepapheres bargaining model allows for the
default equilibrium to be reached and maintainech agsult of the social prescription of

primary responsibilities, by say gender roles, aithany negotiations.

(iv) Non-cooperative bargaining models

Non-cooperative bargaining models include the viggncontributions model (Browning et
al., 2014), the conjugal contract model (Carter &tX 1997), and the Cournot-Nash
framework (Chen & Woolley, 2001). Non-cooperativppeaches to intra-household
decision-making assume that individuals cannotrante binding and enforceable contracts
with each other (Lundberg & Pollak, 1993; Aldermenal, 1995; Carter & Katz, 1997,
Browning et al., 2014). Notable of the non-coopgeamodels in their original form is the
assumption that income is not pooled. The modedsadso explicit on how the levels of
shared goods are chosen. Doss (1996) and Browniay €2014) point out that the non-
cooperative models allow both for individuals tov@adifferent preferences, and to make
consumption and production decisions based on their labour and access to resources,

such that both Pareto efficient and non-Paretaiefft outcomes are consistent.

The common notion across all the non-cooperativelaisorelates to the way household
members make independent but interrelated consampind production decisions. Carter
and Katz (1997), in this vain, characterise thesebtold economy as a site of independent
preferences and resource allocation decisions botoggther by various forms of

interdependence. According to Sen (1989), houssehaldplay cooperative conflicts.

However, whereas the non-cooperative models argsiple for being least restrictive as a
class of models, the estimation of such modelsiregjaetailed data on individual earnings

and resources and transfers among household me(bmaEs, 1996; Browning et al., 2014).



1.5.3 Other key concepts

In the context of this study, an individual may aaecision-making responsibilitywhich
implies that one is either a decision-maker or rat.individual may also havedecision-
making powera situation that distinguishes between being im mdecision-maker or a joint-

decision-maker.

Employment, education and income are typical econdectors that provide an individual in
the society with leverage, to be assigned decisiaking or obtaining responsibility or
power. In any group, more often than not, an irdiliali possessing more of these factors tend
to have power to bargain for his/her preferend&sonomic bargaining powein intra-
household decisions, therefore, can be represégtdte employment status, education levels

as well as the income that the family member camghinto the household.

In general, agency refers to peoples’ ability tdkendecisions relating to their lives and act
on those decisions (World Bank, 2016) thereby gajmiutonomy, which is, ‘having a greater
say in affairs’ (Basu & Koolwal, 2005: 15). Accongily, economic decision-making agency
within households, refers to the ability of indivals to make decisions on economic issues,

inclusive of household expenditure on goods andes.

The World Bank (2012) pushes for gender equalitye@onomic opportunities such as
employment, endowments such as income and assetsagency. In this respedender
economic empowermerd defined as a situation when there is an imprem in gender
equality. A typical example is when more females aconomically active, that is, having
access to employment opportunities in the sameasayales (Ashraf, Karlan & Yin, 2010;
Duflo, 2012). In additiongender economic empowermémtiudes females’ involvement in
decision-making agency on economic matters. As ,sgehder economic empowerment
embraces an improvement in femalesbnomic bargaining poweand economic decision-

making agencyin order to achieve gender equality.

The concepts discussed in this section, togethén witra-household decision-making

models, are important tools in the investigatiomeestments in family public goods.

1.6 Data
South African survey and experimental data are eyaul in this study. Paper 1 and 2 draws

on the National Income Dynamic Study (NIDS), thestfinational panel study in South

8



Africa. While paper 1 employs data from the finstvey round (2008), paper 2 analyses data
from three survey rounds (i.e. 2008, 2010, and R@khg analytical techniques for cross-
section and panel data. Paper 3 is based on a dighdriment conducted in two poor

communities.

1.7 Methods

The study adopts a wide array of methods of aralysd employs stata. Such an analysis is
made possible because of the different data soamgghe reality that the thesis comprises
of three distinct papers with distinct researchstjoes. Descriptive statistical analyses are
employed in all the papers in an effort to investitgassociations between key variables,
using Chi2, t-tests and F-tests. An in-depth amslis made possible in each paper by
employing appropriate regression analysis. Forgoaieal dependent variables, probit and

multinomial probit regression functions are adoptethe analysis. For continuous dependent
variables, the study employs ordinary least squé@sS) regression models; Heckman

selection regression models, Random-effects OL$ess8pn models; and Random-effects

tobit regression models.

1.8 Organisation of the thesis

This thesis consists of five chapters. Chapter asagflected above, focuses on the general
introduction of the study. Chapter two to chapteurfcomprise three individual research
papers. Paper 1, on the one hand, focuses on hwmcial decision-making roles are
arranged in South African couples and the determénaf the female partner’'s financial
decision-making role. On the other hand, expenelitur family public goods is assessed with
regard to the explanatory power of economic barggipower and the financial decision-
making role of spouses. Paper 2 interrogates ecnoangaining power as a determinant of
South African adults’ economic decision-making agemand in turn evaluates how the
economic empowerment of women and men impacts eoea on family public goods.
Paper 3 investigates patterns of cooperation ieneddd inter-generational families using a
field experiment conducted in two poor communitiesthe Free State and Eastern Cape
provinces of South Africa. Finally, chapter 5 prasea policy perspective on the main

research findings documented in this thesis.
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Family Public Goods and Intra-Household Decision-M&ing by Co-Resident South
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Abstract

Intra-household decision-making is a fundamentakbigment issue, particularly so for less-
privileged households in developing countries. Therent study examines sources of
bargaining power that inform financial decision-nmgk processes within couples and
determines how bargaining power and decision-makingact on family public goods
expenditure. The South African National Income Dyiwa Study (NIDS) offers a direct
measure of financial decision-making responsibilRyobit regression models are used to
establish key economic and non-economic determsnaitdecision-making for female
partners in co-resident couples, while OLS lineagression models are employed to
determine the extent to which bargaining power &ndncial decision-making power
influence expenditure on family public goods by $elolds. The evidence of the relevance
of economic factors for financial decision-makingpports bargaining-type models, as
postulated by the resource theory. There are twanméls through which economic
empowerment influences investments in family pulgiods. Households with wives who
gain a decision-making role via economic empowetmspand more on family public goods.
Households with affluent and employed husbands délegate financial decision-making
roles to their female partners spend more on fapuilylic goods. The findings suggest that
policy has to focus on narrowing heterogamy betweames and husbands through gender
mainstreaming and empowerment, which would enh#reelecision-making role of women

within co-resident couples.
JEL Codes: D13; D19

Key words: Couples; family public goods; intra-helsld decision-making; South Africa
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1. Introduction

The debate over the household being a criticalstiatimaking and consumption unit dates
back to Paul Samuelson. Samuelson (1956:9) obsdne¢d‘in most of the cultures studied
by modern economists, the fundamental unit on thmahd side is clearly the ‘family’,
which consists of a single individual in but a fran of the total cases”. The perception of
the family “as a ‘glued-together’ unit, whose irgsts are as one” (Sen, 1997:371), suggests
that investigations into intra-familial issues amnecessary (Bennett, 2013). This view of a
family as a single unit, is considered in studieshsas those on poverty and income
inequality at household level. These studies allorvcomparison between households, but
neglect what happens within the household (Cantilk®13).

Various crucial decisions are indeed made withinsetolds. These include decisions on
day-to-day expenditures (Maitra & Ray, 2006), abwtere to live, who to live with, who
should work and how to raise income (Quisumbing &lidcio, 2000; Kusago & Barham,
2001), as well as where children should attend@¢clamd how to spend the available income
(Sawada & Lokshin, 1999). There is a direct linkween intra-household decision-making
processes and expenditure by families and familymbess. Further decision-making
processes relate to joint consumption of a numlbegoods within the household, which
include food, shelter, and transportation, alsatexiThe consumption of such family public
goods is thus, a key development issue that ikakriin determining the welfare of family
members (Couprie, Peluso & Trannoy, 2010; Mok, Mawl& Dalziel, 2011). In this regard,
intra-household dynamics of resource-related damwssihave a great impact on basic
household outcomes, particularly where resourcetcaints are more pronounced (Haddad,
Hoddinotti & Alderman, 1997).

Recent intra-household studies focused on teshirgvarious models developed to explain
decision-making processes (Browning et al., 1994sd) 1996; Carter & Katz, 1997;
Attanasio & Lechene, 2002; Chiappori, Fortin & Laigr 2002). Andreoni, Brown and
Rischall (2003) point out that a consensus has gedethat households are typically not
governed by a sole benevolent head, as hypothebigeBecker (1981), but are instead
characterised by bargaining between spouses witbreit preferences, tastes and talents.
The literature indicates that studies on withingehold dynamics often make use of the
couple as a unit of analysis, which representsarttically tractable representation of intra-
household decision-making. Partners in couplesyedifferent levels of access to financial,
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physical, human and social capital, factors tha&tmene their decision-making position and
capacity to influence household consumption. Initamid bargaining within couples has
significant inter-generational implications in rbe to education, the health of children, and
bequest motives. Consequently the couples’ finaibaiegaining processes influence both the
inter-generational transmission of poverty and gwential for upward mobility across
generations on the quality-of-life ladder (Deat®f98). Thus, the couple is an integral part

of the decision-making processes within households.

Differentials in partners’ characteristics, herdéi@areferred to as marriage heterogamy, play
a pivotal role in explaining who holds decision-nmakpower, which in turn influences the
allocation of household expenditure on family paldoods. There is a need, therefore, to
shed light on how couples function by focusing maricial decision-making processes and
considering family public goods as a conduit of ifgnwvell-being. According to Bertocchi,
Brunetti and Torricelli (2014:65), the identificati of the drivers of decision-making
responsibilities has crucial implications to “urstanding how resources are distributed
within the family, how household decisions are made variety of economic and non-
economic realms, and how household-based and gesldézd development initiatives
should be designed”.

Using couple-level survey data from South Africd&tional Income Dynamic Study
(NIDS), this paper initially describes the finarai@cision-making responsibility and power
of male and female partners. It describes next hdrethe decision-making processes are
mono-type or joint-type. Furthermore, the paperngxas both the partners’ sources of
bargaining power and whether specific sources efab@nd economic bargaining power
influence the probability of a female partner beiegponsible for financial decision-making
within the household. Finally, the study investagtthe extent to which a partner’s
bargaining and financial decision-making power igtpahe expenditure on family public

goods.

The paper is structured as follows: section 2 residoth the theoretical and empirical
literature on intra-household decision-making atsl link to household expenditure in
relation to couples. Section 3 outlines the dathilevsection 4 describes the estimation
procedures followed in the study. Section 5 preséin¢ results. Sections 6 and 7 discuss

contributions and limitations. Finally, section@&cludes the paper.
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2. Literature Review

Economic and sociological theories on intra-houkkliecision-making in couples inform

the theoretical framework of this paper. Specificalhe resource theory, economic intra-
household decision-making models and the assaetatating theory of the marriage market,
provide a base upon which knowledge on economieraction between spouses can be
advanced. This section reviews relevant theomdsng intra-household decision-making and
bargaining power. It also discusses empirical diiee on the determinants of financial
decision-making within couples. Furthermore, thetise reviews empirical work on the

impact of financial intra-household decision-makdymnamics on household expenditure.
2.1Theory

The resource theory of power developed by socistegsuggests that the power of each
partner is related to his/her relative resourcesl{®/1959; Blood & Wolfe, 1960Cantillon,
Maitre, & Watson 2016). In this context, resources are definedaagthing that any
individual family member can offer to the otherhelp that person satisfy their needs or
attain their goals (Hesse-Biber & Williamson, 198Decision-making within a couple
depends on factors such as the environment, maimtenneeds and interrelatedness of
decisions. Give-and-take is a common phenomenahnagotiations and bargaining are part
of resolving differences within couples. Power dyizs are inevitable. When resource
theory holds, the partner who has the greatest ruwiresources with which to meet other
partner’s needs and goals is perceived to haveaagrpower within the couple (Scanzoni &
Polonko, 1980%. Scanzoni and Polonko (1980) and Hesse-Biber aniiawison (1984)
argue that resources are the currency in negaimtiod are used to bargain for desired goals

within the family.

Economic models of intra-household decision-makiage seen a considerable development
compared to the models first conceptualised by ®#soo (1956) and later by Becker
(1981). Along the path of development, the intradehold decision-making models are to
date classified as unitary models, cooperativeldctve) models, and non-cooperative
models. The unitary model analyses household aessunder the hypothesis that the

household is a single decision unit that maximikeswelfare of its members (Carter & Katz,

2 Scanzoni and Polonko (1980) qualified this arguntgnstating that the person desiring resourcesssimed
to be willing to relinquish power over his or hewroconduct in exchange for access to those resauirtEnce,
the argument that the ‘resource theory’ is a dérigaof the exchange theory.

19



1997; Attanasio & Lechene, 2002; Chiappori et 2002; Vermeulen, 2005). As a result,

decisions within the household are made by a bdeewdictator whose preferences depict
those of the household members to such an extanthé dictator knows and can satisfy all
household members’ preferences. It is upon thisraggon that the model came under heavy
criticism for its failure to explain differences individual welfare within a household, and

those exhibited systematically by gender, ageelation to the household head (Alderman et
al., 1995; Browning, Chiappori & Weiss, 2014). Henthe model is largely discredited.

The collective and bargaining-type models are dtarsed by elements that include
individualism of preferences; interdependence witkihe household economy; property
rights, information and autonomy within the houddhexit options; and voice within the
household (Carter & Katz, 1997). Collective modétstheir focus on the individuality of
household members and how individual preferencas te a collective choice, make the key
assumption that the household reaches a Paretoiegffioutcome (Chiappori, 1988;
Alderman et al., 1995; Doss, 1996; Attanasio & lavady 2002). However, no theoretical
claims are made on how exactly such efficiencyclieved within the household. Collective
models, importantly, take into consideration disitional factors, i.e. variables that affect the
economic decisions of households, even though doegot directly impact on preferences
nor on budgets (Bertocchi et al., 2014; Browninglet2014).

Collective models, which suggest that household bem reconcile their different

preferences in a cooperative or in a non-cooperatanner, are collectively known as
bargaining-type models of intra-household decisimaking. The cooperative bargaining
model assumes that household decisions are alwlfigger® in the sense that no one
household member can be made better off withoutesoe being made worse off — thus
achieving Pareto optimality. Non-cooperative bamgej models, however, suggest that
inefficient outcomes are possible. Therefore, ia tontext of a couple, the cooperative
bargaining model is more appealing than the nompewive bargaining model as the
partners are assumed to be in a voluntarily estaddi and continuous relationship.

Lihrmann and Maurer (2008) note that it is not pibke to assume that partners who know
each other well, by virtue of being in a voluntaigsociation in the form of marriage, make
decisions that leave Pareto gains unexploited oconatant basisThe assumption of Pareto-

efficiency and holding the view that the interantibetween spouses determine household
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utility, allow the couple’s utility function to bexpressed in accordance with household

utility function byLuhrmann and Maurer (2008) and Browning et al. @Gixpressed as:

U household: /JU male_ partner + (1_ ,U) U female_partner=* === =rres (I)

In the function abovey is the Pareto weight of the male partner &hi the utility function.

The household utility functionU,, ..., therefore, is the weighted sum of the partners’

utility functions. It is plausible to argue that &re the couple is the integral part of the
household unit, the household utility function denrepresented by the sum of the utilities of

both partners in the couple. The household utifityction considers the power of one

partner, relative to the other. Conditional on dmed cardinalisation ofU and

male_partner

U (Luhrmann & Maurer, 2008 the size of: determines the level of influence that

female_partner
the male partner has on the household’s utilitycfiom. At values of: closer to one (zero),
the male partner’s (female partner’s) voice oruafice is dominant in determining household

decisions. His (her) preferences are better repteden the household’s utility function.

The above representation allows for formal hypake® be specifiedrirst, the extreme
cases of a 1 or 0 value pfrepresent gender-based dictatorship within theleoun such
cases, household outcomes reflect the preferentabeo partner with full control or
dominance over the other partn8econda value ofu = 0.5 represents equality between the
partners, which indicates a unitary model, givem dssumption that the benevolent dictator
knows what the household members want and his/bgona are bound to maximise
household utility and satisfy every household memibe the unitary model, the Pareto
weight remains fixed at 0.5. Although the outconequality between spouses, within the
unitary model, is ideal, it does not always prevdilit does at all), thus suggesting the

relevance of cooperative bargaining models.

The household utility function™ represents the cooperative bargaining model hadrtodel

allowsu to be modelled as a functionihrmann & Maurer, 2008):
U= U(Py Y X ZD)eeeeieiiaeeeen, (i) , where

p = prices,y = household income = individual characteristics, arzd= distributional factors

It is at this juncture that the resource theorygla role in the formulation and application of

the cooperative bargaining model. Depending onréseurces that each partner contributes
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to the householdy tilts in the main contributing partner’s favourtwiregard to decision-
making within the household. Resources constitig&ilbutional factors, which are defined
as characteristics that affect neither preferences budget constraints, but influence
household decisions through their impact on theeteaweight only (Maitra & Ray, 2006;
Lihrmann & Maurer, 2008Bourguignon, Browning & Chiappori, 200®8ertocchi et al.,
2014; Browning et al., 20)4These authors suggest that the distributionetiofa include
relative ages, relative education, individual inesmsocial norms, traditional roles, and

institutional variables affecting the cost of mage breakdown.

Related to the above theories is the assortativengtheory in the marriage market. Lam
(1988:462) states that, “marriage market equiliiriexhibits positive assortative mating on
spouses’ wealth that they bring with into marriagéhe author expands the idea to cover
cases in which there is positive assortative matimgvages in marriage market equilibrium.
Positive assortative mating on sources of econdmaigaining power is associated with

homogamy in couples.

In a theoretical sense, resources matter in gai@agsion-making responsibility and power.
Greater homogamy is therefore theoretically assediavith greater equality in decision-
making. In that case, an individual’'s welfare witlthe household does not vary much from
the household average. However, there could bedgatmy in couples if positive assortative
mating is less pronounced and resulting in parth&erentials in sources of bargaining
power. Heterogamy in couples raises the Paretohweaifya single partner who is better
endowed with resources. Consequently, househoktbmés may be tilted in favour of the

preferences of the partner contributing more resesir
2.2Empirical research

Empirical work on intra-household decision-makings hexpanded in the recent past. The
studies, which often focused on heterosexual cauadethe unit of analysis, and test intra-
household decision-making models concur in thejecteon of the unitary model and
claiming favour for the bargaining-type model (Brong et al., 1994; Carter & katz, 1997,
Attanasio & Lechene, 2002; Chiappori et al., 200€puple studies framed in the context of
resource theory and providing evidence of the erfze of couple heterogamy on intra-

3 Dosman and Adamowicz (2006), using data from Canadd Maitra and Ray (2006), using the 1993 South
Africa Integrated Household Survey and the 1998 Ky Natal Income Dynamics Survey (KIDS), however,
reported pooling. Maitra and Ray (2006), although studying couples, found that pooling is resgricto
expenditure on food, clothing, and energy only.
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household decision-making include, Hesse-Biber \&filamson (1984), Lancaster, Maitra
and Ray (2006)l.uhrmann and Maurer (2008Y,usof and Duasa (2010), Cantillon (2013),
Antman (2014), Bertocchi et al. (2014), and Camnilet al. (2016). Some of these studies, as
alluded to below, link household power dynamicshvatitcomes that proxy household well-
being. The major policy concern is that there possibility of situations where the individual

welfare of some members within household mightdweet than the household average.

Assessing the balance of power between spouses tbeer lifetime, Hesse-Biber and
Williamson (1984) point out that an unequal acdesmoney, education and occupational
status is influenced by norms that define a womaldse in the home and a man’s at work.
The discussion also shows that differentials wéfard to these factors persist even when
women are employed outside the home, because wdmeot typically gain the positions
that can provide them with resources that are etpuahen (Hesse-Biber & Williamson,
1984). Thus, economic bargaining power and the genales of men and women affect

marital power.

Lancaster et al. (2006) use the Indian National Bar8urvey to extend the collective model
and estimate a model in which the weights of poa#ached to individual household

members are endogenously determined. The authpmbach on relative spousal power
uses the partners’ income share to estimate itactngn household expenditure. The results
show that although the relationship between regatiargaining power (measured by income
share) and budget shares vary significantly betwegrenditure items, there are positive
associations between the decision-maker’s reldtargaining power and expenditure shares
of items (Lancaster et al., 2006). The authors lealedl that household welfare is better
protected in situations of homogamy — where barggipower is evenly distributed, unlike

in a heterogamy situation — where one partner datesthe other in terms of bargaining

power.

Luhrmann and Maurer (2008) claim that not much m®vwin about the determinants of
decision-making power. The study emphasises theisida-making processes in couples
depend on the balance of power between partnenghwh turn influence the welfare of
household members and household outcomes. Thendedsits that were used to model
‘balance of power’ include the partners’ demographsocio-economic, and health
characteristics (cfBeegle, Frankenberg, & Thomas, 2001; Allendorf, Z00n addition,

Ldhrmann and Maurer's (2008) study which uses thexidan Health and Aging Study
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(MHAS) and focuses on elderly couples, found edanaiand employment status as

positively affecting women'’s individual decision-kiag power.

Yusof and Duasa (2010) found that, in their tesbhtghe income pooling hypothesis and the
bargaining model in a Malaysian sample of emploged married men and women, the
relative earning share is a significant factor @czidion-making and consumption expenditure.
The study found out further that female partners Hre ultimate decision-makers on
everyday household expenditure, whereas male parare mostly the decisive decision-
makers for large household expenditures. Howevartnprs are reported to practice
autonomy in relation to financial investments. Qllerthe results support the bargaining
model. A similar study of Swiss couples Butikofer, Gerfin and Wanzenried (2009) found
that the distribution of bargaining power withirethousehold, which is generally unequal, is

dependent on each spouse’s relative contributidhedousehold income

Cantillon (2013) investigated differences in livistgandards between spouses as represented
by their possessions and access to certain goadseavices, and control and management of
household resources. The study, which employs fitata Ireland, reports that a female
partner’'s economic independence, especially basdtepown income, raises her bargaining
power in the household. The size of the femalengad independent income in turn

translates into discernible differences in livingrelards (Cantillon, 2013).

Focusing on how the employment status of a sponieences the spouse’s economic
bargaining power within the household, Antman (20idund that the spouse of the
household head is more likely to be involved inisiea-making when she is employed, with
joint decision-making being common. Joint decismaking equates to a more even
distribution of bargaining power and hence bettmrdehold welfare, as implied by Lancaster
et al. (2006).

Bertocchi et al. (2014), whose analysis is repidaaind expanded upon in this paper, adopted
two approaches to explaining the decision-makirgpeasibility of household heads using
Italy’s Survey of Household Income and Wealth. @& one hand, the bargaining approach is
investigated on the basis of factors such as incagee and education. On the other hand, the
household production approach, represented byregimployment status or distinguishing
degrees of complexity of economic and financial islens, is applied. According to
Bertocchi et al. (2014), factors such as age, é¢ducand income explain the probability of a

wife being a decision maker in as much as the wibéiaracteristics match or surpass that of
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the husband when the wife is the decision-makertoBehi et al. (2014:66) interpret these
results as indicating the importance of both sgm@inomic characteristics that are measured
in monetary terms and other factors “such as kndgde human capital accumulation,
experience, seniority, and savviness” in decisi@akimg. Regarding the household
production approach, the probability that the visfeesponsible for decision-making is lower
when she is employed (Bertocchi et al., 2014), tisigggests a division of tasks within the

household.

Recent work by Cantillon et al. (2016) focuses loa éxtent to which partners may derive
different benefits from the couple’s total resogtcéhe essence of the authors’ argument is
that if the unitary model plays a role, then onaildanot expect higher levels of deprivation
for the non-working partner or partner without wmidual income. Cantillon et al. (2016:462)
qualify their argument through the statement thi&there is validity in the argument that
couples specialise in order to increase efficiemmge might expect to see lower levels of
individual deprivation where there is one sourceimfome and one decision-maker”.
However, if the bargaining model is to hold, thadividual deprivation would be higher for
the partner with no personal income and less iresbiv decision-making. The study found
that there is a beneficial impact on access toopatsgoods and services of earning income

from work as well as involvement in decision-making

3. Data

The analyses in this study use the 2008 baseliS®oth Africa’s National Income Dynamics

Study (NIDS). The survey consists of a set of i@l and household level questionnaires
covering a wide range of topics. The dataset islider the analysis of intra-household

decision-making due to a number of reasdrisst, the data offers a unique section of
guestions regarding the identification of joint amdhin decision-makers in five decision

spheres, including day-to-day expenditures, whech precise and narrow representation of
household financial decisiofisimportantly, all the household adults reportedvam the

decision makers are in the household. Data regamigtision-making processes, especially

4 The question reads: “Who makes decisions aboutdéy-to-day household expenditures (e.g. grosgidb)

large unusual purchases such as appliances, v&Hiclirniture, (c) “where your children go to solip (d)

“who is allowed to live in the household as partted household (for example, if a relative or famitember
does not have a place to stay)’, (e) “where thesbbald should live”.
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the identification of the main and joint decisiorzkers, are generally very rare, which makes
this a unique research opportunity, especiallyhe South African contextSecond the
baseline has gender-disaggregated data on varieiesndnants of economic bargaining
power, including incomes, wealth, and social faxtdhird, the data enables the matching of
partners in a couple thus allowing the constructibra couple-level datasdtast data on
household expenditure is disaggregated and allaesdentification of expenses on family

public goods.

Out of a total 15,633 South African adults residing7,305 unique households, 2,055 co-
resident heterosexual couples were identifi@hth partners did not have financial decision-
making powers in 60 (2.92%) couples and these wrotuded from the analysis, leaving
1,995 co-resident couplésThe analysis includes only co-resident couples;abse the
decision-making section of the adult questionnaiess completed only by resident adults.
The identification of the couples was followed by tconstruction of variables that represent
household characteristics. Furthermore, variabbesirfdividual characteristics were coded
and corresponding within-couple differentials coneou The variables are summarised in

Table Al in the annexure.

The most critical in the list of variables [Tabld JAs the set [stage two dependent variables]
that represent the decision-making role of partmetisin couples. Using the question ‘Who

makes decisions about day-to-day household expeerdit’, the data were used (i) to
establish the decision-making responsibility of regmartner, distinguishing between a
decision-maker (=1) versus a non-decision-make), (€0 to classify partners by their

decision-making power, as main (=3) or joint (=2cidion-makers or non-decision-makers
(=1), and (iii) to categorise situations where bp#itners within a couple are identified as
either a main or joint decision-maker (=1) versusrgle decision-maker in the couple (=0),
i.e. joint decision-making. These three decisiorkimg variables are categorical in nature

and allow the application of probit regression gses.

In order to measure economic bargaining power, @beu of variables were selected,
including incomes (labour income, social grant mep and other income), employment

status, education, and asset ownership (measurad asset index). Doss’s (2013) review

5 A co-resident partner resides at the house at feasnights a week (Brown et al., 2012).

5 There were no cases of same sex couples. Themsiesituations of polygyny and no cases of pallygn
The polygyny cases were handled by including ohé/ftrst wife on the roster, as identified by tlespondent.
Since the focus of this paper is not necessarilp@mm power is distributed within a polygamy, thelesion of
the six ‘secondary’ couples is thought as havingnmeact, given the total sample size.
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notes that indicators and proxies of bargaining grothat have drawn the attention of
researchers include income and employment, assetgn capital, gender of first born, and
women’s perceptions on certain social norms. Thesmement of economic bargaining
power using assets controlled by mothers and fatierdiscussed in the work of Doss
(1996/1997), Quisumbing and Maluccio (2000), and&go and Barham (2001). Economic
bargaining power is thus one of the key independemiables that are hypothesised to
explain decision-making responsibility and poweroci@l capital (measured as an
associational or network index), gender of firstrh@and the presence of a spouse’s parent(s)
are considered key social variables that poteptdgtermine the decision-making propensity
of a spouse (Lee, 2007; Li & Wu, 2011).

Stability over time relative to accumulation is ianfant in choosing the variables to consider
as key covariates (Cordova, 2009). Stability israxp of long-run economic status. Thus,
social grant income, assets and social capitatedatively more stable over time and were
considered as factors in explaining decision-makiggpartners. Wealth and asset indices
are perceived as able to effectively discriminagéémMeen economically well-off and worse-
off individuals (Cdrdova, 2009). Asset-based measudepict an individual's long-run
economic status and therefore do not necessaritpuat for short-term fluctuations in
economic well-being or economic shocks. Cérdovad@0argues that these expenditure-
based economic status indicators are more relthble income-based indices. Income-based
indices are prone to high non-response rates aedavunder-reporting. However, non-
response rates to questions on household and péessets are lower (Cordova, 2009). The
study makes use of both income-based and expeediaged socio-economic indicators to

obtain a more nuanced picture of drivers of finahdecision-making within couples.

Data preparation also involves the calculation audehold expenditure on selected
categories of family public goods with possible fard impact to all household members.

NIDS uses ten classifications of expenditures,uidicig a miscellaneous category. The seven

7 The wealth, asset and social capital indices vedrecomputed using Multiple Correspondence Analysis
(MCA). The MCA methodology is applied in order tmke the weights of the items considered non-arfitra
and replicable. The three indices are calculatethfrvariables that are categorical and/or ordinahature.
Before the application of the MCA, cronbach’s alpheere calculated to measure the reliability ofwthgables
used in the calculation of the index. Only thoseni$ that saw cronbach’s alpha being maximised vet¢agned

in the index. The MCA used the Burt method anddagiwere constructed on dimension one. The maximum
value of alpha (dimension one inertia) for the wealdex are 0.88684%), asset index are 0.6783%), and
social capital index are 0.55771%). Related variable “index quintile” was in turnnstructed too by putting
the index values into five groups (quintiles) anstributing the values equally after first rankitite values.
Tables Al (for asset and social capital) and TaI€for wealth) in the annexure provide the detailvariables
used in the construction of the indices.
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categories that are argued to represent expenditufamily public goods are food; transport
costs; energy, water and municipal rates (utilifiessurance; household items; health care;

and educatiof.This selection is also informed by the work of taster et al. (2006).

4. Methods

Descriptive statistical analysis is employed toestigate associations between economic
factors, non-economic factors, and partners’ fimendecision-making responsibility and
power. The economic factors here, which measurexa@u bargaining power, include
different types of income; education; employmeitist; and asset ownership. In addition,
the non-economic factors, which represent the pagrsocial position within the couple and
possibly have an influence on a partner’s decisnaking responsibility, include social
capital network$ a partner’s parents residing with the couple; iutide first-born is a male.

Chi-squared, t-tests and F-tests are used in @igave analysis.

Probit regression models are first used to invagtighe relative importance of economic
bargaining power and social positioning in explagnihe female partner’s financial decision-
making role. Specifically, the regression modelgestigate determinants of [1] the female
partner taking decisions on day-to-day expenditumad [2] both partners making decisions
on day-to-day expenditures. The determinants fese¢htwo decision-making variables are
presentedirst as wife’s and husband’s characteristescondas within-couple differentials,

andlast as within-couple differentials represented by duesmDifferentials are calculated as

the difference between the wife’s and the husbasypkgific socio-economic characteristics.

Bertocchi et al. (2014:76), replicated here, arthae the preliminary exercise of introducing
the differentials one by one in the analysis, whgcfollowed here, “facilitates the exposition
of the intuition behind the underlying links of mage heterogamy and decision-making
processes”. The interpretation of the regressi®ulte in situations where the average
differentials are reported as negative imply thaireerease in the differential means that the
wife is catching up or surpassing the husband endlevant socio-economic characteristic.

8 Each of these categories has specific items faclwihe respondent had to indicate if some money spend

on and if so, the amount that was spent.

9 This study adopts the network view of social apitvhich emphasises the importance of vertical and
horizontal associations between individuals an@oigations (Woolcock & Narayan, 2000).
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Linear ordinary least squares (OLS) regression tsodere then employed to investigate
how partners’ decision-making and economic bargginpower, separately and jointly,
impact household expenditure on family public gooBsssessing economic bargaining
power is hypothesised to influence females’ denisiaking responsibility and power, which
in turn influence expenditure on family public ggo@elow is a summary of the multivariate

regression models.
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Regression
Probit:

I

I

i

v

\Y,

Probit:

VI; VII; VI
OLS:

IX

X

Xl

Xl

Xl

XV

XV

Independent variables
Female partner’s financial decision-making respaoiigy (0/1)
wife characteristics; husband characteristicsisetiold characteristics
within-couple differentials (continuous); wifdaracteristics; husband characteristics; houseti@dacteristics
within-couple differentials (dummies); wife ctecteristics; husband characteristics; househadacteristics

employment income; social grant income; otheoime; total income; asset index; social capitakidirst-born male; residing with parents;
wife characteristics; husband characteristics; @bolsl characteristics

within-couple differentials for different inconsmurces, age, education, social capital count, eifeacteristics, husband characteristics;
household characteristics

Joint financial decision-making (0/1)
model specifications similar to modsll, Il, and Il respectively

Household expenditure on family public goods (Rand)

partner financial decision-making responsibilibpusehold size; household size squared; perachpitsehold income

partner financial decision-making power; housdrte; household size squared; per capita housémme

partner financial decision-making responsibifitemployment status; household size; househol simared; per capita household income
partner financial decision-making power * empioent status; household size; household size sdjuaee capita household income

partner financial decision-making responsityilf total income; household size; household stqpgased; per capita household income
partner financial decision-making power * totatome; household size; household size squared;gpita household income

both partners make financial decisions; housglsate; household size squared; per capita housatmme

Note: *' represents interaction.
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The dependent variable, “female partner’s finandietision-making responsibility”, takes
the value (=1) if the female is the financial demismaker, and otherwise assumes the value
(=0). Similarly, the dependent variable “joint fim@al decision-making”, takes the value (=1)
if both partners in the couple make financial decs, and takes the value (=0) if a single
partner in the couple makes financial decisions. pagted out earlier on, the variable
“partner’s financial decision-making power” is ogdeical, assuming the values of main-
(=3), joint- (=2) or none- (=13° The dependent variable “household expenditureaomily
public goods” represents monthly expenditures oadfotransport, utilities, insurance,
household items, health care, and education. Witk kausband characteristics include age,
education level, employment income, and employrstitis, while household characteristics

include household size, household income, and haldevealth.

Regression | has two models, one that does natdedand the other that does) the squared
values of age, years of education, and employnmmatme of the partners, which are used to
assess the influence of non-linearity. Model vasreg of regression Il have each of the
‘within-couple differentials’ assessed separatally,in a single model, and then included
together with the partners’ and household charisties. A similar approach is employed for
regression lll, where the ‘within-differential dumem’ are assessed separately, all jointly in
one model, and then included together with thengast and household characteristics.
Likewise, regression IV has model variations whiee identified independent variables are
inserted in separate models first, included in ma model, and finally included together
with asset index, social capital index, first-bonale, and parent(s) resident. Regression V

follows a similar approach.

Model specifications represented by regressiond/\lland VIII follow all the same steps in
regressions |, Il and lll, respectively, excepttttiee dependent variable is ‘joint financial

decision-making’. According to Bertocchi et al. {2076), such an “univariate, preliminary

10 For the purpose of the analysis conducted in thiser, individuals were assigned their “highestiorded
level of decision-making power. In other wordsth& respondent identified him/herself as “main” idien-
maker, or any other household member identified geson as “main” decision-maker, the individualswa
assigned the status of “main” decision-maker. Needpondents were assigned the status of “jointisitan-
maker if they themselves or any other household beenaccorded them the role of “additional” decision
maker. Non-decision-makers are those responderdagiighnot identify themselves as decision-makets\aas
not identified as decision-makers by any other Bbokl member. For this reason, couples may inctuae
main or two joint decision-makers. In other words, multiple household members assigned themsehaes a
others’ decision-making roles, there is room faagdreement as to assigned decision-making rolesmpler
approach was opted for here rather than focusingxptaining the nature of these disagreements auisiag
only on those cases where there was complete agreem the assignment of decision-making roless It
proposed that these detailed data be employed riduct a much richer and nuanced analysis of deeisio
making responsibility and power as part of furtfesearch.

31



exercise followed in the analysis of each indepahdeariable is meant to facilitate the
exposition of the intuition behind the underlyingkk”. Regression IX and regression X
differ in that the former employs decision-makirgsponsibility while the later employs
decision-making power. Regressions XI — XIV intérdecision-making responsibility with
two key economic factors, i.e. employment statustatal income. The final regression (XV)

analyses the influence of joint decision-makingamily public goods expenditure.

The methodology, therefore, comprises three kegestaf analysis. The first stage focuses
on the association between socio-economic factas fenancial decision-making. The
second stage assesses the explanatory power obremomnd non-economic factors as
determinants of female partners’ financial decigiweking responsibility and joint financial
decision-making. The third stage investigates th#8uénce of decision-making, both
individually and jointly with economic bargainingower, on household expenditure on
family public goods. A minor component of the staigeee analysis assesses the influence of
joint financial decision-making on expenditure amily public goods. Stage two of the
analysis informs stage three in as much as stage #mploys those economic correlates

found to be significant in stage two.

The study uses Thomas’ (1990) inferential approaclestablish the impact of decision-
making and economic bargaining power on expenditurdamily public goods. As Doss
(2013:66) explains:

When the proxy for women’s bargaining power hasigmificant impact on the
outcome in question, then the inference is that amrprefer this outcome. For
example, if women own more household assets ané wfathe household budget is
spent on food, it is inferred that women prefespend more money on food and are
able to use their increased bargaining power taiplhis outcome. Thus, a necessary
condition for finding that men’s and women’s bargag power within marriage
matters is that they have different preferences.thiéir preferences do not
systematically differ, the impact of women’s bargag power will be underestimated
and will likely not be well understood by policy keas. (Doss, 2013:66)
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5. Results

Financial decision-making by couples in this stuslyutlined along three dimensions, i.e.
decision-making responsibility, decision-making gowand joint decision-making [Table 1].
South African couples show a substantial level atj financial decision-making. About

81% of the couples report that both partners awelwed in financial decision-making,

whereas 18% report a single partner as the deemsaker. With regard to decision-making
responsibility, 90% of the female partners and 9a@#4dhe male partners participate in
financial decision-making. The results confirm darly high levels of involvement in

decision-making, by gender.

An assessment of the data to determine the finbde@sion-making power, i.e. main, joint
and none, shows that male partners are mostlyiigehfis main financial decision-makers
(69%) as compared to female partners (48%). Fepaateers however, are identified mostly
as joint financial decision-makers (41%) as comgbare male partners (22%). There,
however, are very rare cases where partners dgimetan input to financial decisions as
shown by 8% of male partners who are non-decisiakars and 9% of female partners who
are non-decision-makers. In addition, there areva ¢ouples (less than one in five) with
centralised decision-making, i.e. single decisicakers. The application of a chi2 test to
evaluate the statistical significance of gendefed#nces in main, joint and none decision-
making, shows that the differences are highly $icgmt (p < 0.01).

[Table 1 about here]

Table 2 provides a summary of the descriptive &tei for couples’ household
characteristics, wife’s and husband’s charactesgstiwithin-couples differentials, and
dummies for within-couples differentials. On averagousehold size is 4.28 persons and the
median household has 4 members. Although the agenagnthly household income is
R8,815, the median value is just R3,547 per montfich reflects that household income is
positively skewed. The same trend is observed wiwasidering the wife and husband’s
monthly total, as well as separate incomes. The’svihean (median) total income is R1,762
(R420) per month and husband’s mean (median) itmtame is R4,643 (R1,470) per month.
A similar trend is observed in relation to employmmcome, with the wife’'s mean (median)
employment income being R1,430 (RO) per month dmel husband’s mean (median)
employment income being R4,083 (R1,100) per mortherefore, partners’ monthly

incomes are, just as household monthly income,tipeli skewed. Average monthly

33



incomes are pulled up by a few seemingly unrealisifgh values and so the median values

give a better picture.

Within couple differentials in income show that bhasds on average earn R2,652 more per
month than their wives. An aggregation of incomeesds that husbands receive an average
R2,881 more, per month, than their wives. Only @logrant income indicates that wives
receive more than husbands by about R57 per montayerage and this is probably because
females receive child support grants on behalf tofdeen under their custodianship. The
differences between husbands’ and wives’ total@ngloyment income, but not social grant
income, persist when considering the median diffees: for wives outperform husbands in

income differential dummies only in 14% and 26%ha cases, respectively.

The results on employment status show that onlghiout 7% of couples did the wife only
work whereas in 34% of couples only the husbandksvoh reflection of the general high

level of unemployment in South Africa is confirmiedthat the results show that 24% of the
couples had neither a husband nor wife at work. @dréner’s characteristics show that 41%
of wives are employed while about 67% of husbamdsmployed.

The outcomes regarding the partners’ age and adudavel, show that wives, as expected,

are generally younger than their husbands by abhoars, as confirmed by both the mean
and median age differences. Only in 13% of thesase the wives older than the husbands.
Furthermore, the wives in only 35% of the couplagperform their husbands’ education by

an average of 0.12 years.

[Table 2 about here]

The results from an assessment of the associagbmebn income sources and financial
decision-making responsibility show that femaletpenrs who are financial decision-makers
earn an averagely higher income from all sourcas thmale partners who are non-decision-
makers. However, with regard to female partnemsaricial decision-making power, it is
evident that income differences between main amd pecision-makers are narrow, except
for employment income (main R2,368 vs joint R3,@kt month) and ‘other income’ (main
R1,732 vs joint R4,011 per month). The directiontlug difference may be the result of
decision-making responsibility being delegated daotj female decision-makers by more

affluent male partners. For female partners, tlieegincome on aggregate plays a role, more
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as a determinant of financial decision-making resgulity than as a determinant of financial

decision-making power.

Nonetheless, male partners who are not financieisoig-makers seem to possess similar
average incomes to financial decision-makers, esibeemployment income. The male
partners that receive income from ‘other sourceségory shows that non-decision-makers
receive more income (R4,372 per month) than firerdgcision-makers (R2,817 per month).
The same picture is portrayed among male partnérs ave non-decision-makers (R3,740
per month) compared to financial decision-maker3,§B1 per month) after the aggregation
of income, probably due to the reality that emptbyeisbands who are affluent delegate the
financial decision-making duties related to dayd&y expenditures to their wives. In
addition, the employed husbands could be too bugpatticipate in the day-to-day decision-
making. Hence, an increase in a husband’s incopreases a wife’s decision-making power.
The results regarding the social grant income simanginal variations by financial decision-
making responsibility across the gender of thengaurtAll in all, male partners, in cases
across all income types, who are identified astjdecision-makers receive more income
than main decision-makers. Delegation of finandedision-making duties from husband to

wives is a plausible explanation for the result.

Although the variations in education levels are givaal for both female- and male- partners,
the results show that more educated female par{iie2syears) do make financial decisions
more often than their less educated counterparfsy@ars). A possible explanation is that of
more trust with finances by their male partnerswieer, financial decision-makers among
male partners seem to have less education (6.8)ydean non-decision-makers (7.5 years).
This may not be a surprise if one considers thantbre educated male partners are likely to
be employed. They may thus, voluntarily delegataricial decision-making responsibility,
especially for day-to-day expenditures, to themdde partners, leaving less educated male

partners more likely to be financial decision-maker
[Table 3 about here]

The percentages in Table 4 are derived from thantiral decision-making power of those
partners that fall in the employed, unemployed aotleconomically active categories. The
results show that being employed boosts the chamicparticipating in financial decision-

making for female partners but not necessarilynf@le partners. The statistics show that

there are 43%, 22% and 34% women who are emplayednployed and ‘not economically
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active’, respectively, among female partners wieofimancial decision-makers. However, the
corresponding percentages for the female partnéis ave non-decision-makers are 25%,
34% and 40%. A substantial percentage (70%) of rpaleners who are non-decision-
makers, is employed, which is in line with variasoin income by financial decision-making
responsibility for male partners. Again, this fingimay suggests that affluent working men
delegate decisions on day-to-day expenditure to thizes. For female partners, though,

employment status raises the probability of finahdecision-making.
[Table 4 about here]

Both models in Table 5 demonstrate that househadaacteristics (household size, income
quintiles and wealth quintiles) do not explain f®bability of a female partner being a
decision-maker. Turning to the spouses’ charac¢iesi$Model 1], the wife’s age positively
influences the probability of her being a finanaakision-maker. However, a husband’s age

does not matter for the wife’s probability of beiadinancial decision-maker.

Model 1 in Table 5 also shows that, while the wsifemployment income does not matter, the
employment income of the husband positively impawctthe wife’s probability to make
financial decisions. Increasing the husband’s inedmy a thousand South African Rand
would increase the wife’s probability to make fioeh decisions by 0.6%. Such a result
reinforces the argument that more affluent men rbaydelegating day-to-day financial
decisions to their partners. While the employmenbme of the wife does not matter in the
model, as an explanatory variable, her employmiatts matter and in the expected positive
direction. Being an employed wife increases thebabdity of being a financial decision-
maker by 6.5%, while the husband’s employment statuthis regard is not important,
supporting the pattern shown in Table 4. Therefdreing employed confers financial

decision-making power on women, irrespective oflével of employment income.

Model 2 in Table 5 analyses how, in a non-lineanssee the wife’s and husband’'s
characteristics may influence the wife’s finanaatision-making responsibility. The results
show that only the wife’s age, and employment statare significant. Although

infinitesimally small, as female partners get olderd older, the effect of age on their
probability to make financial decisions, gets seralhnd smaller. Adding the husband’s
squared employment income turns his employmentmecmsignificant. The second model’s
results do not differ from the benchmark model, eptcfor the husband’s employment

income. As measures of goodness-of-fit, both mddahd model 2 reported the “percent
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correctly predicted’ value of 91.37%. Overall fisiseof the regression models is confirmed
by the Wald Chi-squared test.

[Table 5 about here]

As argued by Bertocchi et al. (2014), a verificatmf whether the dimensions of marriage
heterogamy matter in explaining the probabilitytttiee wife is a financial decision-maker

compelled the entering of the spouses’ differestiaf age, education and income as
regressors into a similar set of regression mod&sexpected, and similar to the results in
the literature, Model 1 in Table 6 shows that wiies wife is older than the husband, the
wife is significantly more likely to make financialecisions. Literature suggests that such
finding may be a result of an increase with ageh@ wife’s “experience, savviness and

reliability” (Bertocchi et al., 2014:76).

When the employment income gap between the wifetlathusband shrinks in favour of the
wife, the wife’s chances of making financial decis increase. When all the three
differentials are entered into the regression fiomcat once [Model 4], the model shows that
age and income maintain their statistical signifezg thus reflecting very similar coefficients
as in the regression models where the differensisdsintroduced individually [Models 1-3].
Closing the income differential by a thousand Ramgbacts positively on the wife’s
probability of being a financial decision-maker,dapny a marginal 0.2%. This impact is
highly significant in statistical terms (p < 0.0However, the education differential remains
statistically insignificant.

The results from introducing the within-couple dintials in the model specification where
household characteristics, wife characteristics lamsband characteristics are all controlled
for [Model 5], show that both the age and incomé&edentials lose their statistical
significance. However, the age and employment stafuthe wife maintain their statistical
significance. The case could be that an increasieeipropensity to make financial decisions
does not originate from a wife’'s relative distanitem the husband’s corresponding
characteristics, but rather, from their individehlaracteristics. However, the parsimonious
regression functions show that age and income rdiffeals report positive statistical
significance at the 5% and 1% level, respectivéipdel 5 include only a sub-set of the
husband’s characteristics as a replication of Betibet al. (2014). The “percent correctly
predicted’ values for all the models range from33% (Model 5) to 91.51% (model 4).

Thus, the regression models perform well in terfreverall fit.
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[Table 6 about here]

The results on the differentials between spousssngar when expressing these differentials
as dummies [Table 7], i.e. wife is older, wife meducated, and wife earns more. When the
wife is older than the husband, the probabilityhef making financial decisions increases by
2.9% (p < 0.10). When the wife is more educated tihh@ husband, the probability to make
financial decisions increases by 2.1% (p < 0.1030Awhen the wife earns more than the
husband, the probability of her making financiatid®ns increases by 4.4% (p < 0.01). The
dummies, however, lose statistical significance mtiey are all entered into one regression
model that includes the wife’s and husband’s charetics [Model 4] as well as in the
comprehensive regression model inclusive of houdetitaracteristics [Model 5]. This loss
of statistical significance is probably due to rnodlinearity. The differentials perform better
than their dummy counterparts in terms of sta@$tgegnificance, which is in support of the
argument that dummies are too coarse a measureofentithin-couple differentials
(Lundberg, Pollak & Wales, 1997; Elder & Rudolpl§03; Bertocchi et al., 2014). As a
measure of overall goodness-of-fit, the “percentrexily predicted” by the models are
relatively high, ranging from 91.37% (Model 5) t5.93% (Model 4).

[Table 7 about here]

The investigation now shifts to the role of altime income sources and other potential
determinants of the decision-making responsibflitgble 8]. Additional determinants of the
financial decision-making responsibility include idlividual asset index; individual social
capital index; resident parents; and the wife hgnanfirst-born male. The results show that
when the spouses’ income from different sourceseweadividually considered in the
regression model [Models 1-3], only the husbandpleyment income positively impact on
the probability of the wife being a decision-mak&he husband’s employment income
impact becomes highly significant with a slightligter value § = 0.008 compared tp =
0.006) in the regression model that includes @litltome sources, with the husband’s ‘other
income’ being marginally significant too [Model 4These significant coefficients for the
husband’s income bear a positive sign in both ¢ases increase in income enhances
financial decision-making power of a wife. The aggate income for the husband [Model 5]
remains significant and with a positive sign, ewerthe comprehensive regression model
[Model 6] that controls other factors. Again, thadence suggests that employed men in
particular are delegating financial decision-makiegponsibilities to their wives.
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The results presented in Table 9 show that thesstal significance of different income
sources does not change by expressing these incariables as differentials. The wife’s
employment status remained positive and significaall the regression models presented in
Tables 8 and 9. Being employed throughout enharhes probability of the wife’s

responsibility for financial decision-making.

Whereas the presence of a wife’s parents doesmmpadt statistically significant on her

decision-making responsibility, the presence of htusband’'s parents in the household
statistically significantly reduces the wife’'s peosity to make financial decisions. These
results confirm Lee’s (2007) findings that livingitlv the husband’s parents significantly
raised the bargaining power of the husband, whilad with the wife’s parents reduces the
husband’s bargaining power. When the husband’sngmi@e present in the household, the
female partner may play a ‘good wife’ who is sulsmnis to the husband and so willingly or

unwillingly surrender the power of decision-makitogthe husband (or his parents). This is

most likely in the South African context with itatparchal norms and values.

The social capital index and the ‘first-born maleiriables were not found statistically
significant. This is in contrast to Li and Wu (20,1&ho found that having a ‘first-born male’

impacts positively on women'’s role in financial dggn-making. However, the reason why
the ‘first-born male’ measure can be distorted hadce not achieve significance is that it is
not possible to establish here if and in which sabe first-born is the particular couple’s
child or just the woman’s child but with another mé&Percent correctly predicted” for

models in Table 8 is relatively high, ranging fr@h.36% to 91.87%. For the models in
Table 9, “percent correctly predicted” range from20% (model 9) to 91.51% (model 8).
Thus, the models perform well in terms of overalbdness-of-fit.

[Table 8-9 about here]

In a fashion similar to the regression models prieskin Tables 5-7, a dependent variable
that captures a binary situation where ‘both pastmaake financial decisions’ versus ‘a
single partner being the financial decision-makes’used in a series of probit regression
models. The regression models include exactly dineesexplanatory variables as in Tables 5-
7. Model 1 in Table 10 shows that household sizeysbhold size squared, wife’s
employment income, and husband’s age are the agyfisant explanatory variables. The
results specifically show that the greater the bBbokl size and the greater the wife’s

employment income, then the more likely that badhtnpers participate in financial decision-
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making. The latter result may imply that giving tinfe economic bargaining power
promotes syncretic as opposed to autonomic deemiking within couples. The probability
of joint decision-making increases slowly with helisld size as shown by the negative sign

on the household size squared.

The more comprehensive model [Model 2], which idelsi the squared variables of age,
years of education, and employment income, maistdie significance of household size and
its square. The probability of joint decision-makimcreases at a decreasing rate with
household size. The wife’s employment status, age® its square, as well as the wife’s

employment income and its square, are significaptamatory variables of the probability of

joint decision-making within a couple. While thefe/s squared employment income carries
a positive sign, the sign on employment income gbanto negative, when adjusting for

employment income squared.

Representing the key determinants of decision ngakin the form of differentials or

dummies of these differentials, as shown in Taitesand 12, does not tell a different story
when compared to the results in Table 10. Esséntmithin-couple differentials are not

statistically significant or important predictor§ mint decision-making in couples. The

models in Table 10 report relatively high “corrgcpiredicted” percentages of 81.49% and
81.43%, for Model 1 and Model 2, respectively. Boe models in Tables 11 and 12, the
“correctly predicted” percentages vary around 8ZPhe explanatory power of these
regression models are relatively poor comparechéoather probit regression models (see
above), thus hinting at omitted variables bias,the exclusion from the model specification
of factors of importance in predicting joint finaalcdecision-making. Again, the models

perform well in terms of overall goodness-of-fit.
[Tables 10-12 about here]

However, an important observation can be made fiteenregression results evaluating the
significance of both the household, and the wifel dnusband characteristics. The key
economic empowerment variables, i.e. the wife’'some and employment status, and
husband’s income, matter in explaining the finanadacision-making responsibility of

female partners in South African couples, posiyisa.

The analysis next focuses on how the financialsi@cimaking responsibility and financial

decision-making power of partners impact houselddenditure on family public goods,
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which is particularly important given the potentiahpact on household welfar&irst,
financial decision-making responsibility is regredon expenditure on each of the family
public goods expenditure categories, using lineair@ry Least Squares (OLS) regression
analysis. This is a parsimonious analysis of theaich of the financial decision-making
responsibility of partners on household expendjtucentrolling for key household
characteristics (Table 13 upper-panel). Assecond step, financial decision-making
responsibility is interacted with economic bargaghpower (i.e. employment status and total
income, which are significant in stage two) in exping levels of household expenditure.
This is an extended analysis that includes wivesl Busbands’ financial decision-making
responsibility and employment status variables [@ab3 mid-panel) and wives’ and
husbands’ financial decision-making responsibiliyd total income variables (Table 13
lower-panel) as controls. In the extended analysissehold characteristics are controlled for

too.

The results show that expenditures on food (R1650001), utilities (R62; p < 0.01), health
care (R59; p < 0.05) and education (R113; p < Oi¥&ease significantly when the wife is
the financial decision-maker. Households with wiweso are financial decision-makers
spend significantly more on the listed categores@npared to households with wives who
are not financial decision-makers. The food andccation categories have higher figures than
utilities and health care. The identification oéthusband as a financial decision-maker does
not make any difference to the level of family palgoods expenditure in the household. The
results suggest the important role that wives ptayhe household when they are given
financial decision-making responsibility. This fingd is quite critical in as much as provision

of a family public good impacts on the welfare lod tvhole household, including children.

In households where wives who are financial denisiakers are economically empowered
by either employment opportunity or the opporturidypossess some income, the transport
and insurance expenditure categories show signifiaacreases. Household transport
expenditure increases by R571 (p < 0.01) while Bbakl insurance expenditure increases by
R176 (p < 0.01), for a household with a co-resideniple comprising an employed wife who
is a financial decision-maker. For a thousand @mseein income of the wife who is a
financial decision-maker, household transport egare increases by R329 (p < 0.10) and
household insurance expenditure increases by R83 QFL0). Raising the wife who is a
financial decision-maker’s income by a thousanddRalso raises the particular household’s

food expenditure by R193 (p < 0.01). Except for dehold transport expenditure that
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increases by R61 (p < 0.10) when the husband whalecision-maker’s income is raised by
a thousand Rand, there is no other household eikpendhat responds positively to the

economic empowerment of a husband in the household.
[Table 13 about here]

The findings suggest that the financial decisiorkimg responsibility for wives matters more
in as far as expenditures on family public googs@mcerned. Four out of seven categories
show a significant positive response to the wifengpea financial decision-maker. However,
economically empowering a wife who is already afficial decision-maker does impact three
out of seven expenditure categories. Economicatipavering wives boosts their financial
decision-making responsibility, which in-turn baosixpenditures on family public goods.
The results clearly suggest higher expenditure$aarily public goods in situations where
wives are financial decision-makers as husbandsiraption of financial decision-making
responsibility does not have any significant impacthousehold expenditure. Economically
empowering husbands who are financial decision-msakéso does not have a significant

effect.

An analysis of the ‘financial decision-making poiveariable, i.e. none-, joint- and main-
decision-making, as a determinant of household rdipgre on family public goods is
presented in Table 14. Taking non-decision-makstha base outcome, there are significant
increases in household expenditures on food (R2460.01), utilities (R70; p < 0.01), health
care (R89; p < 0.05) and education (R224; p < Owtt®n the wife is a main decision-maker.
Furthermore, significant increases in food (R119% 0.01) and utilities (R58; p < 0.01)
expenditure are reported when the wife is a joiatislon-maker. The coefficients and
number of significant expenditure categories asegxpected, greater for the main than joint
decision-maker. Overall, the wife’s main and jodeicision-making favours expenditure on
family public goods more than when such power \igth the husband, a situation where
increases in only expenditure on food (R194; p &Pand transport (R237; p < 0.05) are
statistically significant. The results show thatidmog the main decision-making power is
critical, particularly for the wife. When the husithis a main decision-maker, significant
increases are realised only in two household experdcategories, which is similar in the

case when the wife has joint decision-making power.

[Table 14 about here]
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An analysis of how household expenditure on farpiplic goods depends on joint financial
decision-making is of great relevance given thahcsgtic, as opposed to autonomic,
decision-making processes may influence both thiples’ spending and in turn the welfare
of household members. Table 15 shows that significecreases are realised for food (R126;
p < 0.01), utilities (R42; p < 0.05) and educat{&107; p < 0.10) in the event of a binary
variable “joint financial decision-making” regression different categories of family public
goods expenditures. In a practical sense, jointistleemaking impacts expenditure
especially on those goods that are relatively moublic, such as food, utilities and

education.
[Table 15 about here]

Overall, the results presented here show the pesitipact of economic bargaining power in
particular, and social positioning to a lesser ®ixten financial decision-making roles. Both
economic bargaining and decision-making power ihgasitively on a wide variety of

family public goods expenditure.

6. Contribution

This couple-level analysis on intra-household denisnaking contributes to the body of

knowledge in the following ways.

First, the paper replicates Bertocchi et al. (2014hm ¢ontext of a developing country, by
using a unique nationally representative SouthcAfrisurvey to investigate the distributional

factors that explain women'’s role in financial dgen-making.

Second, the paper comprises a comprehensive analysis afiaga heterogamy, by
employing an extended list of determinants of foiahdecision-making role, beyond the
factors introduced by Bertocchi et al. (2014). $fpeadly, the determinants analysed in the

study constitute both the economic and social jositg of spouses.

Third, the study links bargaining power and financiatisi®en-making power to expenditure
on family public goods, the first of its kind ingtsouth African context.
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7. Limitations
The study has a number of limitations.

First, the study links economic bargaining power andigi@t-making responsibility to
expenditure on family public goods in a purely nefgtial approach. The approach is coarse
as expenditure variables are not measured at thdivilevel but at household level. In
addition, reports on household expenditure are éaorsuffer from recall bias.

In thesecondnstance, joint financial decision-making, at ttwisehold level, is measured as
a situation where both partners are reported tddogsion-makers. Importantly, the concept
‘joint’ does not necessarily mean two partners egntogether and making decisions
together. In addition, situations of disagreemeavtisre both husband and wife are identified
as main decision-makers or joint decision-makergxist due to the nature of identification
of decision-making in this stud¥xplaining the nature of these disagreemeaeguires further

exploration and is an avenue for further research.

Third, the focus on the husband-wife dyad as the retedacision-making unit within the
household oversimplifies the situation. A familyjthin South Africa is conceptually
referred to in the country’s White Paper on the iiaas a societal grouping that is related by
blood (kinship), adoption, foster care or ties arrmage (civil, customary or religious), civil
union or cohabitation, and going beyond physicasidence (Department of Social

Development, 2013), and thus cannot be fully represd by a couple.

Thefourth limitation of the study relates to residency amdigehold structure. Non-resident
couples may be characterised by very differentsi@esimaking processes and expenditure
patterns as compared to co-resident partners, wigch the focus of this particularly study.
Further research is necessary to elucidate the learhps of decision-making behaviour in
non-resident couples and other family arrangemémtkyding ethnographic-type research by

sociologists and anthropologists.

In the fifth instance, it is important to point out that coade¢a on decision-making is an
oversimplification of the complexities of the decismaking processes playing out in
couples and households. Financial management systeah as female-whole-wage system,
male-whole-wage  system, housekeeping-allowance emyst pooling-with-female
management, pooling-with-male management, and mpgaelith-joint management/ogler,

Lyonette, & Wiggins, 2008)play a role in the South African context and deseio be
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interrogated. A detailed NIDS survey module collegtdata on intra-household decision-
making dynamics, including the delegation of finahaecision-making responsibilities
between wives and husbands, may assist in elabgratn the processes of financial
management within couples and households.

Finally, it is important to point out that the approxinoati here of various household
expenditure categories as family public goods isy verude, although the expenditure
classification, as explained elsewhere in the duadion, fits a very broad conceptualization
of family public goods. Further in-depth analysssrequired to tease out the family public
good nature of household expenditures as repontédei National Income Dynamics Study
(NIDS).

8. Conclusion

The National Income Dynamic Study (NIDS), as aorally representative survey, enables
one to study the determinants of decision-makirspaasibility and decision-making power
of female partners in South African couples. Iniadd, the data allows an investigation into
the impact of economic bargaining power and finaindecision-making power on family

public goods expenditure.

One major finding of the study is that economictdes, in the form of income and

employment status, and social factors such asggg,a critical role in positioning female

partners in financial decision-making. Specificallgmale partners’ employment status
consistently feature as a significant influencetlos probability of making decisions on day-
to-day expenditure. Not surprisingly, the male par$’ employment status and their income
are positive drivers of their female partners’ wspbility for day-to-day expenditure

decision-making. Such a finding supports the cdojecthat employed and affluent male
partners delegate responsibilities for decisioningkon finances to their female partners. In
other words, empowering men spills over and empsweamen in the process. The age
factor also persistently plays a positive rolerioreasing the probability of a female partner

being a financial decision-maker, implying savviasd experience associated with age.

A narrow gap between partners on the grounds of, aggome, and employment
opportunities, in marriage heterogamy, promoteariomal decision-making by females. In

this sense, assortative mating promotes the evstmibdition of decision-making power
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within couples. Related to this is the prevalentgimt participation in decision-making in
couples. Greater homogamy in the context of intraskehold bargaining-type models suggest
greater Pareto efficiency. The resultant effectnafeased homogamy within the couple is
increased equality within couples and householdsudtrmately that of their well-being.

A key finding with regards to the provision of fdynpublic goods is that financial decision-
making power vested in the female partner stasifyicsignificantly increases household
expenditure on food, utilities, health care, andoadion, irrespective of economic bargaining
power. An employed financial decision-making wigeassociated with statistical significant
increase in household transport and insurance eldpeda. Raising the income of a financial
decision-making wife has a positive and statistgtghificance on household food, transport
and insurance expenditures. In the case of thendinh decision-making male partner,
whether he is employed or his income is raiseds ¢ impact statistically significantly on
household expenditures. The results on househofienelktures persist when relative
decision-making power is taken into account. Magtision-making by the wife performs
better (i.e. expenditure levels are higher) thantjdecision-making, whereas, whether the
husband is a main or a joint decision-maker dodssigmificantly influence family public
goods expenditures, except for food and transpdrerefore, financial decision-making
power translates into increases in expenditursaacted family public goods, particularly

for women.

In conclusion, the latter results provide two chelarof impact on family public goodBirst,

an economic empowerment of females enables thegaitodecision-making responsibility,
and in turn spend more on family public goo8scondan economic empowerment of males
results in the delegation of financial decision-mgkresponsibility to females, who spend
more on family public goods. The latter finding pogs the implementation of economic
development policies more broadly. In essencegtlsesubstantial support for the bargaining
model of intra-household decision-making as it sufgp policies that influence the
distribution of power within households by reducihgterogamy and advancing gender

empowerment in pursuit of the fifth Sustainable Elepment Goal.
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Table 1: Financial decision-making of couples (%)hy partner

Decision making power: Female partner| Male partner| Total Chi2 test
Main 48.48 69.37| 58.93

Joint 41.95 22.04| 31.99| 318.83***
None 9.57 8.59 9.08

Total 100.00 100.00| 100.00

Sample (n) 1,995 1,995| 3,990

Decision making responsibility

Yes 90.43 91.41| 90.92

No 9.57 8.59 9.08 0.69
Total 100.00 100.00| 100.00

Sample (n) 1,995 1,995| 3,990

Both partners make decision in a couple

Yes 81.84 81.84| 81.84 0.00
No 18.16 18.16| 18.16

Total 100.00 100.00| 100.00

Sample (n) 1,995 1,995| 3,990

52




Table 2: Descriptive statistics

Variable Mean Median St dev Min Max Sample (n)
Household characteristics:
Household size (per couple) 4.2863 4 2.3062 2 16 1,995
Income (per couple) 8,815.47 3,547.57 13,912.6 0 137,443.5 1,995
Only wife works 0.0751 0 0.0.2636 0 1 1,982
Only husband works 0.3435 0 0.4750 0 1 1,974
None works 0.2433 0 0.4291 0 1 1,964
Wealth index (per couple) -0.4521 -0.4062 1.0816 -2.6637 1.7984 1,737
Wife characteristics:
Age 41.8377 39 13.5501 16 93 1,982
Education (years) 8.7534 10 4.402 0 18 1,991
Employment income 1,430.73 0 3,997.70 0 40,000 1,995
Social grant income 223.58 0 405.512 0 6,000 1,994
Other income 110 0 1,655.969 0 50,000 1,993
Income total 1,762.66 420 4,302.86 0 55,000 1,995
Asset index -0.3870 0.1912 1.3177 -6.5459 0.5297 1,985
Association index -0.062) 0.2937 1.3235 -22.804 0.2937 1,961
Association count 0.6048 0 1.1355 0 16 1,995
Working/employed 0.4170 0 0.4931 0 1 1,982
Employee 0.2792 0 0.4487 0 1 1,995
Self-employed 0.067Y 0 0.2513 0 1 1,995
Casually-employed 0.0304 0 0.1719 0 1 1,995
Housewife 0.1423 0 0.3495 0 1 1,195
Retired 0.0009 0 0.0313 0 1 1,995
Husband characteristics:
Age 46.4908 45 13.7492 19 99 1,987
Education (years) 8.6071 10 4.8238 0 18 1,988
Employment income 4,083.67 1,100 8,682.14 0 100,000 1,995
Social grant income 16p 0 721.849 0 17,000 1,995
Other income 394.47 0 2,946.96 0 40,000 1,995
Income total 4,643.70 1,470 9,995.49 0 125,000 1,995
Asset index -0.8468 -0.3758 1.5666 -6.5459 0.5297 1,976




Association index -0.0960 0.2937 1.2684 -15.312 0.2937 1,966
Association count 0.5324 0 1.0246 0 9 1,995
Working/employed 0.679Y 1 0.4666 0 1 1,974
Employee 0.4863 0 0.4999 0 1 1,993
Self-employed 0.1224 0 0.3278 0 1 1,994
Casually-employed 0.0622 0 0.241 0 1 1,992
Retired 0.0024 0 0.0498 0 1 1,995
Within-couples differentials:

Age (wife - husband) -4.6408 -4 6.1966 -55 26 1,976
Education years (wife — husband) 0.1232 0 3.3992 -12 14 1,984
Education category (wife — husband) 0.6492 0 1.1824 -4 5 1,984
Employment income (wife — husband) -2,652|94 -385.97 8357.57 -100000 24,833.33 1,995
Income total (wife — husband) -2,881.04 -650 9890.61 -125000 38,175.16 1,995
Social grant income (wife — husband) 57.0912 0 778.25 -17000 6,000 1,994
Association count (wife — husband) 0.0724 0 1.2613 -9 16 1,995
Dummies for within-couples differences:

Wife older 0.1304 0 0.3369 0 1 1,976
Wife more educated 0.3523 0 0.4778 0 1 1,984
Wife earns more 0.1476 0 0.3548 0 1 1,995
Wife has more income 0.2635 0 0.4406 0 1 1,995

Note: we round downwards; four decimal places aaitjlts are used (post stratifie

o
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Table 3: Socio-economic outcomes by financial dems-making power, by partner

Decision making power

Socio-economic Female partner Male partner

outcome Main Joint Any None Main Joint Any None
Social grant income 642.25 626.20 634.20 560.12 928.09 1,166.89 976.07 869.11
Employment income 2,368.69  3,011.79 2,655.80 1,327.27 4,093.33 5,887.84 4,436.83 4,956.23
Other income 1,732.00 4,011.04 2,457.69 566.67 2,343.08 4,111.81 2,817.31 4,372.40
Total income 1,305.76 1,399.03 1,351.21 480.34 2,739.88 3,768.24 2,951.35 3,740.07
Education (years) 7.47 7.01 7.24 6.70 6.85 7.53 6.99 7.53
Association count 0.5b 0.57 0.56 0.48 0.53 0.47 0.52 0.52
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Table 4: Financial decision-making (%), by employmet status, by partner

Female partner Male partner

Employed | Unemployed Not Sample Chi2 Employed | Unemployed Not Sample Chi2
Decision- (%) (%) economically (n) (%) (%) economically (n)
making active (%) active (%)
Main 46.25 20.25 33.50 925 68.27 9.34 22.39 1422
Joint 40.22 24.58 35.20 887 | 41.23** 65.97 10.66 23.37 366 5.40
Any 43.44 22.27 34.29 1812 67.72 9.66 22.63 1788
None 25.27 34.53 40.20 170 70.64 11.06 18.31 186
Total 41.71 23.44 34.85 1982 67.97 9.78 22.25 1974
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Table 5: Determinants of female partner’s financialdecision-making responsibility

Independent variables Regression |
Model 1 Model 2
Household characteristics:
Household size 0.0076 0.0060
(0.95) (0.85)
Household size -0.0006 -0.0005
(1.23) (1.19)
Income 2° quintile -0.0128 -0.0052
(0.61) (0.29)
Income 3 quintile -0.0225 -0.0093
(1.01) (0.48)
Income 4' quintile -0.0379 -0.0160
(1.43) (0.65)
Income %' quintile -0.0169 0.0135
(0.45) (0.50)
Wealth index 2 quintile 0.0126 0.0118
(0.69) (0.74)
Wealth Index 3 quintile -0.0332 -0.0243
(1.34) (1.12)
Wealth Index # quintile -0.0231 -0.0155
(0.89) (0.69)
Wealth index 8 quintile -0.0052 0.0007
(0.22) (0.04)
Wife’s characteristics:
Age 0.0018** 0.0106***
(2.11) (3.27)
Age? -0.0098***
(x100) (3.16)
Education in years 0.0015 0.0035
(0.79) (0.85)
Education in yeafs -0.0174
(x100) (0.53)
Employment Income 0.0410 -0.0041
(x R1000) (0.73) (0.30)
Employment Inconte 9.28e-10
(0.71)
Employed 0.0659*** 0.0567***
(4.85) (3.61)
Husband’s characteristics:
Age 0.0002 -0.0028
(0.35) (1.05)
Ag€? 0.0028
(x100) (1.20)
Education in years -0.0010 0.0001
(0.53) (0.04)
Education in years -0.0082
(x100) (0.30)
Employment Income 0.0068** 0.0022
(2.19) (0.32)
Employment Income 1.96e-10
(0.57)
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Employed -0.0064 -0.0062
(0.44) (0.41)
Sample (n) 1,691 1,691
Wald chi2 66.67*** 94.96***
Pseudo R 0.0892 0.1035
Successfully predicted 91.37% 91.37%

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Marginaffects of probit estimates calculated at the mzfatine
explanatory variables and robust errors clusterechausehold level (robust z-statistics in parerghgs
Checking for endogeneity, running regression fumsi where household wealth and household income are
separated, did not improve the results of the tawables. However, the regression function thatusbes the
employment status of the partners improves the @ynpént income results of both the wife and the hadb
whereas the function that excludes employment irctompartners give similar results as shown here.
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Table 6: Within-couple differentials as determinans of female partner’s financial
decision-making responsibility

Independent Regression |l
variables Model1 | Model2 | Model3 | Model4 | Model 5
Within-couple differential:
Age 0.0017** 0.0019** 0.0028
(wife — husband) (2.19) (2.35) (1.05)
Education 0.0021 0.0030 -0.0001
(wife — husband) (1.13) (1.63) (0.04)
Income ( XxR1000) 0.0028*** | 0.0028*** 0.0022
(wife — husband) (3.15) (3.10) (0.32)
Household Yes
characteristics
Wife’s characteristics:
Age 0.0077***
(3.19)
Ag¢? -0.0098***
(x100) (3.16)
Education in years 0.0037
(0.80)
Education in yeafs -0.0174
(x100) (0.53)
Employment Income -0.0018
(x 1000) (0.11)
Employment Inconre 9.28e-10
(0.71)
Employed 0.0567***
(3.61)
Husband’s characteristics:
Ag¢? 0.0028
(x100) (1.20)
Education in yeafs -0.0082
(x100) (0.30)
Income 1.96e-10
(0.57)
Employed -0.0062
(0.41)
Sample (n) 1,976 1,984 1,995 1,967 1,691
Wald chi2 4.80** 1.28 10.11%** 15.62*** 94.96***
Pseudo R 0.0035 0.0011 0.0033 0.0014 0.1035
Successfully predicted 91.50% 91.43% 91.43% 91.51% 91.37%

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Marginaffects of probit estimates calculated at the nefatine

explanatory variables and robust errors clustetéaasehold level (robust z-statistics in parergbis
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Table 7: Within-couple differential dummies as deteminants of female partner’s
financial making-decision responsibility

Independent Regression Il
variables Model1 | Model2 | Model3 | Model4 | Model5
Dummies for within-couple differences:
Wife older 0.0291* 0.0010 0.0023
(1.92) (0.07) (0.14)
Wife more educated 0.02114 0.0186 0.0192
(1.67) (1.42) (1.27)
Wife earns more 0.0442*** -0.0101 0.0046
(3.09) (0.51) (0.22)
Additional controls:
Employed wife 0.0386*** | 0.0570***
(2.74) (3.53)
Employed husband 0.0005 -0.0065
(0.05) (0.44)
Household No Yes
characteristics
Wife's characteristics Yes Yes
Husband’s Yes Yes
characteristics
Sample (n) 1,976 1,984 1,995 1,936 1,691
Wald chi2 2.97* 2.64 6.51** 97.81%** 97.04***
Pseudo R 0.0027 0.1044 0.0061 0.0968 0.1050
Successfully predicted 91.50% 91.43% 91.43% 91.53% 91.37%

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Marginaffects of probit estimates calculated at the nefatihe
explanatory variables and robust errors clustetéaasehold level (robust z-statistics in parergbis
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Table 8: Income sources as determinants of femalegner’s financial decision-making responsibility

Regression IV
Model 1 | Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Wife's characteristics:
Employment income 0.041 0.0056
(‘000) (0.73) (0.97)
Social grant income 0.0114 0.0168
(‘000) (0.69) (1.16)
Other income 0.0048 0.0116
(‘000) (0.38) (0.77)
Total income 0.0074 0.0174**
(‘000) (1.23) (2.34)
Asset index -0.0093
(0.92)
Social capital index 0.0009
(0.12)
First-born male -0.0004
(0.05)
Parents residence -0.0011
(0.02)
Age 0.0018** 0.0018* 0.0018** 0.0016 0.0017** 0.0007
(2.11) (1.92) (1.97) (1.93) (2.01) (1.06)
Education (years) 0.0015 0.0017 0.0015 0.0013 0.0014 0.0010
(0.79) (0.89) (0.80) (0.77) (0.77) (0.62)
Employed wife 0.0659*** 0.0731*** 0.0715%** 0.0624*** 0.0614*** 0.0472%**
(4.85) (6.09) (5.97) (4.60) (4.62) (3.32)
Husband characteristics:
Employment income 0.0068** 0.0084***
(‘000) (2.19) (2.61)
Social grant income -0.0034 0.0014
(‘000) (0.43) (0.17)
Other income 0.0158 0.0229*
(‘000) (2.29) (2.72)
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Total income 0.0082** 0.0052*
(‘000) (2.58) (1.76)
Asset index 0.0018
(0.25)
Social capital index -0.0032
(0.70)
Parent(s) resident -0.2797***
(3.25)
Age 0.0002 0.0002 0.0001 0.0002 0.0001 0.00004
(0.35) (0.32) (0.23) (0.26) (0.22) (0.06)
Education (years) -0.0010 -0.0006 -0.0008 -0.0011 -0.0010 -0.0010
(0.53) (0.34) (0.42) (0.63) (0.56) (0.65)
Employed husband -0.0064 0.0043 0.0052 -0.0051 -0.0042 -0.0114
(0.44) (0.27) (0.34) (0.36) (0.30) (0.92)
Household characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sample (n) 1,691 1,691 1,690 1,690 1,691 1,488
Wald chi2 66.67*** 65.91*** 67.89*** 67.92*** 64.03** 92.29***
Pseudo R 0.0892 0.0834 0.0843 0.0933 0.0917 0.1319
Successfully predicted 91.37% 91.37% 91.36% 91.36% 91.37 91.87%

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Marginaiffects of probit estimates calculated at the nafahe explanatory variables and robust errorstehed at household
level (robust z-statistics in parentheses). Exdgdemployment status in these models, the codfficief the wife’'s and the husband’s employment mnedbecome

significant.
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Table 9: Income source differentials as determinaistof female partner’s financial decision-making regonsibility

Regression V

Model1 | Model2 | Model3 | Model4| Model5| Model6| Moel7 | Model8 | Model 9

Within-couple differential:

Age 0.0017** 0.0019** 0.0020

(wife — husband) (2.19) (2.37) (0.78)

Education 0.0021 0.0031* 0.0001

(wife — husband) (1.13) (1.65) (0.04)

Total income (‘000) -0.0027*** -0.0027*** -0.0061

(wife — husband) (3.21) (3.18) (0.79)

Employment income (‘000 0.0028***

(wife — husband) (3.15)

Social grant income (‘000) -0.0007

(wife — husband) (0.13)

Other income (‘000) -0.0025

(wife — husband) (1.28)

Social capital count -0.0027 -0.0026 -0.0034

(wife — husband) (0.40) (0.39) (0.42)

Household characteristics Yes

Wife’s characteristics:

Age 0.0075**
(2.32)

Age? (‘000) -0.0924
(2.30)

Education in years 0.0039
(0.83)

Education in yeafs 0.2559
(0.77)

Total income (x 1000) 0.0201
(0.89)

Total incomé 2.35e-10
(0.10)
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Employed wife 0.0444***
(2.76)
Asset index -0.0102
(1.00)
Social capital index -0.0068
(0.72)
Husband’s characteristics:
Age? (‘000) 0.0238
(0.98)
Education in years -0.0604
(‘000) (0.21)
Total Incomé 4.85e-11
(0.46)
Employed husband -0.0040
(0.30)
Asset index 0.0034
(0.46)
Social capital index 0.0025
(0.37)
Sample (n) 1,976 1,984 1,995 1,995 1,994 1,993 1,995 1,96)7 251,6
Wald chi2 4.80** 1.28 11.10*** 10.11%** 0.02 1.65 .06 16.86*** 92.36***
Pseudo R 0.0035 0.0011 0.0035 0.0033 0.000(¢ 0.0005 0.0002 009a. 0.1095
Successfully predicted 91.50% 91.43% 91.43% 91.43% 91.42% 91.42% 91.43% 91.51% 91.209

0

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Marginaffects of probit estimates calculated at the nmafahe explanatory variables and robust errorstehed at household

level (robust z-statistics in parentheses).
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Table 10: Determinants of joint financial decisionmaking

Regression VI
Model 1 Model 2
Household characteristics:
Household size 0.0288** 0.0230*
(2.16) (1.82)
Household size -0.0018** -0.0015*
(1.99) (1.78)
Income quintiles Yes Yes
Wealth quintiles Yes Yes
Wife’s characteristics:
Age -0.0005 0.0096*
(0.39) (1.75)
Agé? -0.0001**
(1.99)
Education in years 0.0011 0.0023
(0.35) (0.32)
Education in yeafs -5.88e-05
(0.11)
Employment income (x R1000) 0.0140*** -0.0370**
(2.62) (1.97)
Employment inconte 5.52e-09***
(2.73)
Employed 0.0139 0.0449*
(0.62) (1.82)
Husband’s characteristics:
Age 0.0026* 0.0002
(1.82) (0.04)
Agé? 2.04e-05
(0.43)
Education in years -0.0008 0.0028
(0.25) (0.41)
Education in yeafs -0.0003
(0.67)
Employment income (x R1000) 0.0010 0.0058
(0.45) (1.42)
Employment inconte -7.82e-11
(1.47)
Employed 0.0010 -0.0164
(0.04) (0.72)
Sample (n) 1,691 1,691
Wald chi2 37.48*+* Not reported
Pseudo R 0.0213 0.0310
Successfully predicted 81.49% 81.43%

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Marginaffects of probit estimates calculated at the mzfatine
explanatory variables and robust errors clustetémasehold level (robust z-statistics in parergbis

65



Table 11: Within-couple differentials as determinans of joint financial decision-making

Independent variables

Regression VI

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Within-couple differential:
Age -0.0005 -0.0002 -0.0002
(wife — husband) (0.46) (0.21) (0.04)
Education 0.0025 0.0024 -0.0028
(wife — husband) (0.98) (0.93) (0.41)
Employment income (wife — -0.0001 -0.0003 -0.0058
husband) (x R1000) (0.08) (0.23) (1.42)
Household characteristics
Household size 0.0230*
(1.82)
Household size -0.0015*
(1.78)
Income quintiles Yes
Wealth quintiles Yes
Wife’'s characteristics:
Age 0.0098**
(2.46)
Agé? -0.0001**
(1.99)
Education in years 0.0051
(0.66)
Education in yeafs -5.88e-05
(0.11)
Employment income -0.0311
(1.60)
Employment inconte 5.52e-09***
(2.73)
Employed 0.0449*
(1.82)
Husband’s characteristics:
Age? 2.04e-05
(0.43)
Education in yeafs -0.0003
(0.67)
Employment inconte -7.82e-11
(1.47)
Employed -0.0164
(0.72)
Sample (n) 1,976 1,984 1,995 1,967 1,691
Wald chi2 0.21 0.96 0.01 1.02 Not report
Pseudo R 0.0001 0.0006 0.0000 0.0006 0.0310
Successfully predicted 82.09% 82.16% 82.11% 82.16% 81.43%

ed

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Marginaffects of probit estimates calculated at the nefatihe
explanatory variables and robust errors clustetéaasehold level (robust z-statistics in parergbis
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Table 12: Within-couple differential dummies as detrminants of joint financial

decision-making

Regression VIII

ed

Model1 | Model2 | Model3 | Model 4 Model 5
Dummies for within-couple differences
Wife older -0.0028 -0.0055 -0.0153
(0.12) (0.20) (0.51)
Wife more educated 0.0053 -0.0171 -0.0242
(0.30) (0.63) (0.83)
Wife earns more 0.0250 -0.0058 0.0159
(1.08) (0.19) (0.50)
Additional controls:
Working wife 0.0374 0.0410
(1.54) (1.56)
Working husband -0.0123 -0.0142
(0.58) (0.61)
Household No No No No Yes
characteristics
Wife's characteristics No No No Yes Yes
Husband’s No No No Yes Yes
characteristics
Sample (n) 1,976 1,984 1,995 1,936 1,691
Wald chi2 0.01 0.09 1.08 Not reported Not report
Pseudo R 0.0000 0.0000 0.0006 0.0245 0.0317
Successfully predicted 82.09% 82.16% 82.11% 82.02% 81.43%

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Marginaffects of probit estimates calculated at the mzfatine
explanatory variables and robust errors clustetéaasehold level (robust z-statistics in parergbis
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Table 13: Financial decision-making responsibilityand economic bargaining power as determinants of @enditure on family public

goods

Food Transport Utilities Insurance Household | Health care Education
items

Financial Decision make(Comparison: none decision maker)

Wife 165.83*** -34.03 62.54*** 30.77 8.76 59.76** 113.73**
(3.69) (0.18) (3.20) (0.78) (0.17) (2.21) (2.56)

Husband 90.89 182.54 23.57 -13.93 67.40 -40.59 102.52
(1.48) (1.45) (0.86) (0.31) (0.76) (0.38) (1.18)

Sample(n) 1,995 1,995 1,989 1,979 1,988 1,990 71,98

F-test 18.71%** 16.73*** 18.59*** 12.38*** 1.55 2233*** 3.17***

R? 0.3162 0.2041 0.2906 0.2331 0.0384 0.2385 0.0188

165.83*** -34.03 62.54*** 30.77 8.76 59.76** 113.73**

(3.69) (0.18) (3.20) (0.78) (0.17) (2.21) (2.56)

Decision making * Employed

Wife 34.85 571.19%** 46.15 176.70%*+* -336.05 73.28 50.58
(0.30) (2.76) (0.97) (2.92) (1.61) (1.34) (0.33)

Husband -51.98 14.11 -34.02 -49.28 -80.44 -133.18 -6.08
(0.49) (0.07) (0.67) (0.69) (0.60) (0.77) (0.04)

Sample(n) 1,964 1,964 1,959 1,949 1,958 1,960 61,95

F-test 20.94*** 19.42%** 17.14%** 14.67*** 3.48*** 14.62*** 3.65***

R? 0.3334 0.2377 0.3054 0.2423 0.0398 0.2681 0.0211

Decision making * total income

Wife 193.00%** 329.05* -59.87 83.76* -104.73 19.17 -39.48

(‘000) (2.83) (1.66) (1.53) (1.86) (0.91) (0.46) (0.67)

Husband 10.41 61.97* 12.57 16.69 -4.33 2.21 22.98

(‘000) (0.65) (1.93) (0.89) (1.03) (0.14) (0.09) (0.75)

Sample(n) 1,995 1,995 1,989 1,979 1,988 1,990 71,98

F-test 26.49*** 12.35%** 16.88*** 9.78*** 1.64* 1459 3.05***

R? 0.3408 0.2634 0.3014 0.2558 0.0506 0.2427 0.0321

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Houseldbtharacteristics included in regressions. Decisiaking and employment status variables for pastiaee included
when interactions are assessed in mid-panel regnssSimilarly, decision-making and income varésbfor partners are included in lower-panel regoess
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Table 14: Financial decision-making power as a deteinant of expenditure on family public goods

Decision making power Food Transport Utilities Insurance Household | Health care Education
(comparison: none decision making) items
Joint 119.65** -48.48 58.74** 25.71 51.58 40.71 22.14
Wife (2.47) (0.25) (2.55) (0.63) (0.73) (1.39) (0.46)
Main 246.62*** 19.09 70.84%** 37.02 -29.97 89.86** 224.75*
(4.59) (0.10) (3.12) (0.80) (0.43) (1.96) (1.96)
Joint 11.52 8.85 7.21 -8.74 -56.20 -57.23 211.49
Husband (0.15) (0.06) (0.23) (0.16) (0.70) (0.50) (1.27)
Main 194.68*** 273.87** 35.84 -8.04 48.51 -4.27 203.66
(2.88) (2.01) (1.20) (0.17) (0.54) (0.04) (1.39)
Sample(n) 1,995 1,995 1,989 1,979 1,988 1,990 871,9
F-test 18.93*** 13.59*** 14.73*** 9.42%** 1.45 1604*** 2.50**
R? 0.3206 0.2068 0.2910 0.2332 0.0403 0.2389 0.021
Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Houseltbtharacteristics included in regressions.
Table 15: Joint financial decision-making as a deteninant of expenditure on family public goods
Independent variable Food Transport Utilities Insurance Household | Health care | Education
items
Both partners making decision (yes/nq) 126.72*** 79.00 42.12%* 7.31 -0.00 7.07 107.90*
(3.13) (0.70) (2.25) (0.24) (0.63) (0.12) (1.90)
Sample(n) 1,995 1,995 1,989 1,979 1,988 1,990 71,98
F-test 17.39%** 20.87*** 17.03*** 15.44*** 2.44** 28.00*** 3.69***
R? 0.3159 0.2033 0.2903 0.2329 0.0046 0.238( 0.018B

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Houseldbtharacteristics included in regressions
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Annexure

Table Al: List of variables and their descriptions

Variable

Description

Household head relation

Relationship to househettihHead; Husband/Wife/Partner; Son/Daughter;gfétother;
Brother/Sister; Grandchild; Other family; Other rlamily

Household size

Number of household residents

Age

Age of the respondent in years

Age differential (wife — husband)

Variable repressgthe difference between wife and husband agggars), ranging between -55 and 26

Wife older

Binary variable assuming value 1 if viithhe couple the wife is older than the husbanoth@rwise

Gender

Binary variable assuming value 1 if thespeiis a male and 2 if the person is a female

Household income

A continuous variable representingthly income and with full imputations (in Soutfrican Rands)

Household income quintiles

Per capita householdnrecquintiles

Household wealth index

Using Multiple CorresponaeAoalysis (MCA), an index is calculated from categal variables which,
in some cases, represent the material used otateedat the asset owned by the household. In other
instances, binary variables indicate ownershipafe asset. The household wealth index for the esupl
ranges from -2.66 to 1.79. For more informationwdtibis index, see table A2.

Household wealth index quintile

Households fromahkhtouples were drawn were distributed into quéstilepending on the size of the
household wealth index thereby distributing coupis quintiles.

Individual asset index

Using MCA, an asset indexefach individual is calculated using binary valeatshowing whether that
person owns the item or not. The assets includedadio; stereo; sewing machine; private vehicle;
commercial vehicle; bicycle; computer; camera. ifigex ranges from -6.54 to 0.52.

Individual asset index quintile

Individuals aretdisuted into quintiles depending on the size @f ithdividual asset index.

Social Capital/association Index

D

Index of assaaiatir networks as a measure of social capital.aBseciations identified and used in th
calculations are: stokvel; burial society; commygiarden; farmers association; sewing group; sports
group; study group; singing group; youth groupoinfal traders group; men association; women
association; school committee; water committeegtibgpment committee; tribal authority; religious gpo
other group. The index ranges from -22.80 to 0.29.

Social Capital Index quintile

Participants/spousese grouped into quintiles using the social céypiidex
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Social capital/association count

Number of assimriatthat an individual belongs to. This is a déservariable ranging from 0 to 16 and
calculated by adding up the value of each assoaigivhich is 0/1) across associations for eactviddal.

is

Association count differential

The difference immher of associations that a partner belongs to.

Individual employment income

Continuous variableresenting the amount of income that an indivichaahs from all work related task
per month (in rands). The values range from 0 td(RI00 and has a mean of R3776.90

UJ

Employment income differential (wife —
husband)

Within couple differences in employment income oldted from the spouses’ employment income valu
All missing values are given zeros to allow caltiolaof the differences. The values range from -RQ00
to R24 833.

es.

Wife earns more

This is a binary variable taking ¥halue 1 if the wife earns more, 0 otherwise

Individual Social grant income

Amount of incomeeied as social grants by the spouses in SoutkakfrRands.

Social grant income differential (wife —
husband)

Within couple differences in social grant incomé&uakated from the spouses’ social grant income eslu
Missing values were given zero values to allowdbputation. The values range from —R17 000 to
R6 000.

Other income

Total amount of income from other sesmwhich are not social grants or employment

Individual income total

Individual’'s monthly totadlcome from all sources ranging from RO to R125.000

Income total differential
(wife — husband)

Within couple differences in income calculated frimdividual monthly total income from all sourcesda
ranging from —R125 000 to R38 175.

Wife has more income

A binary variable taking tldue 1 if the wife receives more income than th&blnd aggregated from
different sources, 0 otherwise.

Education attained category

Categorical varialppeagenting the education for spouses. The categarg no schooling, incomplete
primary; complete primary; incomplete secondarynplete secondary; higher education. The codes ra
from O to 5 respectively.

Education attained category differential
(wife — husband)

Within couple difference in education calculatethgshe “education category” variable

Education attained (years)

Number of years of dituthy individuals. The variable ranges from A &years

Education attained years differential
(wife — husband)

Within couple differential in years of educatiomgang from -12 to 14 years

Wife more educated

A binary variable taking theueal if the wife is more educated, 0 otherwise

Employed

A binary variable taking the value 1h¢ tspouse is employed, 0 otherwise

Employment status

nge

Categorical variable taking v@lufenot economically active, 1 if unemployed aéhid employed
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Female employed

A binary variable taking the vdlikthe wife is employed, 0 otherwise

Male employed

A binary variable taking the valui¢ the husband is employed, 0 otherwise

Female and male unemployed

A binary variable takiegvalue 1 if both the wife and the husband aemployed, O otherwise

Only wife works

A binary variable taking the valtiéf only the wife works, 0 otherwise

Only husband works

A binary variable taking theueal if only the husband works, 0 otherwise

Employee

A binary employment status variable tglkire value 1 if the spouse is an employee, O wniker

Self-employed

A binary employment status variablérg the value 1 if the spouse is self-employedth@rwise

Casual employee

A binary employment status varibieg the value 1 if an individual is employedpmart time basis, 0
otherwise

Housewife

A binary variable taking the value thi¢ wife identified herself as housewife, 0 othaewi

Retired

A binary variable taking the value 1 ifindividual is identified as retired, 0 otherwise

Stage Two Dependent variables

Financial decision-making power

A categorical Vvialgaindicating whether a spouse is a main finaraéaision-maker ( = 3), joint decision
maker (=2) or non-decision-maker (=1)

Financial decision-making responsibility

A binamriable assuming a value of 1 if a spouse is an@ii@h decision-maker, 0 otherwise

Financial main or joint decision-maker

A binaryiaddle assuming a value of 1 if a spouse is a fil@neain decision-maker or O when the spo
is a joint decision maker

use

Number of decision-makers in a couple

Numbermdricial decision makers within a couple. A discretieie taking values 0,1,2

Joint decision-making in a couple

A binary variagsuming the value 1 if there is joint decisiorkimg within the couple, 0 otherwise

Both partners are identified financial
decision-makers

A binary variable assuming the value 1 when bottneas are identified as financial decision makens,
there is a single decision-maker. Cases were lathgrs could be identified as main decision ma&ess

included. These may mean disagreement in the holgseh
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Table A2: Household wealth index variables

Variable Code | Narration
1 informal dwelling/shack/flatlet/caravan
Dwelling type 2 traditional dwelling/hut

Flat/apartment/townhouse/backyard flat

dwelling/house or brick structure on the yard

Dwelling roof type

wood/plastic/cardboard/mud bricks/wattle

bricks/mud & cement/stone & rock

Thatching

corrugated iron/zinc

asbestos

Tiles

Dwelling wall type

wood/plastic/cardboard/wattle/tile/thatching

corrugated iron/zinc

mixture of mud & cement/mud bricks/stone and rock

cement block and concrete

bricks

Water source

rain water/flowing water/dam/well/spring

tanker/borehole on or off site

public tap

piped(tap) water on site or in yard

piped (tap) water in dwelling

Toilet facility

bucket/none/other

pit latrine without ventilation

chemical toilet/pit latrine with ventilation

flush toilet with offsite disposal

flush toilet with onsite disposal

Energy for cooking

animal dung/other

N R ORI WNPRFRPORWONPRP ORI WONRFRPOORWON R PA®W

wood/coal

~
w




gas/paraffin

electricity from mains/generator/solar

animal dung/other

Energy for heating wood/coal

gas/paraffin

electricity from mains/generator/solar

other/none

Energy for lighting gas/paraffin/candles

Electricity from mains/generator/solar power

Each of the following separately: no

PO WINEFPIPRWDNERPA_W

Electricity in the house; telephone; regular cedipéy radio; stereo; TV;
satellite; video; computer; camera; cellphone;telestove; gas stove;
paraffin stove;microwave; fridge; washing machiseying machine;
lounge suite; private vehicle; commercial vehictgtorcycle; bicycle;
plough; tractor; wheelbarrow; grinding mill; livesk/poultry

yes
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CHAPTER 3: PAPER 2

Economic Bargaining power, Economic Decision-Making\gency, and Household

Expenditure in South Africa
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Abstract

Economic bargaining power and decision-making ageoastitute economic empowerment;
a policy goal regarded as an end in itself and ansi¢o achieving other development goals.
Viewed through the lens of the Capability ApprodCiA), household expenditure on family
public goods represent “achievements” emanatinm ftbe “means to achieve” (economic
bargaining power), through the vector of “functiogs” (economic decision-making agency),
intermediated by “conversion factors” (gender amda-household decision-making models).
The study which employs South Africa’s Nationaldnee Dynamics Study (NIDS) carries
out a gendered analysis of economic bargaining pogsnomic decision-making agency,
and household expenditure on family public goodsalgsis suggests that economic
bargaining power, a driver of economic decision-mglagency for both women and men, is
still a gendered phenomenon. Large strides haveehewbeen made towards empowering
women as economic decision-makers. Both economigabang power and economic
decision-making agency positively impact on expemdion family public goods regardless
of gender. Joint economic decision-making posijiviehpacts on food expenditure. The
patterns of household expenditure, on the one haaltfor economic development policy.
On the other hand, disparities between househgddredture for female-headed versus male-
headed households, as well as economic bargaiowgmbetween males and females, argue

a case for gender biased economic empowermenigmlic
JEL Codes: B54; D19; H41; 139; J16

Key Words: Decision-making agency, economic empaoveett, family public goods,

household expenditure, gender, South Africa
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1. Introduction

Gender economic empowerment is an important issueetearchers and policy makers in
both developed and developing economies. The Umatibns’ Sustainable Development
Goal (SDG) No. 5 clearly stipulates the importantegender equality and points out that
although much progress has been made on the nthtteg, are still gaps that are of concern.
The SDG No. 5 seeks to transcend the gender Millemevelopment Goal’s (MDG) focus

on education through its emphasis on the enhandeaiethe female voice and decision-
making power. The condition that women find themwaselin is articulated clearly in the

statement that:

“Half of women are economically active, comparedhwover three-quarters of men.
On top of limited economic opportunities, womereafhave restricted agency — their
ability to make decisions about their lives ané¢bon those decisions. While women
and girls usually bear the direct costs of inedgsli gender bias has a cost to all,

reducing the pace of development.” (World Bank,&®20)

Iversen (2003) emphasises how domestic power imbasa often organised around gender
lines, generate inequality and mediate opportuitireachieve well-being among household
members. Doss (2013) states that many key develapmegcomes such as the health and
education of children, the general well-being ofnvem and girls, the sharing of housework,
and the participation in wage work, depend on wdmaibility to negotiate a favourable
household allocation of resources. According tol®R2003), female preferences include
spending on investment in education, housing, &ildren’s nutrition, which implies that the
economic empowerment of women has positive impant lwusehold outcomes.
Consequently, the empowerment of women has inerglgdbecome a policy goal, both as an
end in itself and a means to achieving other deweént goals, including investment in
family public goods (Ashraf, Karlan & Yin, 2010; Do, 2012).

Duflo (2012:1052), commenting on labour market oppdties, states that “women are less
likely to work, they earn less than men for similark, and are more likely to be in poverty
even when they work”. Rao (2014) argues furthet, tpaid work may increase women’s
drudgery and work burdens instead of uplifting thdfor example, “poorly remunerated
work devalues women’s labour time without enhancaggncy” (Rao, 2014:81). Heyer
(2014) also states, in concurrence that, some wak be oppressive and exploitative rather

than empowering.
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In the African context, Wekwete (2014) argues therider inequality, including limitations
to women’s economic participation, has remainedhalenge. South Africa’s slow pace of
gender economic empowerment is indicated throughféminisation of income poverty
(Bhorat & Van der Westhuizen, 2008), and the faat female-headed households are over-
represented among the poor (Armstrong, Lekezwa &br8s, 2008; Bhorat & Van der
Westhuizen, 2008; Posel & Rogan, 2012). Posel asghR (2012) concluded that poverty in
South Africa remains a gendered phenomenon andhégiost-apartheid decline in poverty
has favoured males and male-headed households.thétess, Patel, Knijn and Van Wel
(2015) argue that these gender dynamics of povanty empowerment remain poorly

understood.

The current South African analysis of the intexattiof economic bargaining power,
economic decision-making agency and expendituréaonly public goods is spurred on by
the above-noted observations. This paper, whiclwslrilom the 2008, 2010 and 2012
consecutive survey rounds of the National Incomenddyics Study (NIDS), proffers a
gender-based analysis of the extent to which ecandargaining power influences adult
South Africans’ economic decision-making. The papealyses further how economic
bargaining power and economic decision-making ageas components of gender economic
empowerment (Ahmed et al.,, 2010), impact on housebapenditure on family public
goods. Joint decision-making and its associatiah expenditure on family public goods, is

analysed at household level.

The paper proceeds as follows. The theoretical dvaonk and empirical literature are
discussed in sections 2 and 3, respectively. Sedtidescribes the data used in the analysis.
An outline of the methodology is presented in s8cs, followed by the discussion of results
in section 6. Sections 7, 8 and 9 respectively emass the contributions of the study, its

limitations, and the conclusion.

2. Theory

The intersection of economic bargaining power, eatic decision-making agency and
household expenditure, can be conceptualised thealhg using Amartya Sen’s Capability
Approach (CA). The Capability Approach (CA), as liberature suggests, is a “framework of
thought, which can address diverse problems andbeaapplied in quite different ways”
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(Robeyns, 2000:1). For these reasons, the CA, iwgittplurality of purposes” (Sen, 1993:49

cited in Robeyns, 2000:3), represents a poterdil for understanding the interrelatedness
between economic bargaining power, economic detisiaking agency and household
expenditure on family public goods. In additiong tBA can assist in advancing knowledge
on gender empowerment, the process by which woroguire@ enabling resources that may
in turn enhance women’s decision-making agency (Yet al., 2016). An understanding of

decision-making agency, on the one hand, and wieaCA and its major components entalil,
on the other hand, is a necessary starting poisitdating the current study in the theoretical

framework of the CA.

Women’s agency refers to women'’s ability to makatsegic life choices under historically
evolving constraints (Kabeer, 1999). In generakray is an individual's ability to define
his/her own life-choices (Yount et al, 2016). Theyalmost a general consensus in literature
that women’s agency is multi-dimensional and conggecific (Kabeer, 1999; Mason, 2005;
Yount, 2005). Yount et al. (2016) point out thas thulti-dimensionality of women’s agency
comprises of women’s influence in family decisiorigeir freedom of movement and
attitudes about gender violence. Economic decimaking, therefore, as a feature of
women’s agency, is an important end in itself (Yguet al, 1994), and a useful means to
other ends, such as infant morbidity and materndtitronal status (Malhotra & Schuler,
2005; Shroff et al., 2011).

The “Capability Approach is a broad normative fravoek for the evaluation and assessment
of individual well-being and social arrangemenk& tlesign of policies, and proposals about
social change in society” (Robeyns, 2005:94). Theh@s two major constituents, which are
articulated as “functionings” and “capabilities”. céording to Robeyns (2000:4),
“functionings” relate to the “beings and doings” afperson, while “capabilities” are “the
various combinations of functionings that a persan achieve”. In this sense, a functioning
is considered an achievement whereas a capalslityel ability to achieve. Robeyns (2005)
points out that the CA highlights the differencéviEen means and ends.

The approach, which adopts the schematic framewbtke CA as in Robeyns (2000) and
Iversen (2003), can assist in describing the thmadeinterdependence between the two
pillars of gender economic empowerment (i.e. ecandmargaining power and economic
decision-making agency), on the one hand, and holdexpenditure or investments in
family public goods, on the other hand.
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Figure 1: The Capability Approach

Individual Individual

Entitlemen Capability set
Vector of Personal and Vectors of , One vector of
Commodities social conversion| functionings Choice achieved

o factors functionings

(Characteristics) |
[T T T T T T - [ =
| Means to i | Freedom to i : Achlevementi
i achiev i | achievt : ! i

e i [ i

Source:Robeyns (2000:5)

The schematic framework presented in Figure 1 shinsvector of commodities in this
study as represented by employment status, empldyimeome, total income and education,
which epitomise fundamental sources of gender enan@mpowermentMoghadam &
Senftova, 2005Varghese, 2011). Pambe et al. (2014) identify atloc, employment and
being rich or poor, as the three socio-economiccatdrs of gender economic empowerment.
The four economic factors therefore, are ‘individeatittements’ which, in the CA’s
semantics, represent the “means to achieve”. The dommodities’ value depend on an
individual's personal and social conversion fact@gebeyns, 2000/2005), with gender being

the main conversion factor in the current study.

Economic decision-making agency is a component @idgr economic empowerment
(Mason & Smith, 2003; Varghese, 2011). Economidsies-making in the CA represents a
functioning. Economic bargaining power can give iadividual the power to assume a
decision-making role, depending on the personalsmuibl conversion factors. In this way,
gaining access to enabling human, economic andals@esources may facilitate an
individual's agency, which in turn, may enhance i@ebments (Kabeer, 1999; Mahmud,
Shah, & Becker2012). An individual can acquire economic decismaking agency through
the constitution of and realisation of enablingsp@al and social conversion factors, higher
income, greater education and being employed. Famiogs thus entail a set of things that an
individual can do in life (Sen, 1999; Robeyns, 20Ghd these include making economic
decisions.

In as much as gender empowerment manifests irreifféorms (Heckert & Fabic, 2013) and

thus is multi-dimensional (Mason & Smith, 2003)nder empowerment in the current study
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is economic and of a material nature (lversen, ROO3 this case, gender economic
empowerment is embodied at two levels, which akenigaboth an individual entitlement to
the four economic bargaining power factors andgbenomic decision-making agency. In
other words, participation in economic decision-mgkpresents evidence of economic
empowerment, but so is being employed, educated, hmving an income. Therefore,
acquiring knowledge on whether or not a woman hasyain economic decision-making
within the household enables one to determine #tene to which she is economically
empowered, which is evidence of a woman’s accrudéidence in decisions customarily

reserved for men (Mahmud, 1994).

In the CA framework, household expenditure on fgriliblic goods is typical of a vector of
achieved functionings. These “achievements” (exjierelon family public goods) emanate
from the “means to achieve” (economic bargainingwe, through the vector of
“functionings” (economic decision-making) and imexdiated by “conversion factors”
(gender and intra-household decision-making modéEhis theoretical framework allows
for the analysis of gender economic empowermerat musehold decision-making context.
Having discussed the vectors of commodities, fanatigs and achieved functionings, it is
critical to understand that the interdependencevéen these components are influenced by
intra-household decision-making arrangements, wladh represented by intra-household
decision-making models such as the unitary, collectcooperative bargaining or non-

cooperative bargaining models.

The unitary model’s hypothesis that the househohlsingle decision unit that maximises the
welfare of its members (Carter & Katz, 1997; Attsina& Lechene, 2002; Chiappori, Fortin,
& Lacroix, 2002; Vermeulen, 2005) disqualifies ttmodel as an instrument to understand
economic bargaining power and decision-making agerttowever, the view of the
collective and bargaining-type models that there imglividualism of preferences;
interdependence within the household economy; prppights, information and autonomy
within the household; exit options; and the voiagthim the household (Carter & Katz, 1997),
suggests the importance of gender economic emposvérnDistributional factors, i.e.
variables that affect household economic decisewen though they do not directly impact

on preferences nor on budgets (Bertocchi, Bruge®orricelli, 2014; Browning, Chiappori

1 In the Capability Approach, achieved functionirage individualistic as the approach facilitategipersonal
comparisons of opportunities for achieving welldzge{Robeyns, 2000/2005). The focus here, howesarnia
collective and household-level outcome.
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& Weiss, 2014), become necessary sources of geaedenomic empowerment. Intra-
household economic decision-making arrangementalsanbe part of the social conversion
factors when viewed as institutional charactersstmf the family, and linked to the
functionings when representing living arrangemesds“beings and doings” of a person
(Robeyns, 2000).

The interrelatedness of economic bargaining power economic decision-making agency,
as sources of gender economic empowerment, ancholdsexpenditure on family public

goods, can be represented as follows:

Figure 2: Economic empowerment and household expeitdre

T : Household |
. Economic | | Decision-making ! ! | expenditure |
. bargaining power | agenc b : :

There is an iterative relationship between econofmacgaining power and economic
decision-making responsibility and power. The banigg-type of intra-household decision-
making models suggest that an individual with atitlement over economic resources is
more likely to be an economic decision-maker witthie household (Acharya et al., 2010;
Doss, 2013). Being an economic decision-maker alsans that the individual may have
power to decide on whether to participate in at&si that raise further their economic
bargaining power such as participating in the labuarket. Therefore, economic bargaining
power and economic decision-making agency are dameptary components of gender

economic empowerment.

3. Empirical literature

Empirical literature that jointly assess the asst@n between economic bargaining power,
economic decision-making agency and household ekjpea on family public goods is
limited. Some focus on the determinants of decisiaking agency, while other studies link
economic bargaining power with household expendit@&ome of these studies are reviewed

below.
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An investigation on gender empowerment in rural @adesh carried out by Mahmud et al.
(2012) found out that, with regard to decision-mgkagency, married women are commonly
second decision-makers regardless of the type @éida, and were least likely to have the
final say in financial decisions (buying furnitureking a loan, and selling livestock). On
average, married women’s roles in household detisiaking was relatively greater only on
health and family planning decisions, but lower dgcisions related to household
expenditures and personal autonomy. Joint decisiaking was found to be a common

phenomenon (Mahmud et al., 2012).

Varghese (2011) carried out a study on gender erapoent in the Oman domestic sphere
that focuses on economic empowerment (economicsideemaking power), household
empowerment (household decision-making power), andial empowerment (physical
freedom of movement). A Women Empowerment Index [(WHkas constructed.
Furthermore, the study’s striking result is thdth@gh women are empowered in all three
domains, their interest towards domesticity affeitisir empowerment negatively, which
confirms that social power plays an important rolegenerating and sustaining gender

inequalities (Varghese, 2011).

Ashraf et al. (2010) argue that, in a couple expernit in the Philippines, women’s decision-
making power in households can be increased dyrdutbugh interventions that give women
control over assets. The authors tested the hypistiegperimentally by employing a design
that examines whether access to individually helchmitment savings accounts increases
women’s decision-making. The results supportedittea that offering some training on
commitment savings to women who have control owraricial accounts and hold separate

saving accounts enables these women to gain degrsaking power.

MacPhail and Dong (2007) evaluated whether marlekwas represented by employment
status, is a determinant of women’s “householdustain rural China. The findings suggest
that unemployed women have lower “household state men, an indication that women
are more involved in domestic labour, responsibiedbmestic tasks and have less household
decision-making control. The market wage for emptbywomen reduces domestic work and
responsibility for domestic tasks, and enhancessélonld decision-making control. Rao
(2014) points out that paid work can enhance moyetantributions and lead to a sense of

self-worth in rural South India.
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Acharya et al. (2010) found out that, in their ddestion of women’s education and
participation in wage work as determinants of ecoicobargaining power in Nepal, such
economic empowerment impacts positively on womea'g in economic decision-making.
Similarly, Boateng et al. (2014) found that emplbysd educated women in Ghana are more
likely to have an opinion on all aspects of housgldecision-making relative to unemployed
women and women with no formal education. In rdralia, women’s bargaining power
increases with wages and education (Sinha, 201@)oing to Pambe et al.’s (2014) study
in Burkina Faso, high levels of human capital américial autonomy positively influence
women’s participation in economic decision-makingowever, traditional gender roles
weaken the influence of both human capital andnfired autonomy on economic decision-
making (Pambe et al., 2014).

Gender economic empowerment has also been laudad esportant driver for achieving
household development goalsafchamps, Kebede, and Quisumbing (2009) establitte
gender economic empowerment benefits child nutribad education in rural Ethiopia
review by Malhotra and Schuler (2005) conclude$ gender economic empowerment and
egalitarian gender relationships are important raedms towards a more favourable child
health care and investments in children’s schoolRigo et al. (2011) documented further
evidence of the favourable influence of gender emgyment on the maternal and child
health.

In addition, studies on intra-household bargainsniggest that exogenous increases in the
women’s share of income, interpreted as providing temale with more power in the
household, lead to an allocation of resourcesrtéfbect the preferences of the woman (Duflo,
2003; Rangel, 2006; Ashraf et al., 2010). Ashrablet(2010) report that the existence of
empowered women result in an increase in femaknted durable goods purchased in the
household. Duflo (2003) points out that pensior®ired by women in South Africa have a
positive impact on the anthropometric status ofsgiRangel (2006) likewise reports that
more decision-making power in the hands of womeésesainvestments in the education of

children.

According to the empirical evidence, therefore,renic bargaining power is an important

determinant of economic decision-making agencythenone hand, and economic decision-
making agency is a determinant of household outspime the other hand. Hence, “there is
econometric support for the qualitative evidenca thousehold decisions are contested and
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that individual preferences and endowments maiedss, 1996:1604). A comprehensive
analysis of the joint association between econdpaigaining power, economic decision-
making agency and investment in family public goeisherefore relevant and called for.
The current study seeks to provide such analyang &outh African survey data.

4. Data

Data for this paper, which is drawn from the fitlstee waves of South Africa’s National
Income Dynamics Study (NIDS) (i.e. for 2008, 201 £#012), facilitates the analysis of
decision-making dynamics, including transitions rotee in economic decision-making
responsibility. The NIDS allows a gendered crosgiseal and panel data analysis of the
associations between economic bargaining powerisidaemaking and expenditure on

family public goods.

Economic bargaining power is measured by four facés articulated by Duflo (2012). An
adult's employment status is a binary variable (#lthe individual is employed and (=0)
otherwise. Next is the employment income and ttedme, in South African Rand.The
last factor of economic bargaining power, whicheducational level, is measured as a

continuous variable representing the number ofsyeschooling.

An aspect of the NIDS survey that makes it unigné attractive for this study is that the
survey collects information on decision-makiigrhe economic decision-making indicator
used here was constructed from combining the “dagaly expenditure” and the “large,
unusual purchases” spheres of decision-making. daah sphere, the interviewee has to
identify the main decision-maker, and where relgvére joint decision-maker, within the

household. Theconomic decision-making responsibilitfyan individual is represented by a

2 Employment income is the sum of monthly incomeivéer from the main job, casual job, piece jobsf-sel
employment, profit sharing, thirteenth cheque awthus. Non-employment income include social welfare
grants, inheritance, rentals, gifts and remittanb&s specific attention was given to grant incorsechapter 2
shows that it is not significant in the couple gs&. Total income is obtained by summing up emplegt
income and other monthly non-employment income. .t monetary values were adjusted for inflatioravé/
1 year (2008) was used as the base to adjust toenin and expenditure figures for wave 2 and wavEeh@.
consumer Price Indices of 111.7 and 123.9 for 28410 and year 2012 were respectively used for adprgs
(StatsSA, 2012).

13 The question on decision-making in the adult doestire reads as follows: “Who makes decisionsuaibo
(a) “day-to-day household expenditures (e.g. gtiesgr (b) “large, unusual purchases such as amg&n
vehicles or furniture”, (c) “where your childrena@ahd go to school”, (d) “who is allowed to live ithe
household as part of the household (for example rélative or family member does not have a ptacgay)”,
(e) “where the household live”.
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binary variable taking the value (=1) if the indiual is an economic decision-maker and
(=0) otherwise Economic decision-making power turn is a categorical variable taking the
value (=3) if the individual is enain decision-makethe value (=2) if the individual isjaint
decision-maker and the value (=1) if the individual is @on-decision-makerHence,
economic bargaining and decision-making powerhaswo components of gender economic
empowerment, are represented in the data. Houseald no resident economic decision-
makers, i.e. with only non-resident economic decisnakers, were excluded from the
dataset, making it possible to construct a varidhbg capturegoint (multiple decision-
makers) versusentralised(one decision-maker only) decision-making. In NJ@Sresident

is one who ‘usually resides at the house for mbhea tfour nights a week’ (Brown et al.,
2012:3).

The seven household expenditure categories coesiderthe study are food, health care,

transport, utilities, insurance, household itenmg] education. The data represent expenditure
in the last thirty days before the interviews, drahce are monthly. For each category of
household expenditure, medians of real monthly éloolsl expenditure are computed for

both male- and female-headed households, togeitieitive relative differences between the

medians'*

5. Methods

The econometric analysis in this paper follows dtispuonged approachrirst, gender-based
comparisons of economic bargaining power are achoig. Averages and the t-tests for the
mean differences in each economic bargaining péaator of each wave and pooled data are
presented by gender. In terms of regression armmalgseking to establish the impact of
economic bargaining power on decision-making, gsobnd multinomial probits at cross-
sectional level, and xtprobits at panel level, esgmated separately for males and females,

where:

1 Percentages of zero monthly expenditure for eagleraiture category are also reported. As expected,
zero expenditure was reported for food across sureeinds for both male headed and female headed
households. The utilities expenditure category ed¢pmrted a reasonably low percentage of zerogjngrirom
12% (2012) to 21% (2008). The insurance and tramgppenditure categories have zero expenditutterimge
from 43% (2012) to 54% (2008), and from 62% (20@BY3% (2010), respectively. The percentage of zero
monthly expenditure for education ranges from 7£2%08) to 83% (2012), while the range for healthecar
from 79% (2008) to 86% (2010), and that for housghtems is from 84% (2010) to 86% (2012). Since
expenses on education, health care, and housaboid are occasional and the questionnaire askexkf@nses

in the last 30 days, it is reasonable to find higiicentages of zero expenditure, especially ambagoor.
Response bias due to poor recall cannot be ruledsoanother contributing factor [Tables 23a-23d].
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Economic decision-making & (economic bargaining power factor; socio-demogiegh(i)

Economic decision-making is represented by diffekamiables. For the probit and xtprobit
models, the economic decision-making variable isahyj: ‘yes versus no’; ‘joint versus
none’; ‘main versus none’, or ‘main versus joirffor the mprobit models, the dependent
variable has three categories, which are mainfntjoand non-decision-maker. Due to
concerns with multicollinearity, separate regressiwodels are estimated for each economic
bargaining power factor, i.e. employment statusplegment income, total income, and
education. Socio-demographics are employed as alow#iriables and include age, race,
headship, household size, and marital status.

Seconggender differences in economic decision-makiisgyeall as differences between and
within economic decision-making responsibility apdwer, and transitions in economic
decision-making responsibility and power, are dbsd. Cross-section, pooled and panel
probit models are then used to determine the rb{éemale) gender in predicting economic
decision-making responsibility and power. The gaheegression function in this case is

represented as:
Economic decision-making & (gender; socio-demographicCs) ..........coocvveiiiiiiiiininennn. (i)

Economic decision-making in regression functiohifirepresented by the same variables as

in regression function (i) as are the socio-demglgiacontrol variables.

Third, analyses that focus on the influence of the gemter economic empowerment of
South African economic decision-makers on houselesjgenditure are explored using an
inferential approach (Thomas, 1990). The realigt sBome expenditure categories have many
zero values is indicative of the need to deternmthether there is a selection bias problem. A
two-step heckman selection estimation model (Camé&rdrivedi, 2009) is employed for the
cross-sectional datasets (i.e. each wave and poolgith the inverse Mills ratios (IMRS)
informing the choice between the heckman seleatimael and the ordinary least squares
(OLS) model. OLS regression models are impleme(Rétpps & Burton, 1998; Attanasio &
Lechene, 2002) in cases where the IMRs show nats®iebias. The results for the heckman
two-stage model are reported when there is sefedtias. For the household expenditure
panel data analyses, a similar approach is followsithg the appropriate random-effect tobit

and random-effect OLS regression models. The nmalapgendent variables are the factors of

92



economic empowerment and a sub-sample of econoetisidn-makers is considered. The

general regression function for both cross-sectiand panel data analyses is as follows:
Household expenditure @ (economic empowerment; socio-demographics) .......... (Lig).

Economic empowerment represents the economic lémgapower factors and economic
decision-making factors. When individual incomeiables are the explanatory variables,
household income is not included in the regressiodel to avoid multicollinearity.

The final component of the analyses starts with a descripgivalysis of joint decision-
making, by gender of the household head. Furthesptbe analyses provide a summary of
the economic bargaining power of household heads, ebonomic decision-making
responsibility. Summary descriptions of householdemditure are also provided by gender
of the household head. An application of the heackmadel or the OLS model, based on the
above IMR approach, household level decision-makeriables, is used to explain the level

of household expenditure. The general regressioctifan for the household level analysis is:

Household expenditure £ (household level decision-making; household headios

(0 L= 0T o | 7> o 1) S (iv)

Household level decision-making includes varialdesh as joint decision-making (yes/no),
and the presence in the household of a female Jmdalesion-maker, female main (joint)
decision-maker, and male main (joint) decision-na&k coded as yes (=1) or no (Z0)The
household head socio-demographics are maritalsstatigce, and age. Finally, weights are

used in the analysis (Phipps & Burton, 1995).

In summary, the multi-pronged approach to the enwiac analysis adopted here establishes
how economic bargaining power influences econoreitision-making, and then determines
how economic empowerment impacts on household ekoee. The analysis further
assesses the extent of the influence of joint Hmldedecision-making on household
expenditure. Gender takes prominence in each asalyegether, the analyses provide a
nuanced representation of the influence of econ@mipowerment on household expenditure

on family public goods, a proxy of household weditiy.

15 Although the random effects tobit model was thstfichoice for the panel data analysis of household
expenditure, in some situations, the regressionetsodould not converge. The second best randonctsffe
linear regression model was adopted in situationera/the model passed the Breusch and Pagan Lgrmgran
test for random effects. Otherwise the resultd@réhe pooled OLS regression model.
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6. Results

The analysis below focuses on gender differencekeriin the economic bargaining power
of South African adults, gender and economic dentsnaking (responsibility and power),
and also assesses how gender and economic bargaionver explain economic decision-
making. The two sources of gender economic empoestme. economic bargaining power
and economic decision-making agency, are investigas drivers of expenditure on family
public goods. Finally, decision-making arrangementithin households are employed to

assess levels of expenditure on family public goods

6.1 Economic bargaining power

Economic bargaining power is identified as a ‘meansachieve’ functionings in the
Capability Approach (CA), and represents an impadrtaeans of economic empowerment
[Table 1]. The case in each survey round reflelotg half of male adults are employed,
whereas about a third of female adults are employég females’ employment income
ranges between 33% and 48% of the employment inadntigeir male counterparts, while
the total income of females range between 57% #&8d 8f the total income of their male
counterparts. The mean differences between matefeamales, regarding years of education,
range from 0.16 years to 0.24 years, in favour afesy The gender gap for employment
income and education level, however, narrowed twes, but widened for total income. The
t-tests for the mean differences are all significetrthe 1% level. Women are, therefore, at a
distinct disadvantage in comparison to men in asaf economic bargaining power is

concerned.
[Table 1 about here]

6.2 Gender and economic decision-making

Evidence on gender differences in economic decisiaking among South African adults is
presented in Table 2. A relatively large share dtilis are deemed decision-makers,
particularly main decision-makers. The percentafjee@mnomic decision-makers among
adults increase over time from 67% (2008) to 72@L@ and 82% (2012), a trend that is
preserved when the analysis is presented by gemterpercentage of economic decision-
makers among female adults is 68%, 74% and 85%e it among male adults is 66%,
70% and 79%, for 2008, 2010, and 2012, respectividlg data show that female adults in

each individual survey year are statistically digantly more likely than male adults to be
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identified as economic decision-makers. An analysisGumede (2009) that draws on the
2008 NIDS survey data found similar results of tgedemale involvement in decision-

making.

The analysis of the economic decision-making pofm&ain, joint, none) as reflected in the
three survey rounds show that most South Africanitacre main decision-makers and that
the percentage increases over time from 52% (2608)/% (2010) and 66% (2012). The
percentage of none decision-makers correspondaegiyeases over time from 32% (2008) to
27% (2010) and 17% (2012). The percentage of paaision-makers among South African
adults remains constant at 14-15%. Thus, main id@emaking power is more prominent

than joint decision-making power.

The percentages of main and joint (none) decisiakRars among female adults increase
(decrease) over time, which is indicative of wonsegreater involvement in economic
decision-making. Whilst the percentage of non-desisnakers among male adults also
decreases over time, the percentage of main (jJdedjsion-making falls (rises) in 2010 and
rises (falls) again in 2012. As expected, the 2808 2012 surveys show that the percentage
of female adults who are joint-decision-makersighér than the percentage of male adults

who are joint-decision-makers.

The trends between survey rounds in economic decisiaking reported in Table 2 are all
highly significant (p < 0.01) for both male and & adults. The main finding in Table 2 is
that, on aggregate, the role of female adults omnemic decision-making surpasses that of
male adults, i.e. females are more likely to playne decision-making role. Literature
suggests that women’s procurement of economic ideemaking power may impact
households’ development goals (Duflo, 2003; Rar2@d6; Ashraf et al., 2010), a condition
that the South African data may be pointing towatds also interesting, however, to note
that participation in economic decision-making haseased over time for both female and

male adults, in these representative cross-sections
[Table 2 about here]

The analysis of between- and within- variationgaonomic decision-making responsibility
is presented in Table 3a. The ‘between’ summarth@f2008 — 2010’ panel shows that 74%
of South African adults had ever (i.e. at leastedrimeen an economic decision-maker. The
percentage among males is 67%, while that amon@lésms 78%. Economic decision-
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making, therefore, is more common among female thafe adults. The ‘within’ figure,
which is gender invariant, indicates that 87% ofutBoAfrican adults who ever were
economic decision-makers were always economic idecimakers in ‘2008 — 2010
Stability in the assignment of decision-making mspbility is, therefore, relatively
substantial. However, there is no marked differebesveen male and female adults with

regard to “permanency” in decision-making respailigib

The results for the 2010 — 2012’ panel exhibit $ame pattern, i.e. economic decision-
making is more common in female than male adulis nobt different in terms of stability in
economic decision-making [Table 3a]. The ‘betweed &ithin’ analysis for the pooled
weighted dataset, as expected, reflects the satte¥rpahough the levels of the outcomes are
generally lower. In general, the results presemnté@lable 3a’ also portray strong evidence of
an improvement in gender economic empowerment farags economic decision-making is

concerned.
[Table 3a about here]

A gendered ‘between and within’ analysis of theregnic decision-making power for each
of the three panels is presented in Table 3b. Aidenation of the ‘between’ variation for the
‘2008 — 2010’ panel shows that 65% (58%) of thedkn{male) adults were main decision-
makers at least once in the given period. In addltit is evident that 28% (20%) of the
female (male) adults were joint decision-makerkast once (i.e. ever) in the given period.
For the ‘2010 — 2012’ panel, 66% (56%) of the feanm@hale) adults were main decision-
makers at least once in the period, while 29% (24%ihe female (male) adults ever were
joint decision-makers. The same trend of a higlgené for females than males on both main
decision-making (62% vs 51%) and joint decision-mgK33% vs 23%) is reflected in the
combined panel. Thus, women are relatively more eamped than men in terms of

economic decision-making.

The ‘within’ analysis indicates that 79% (80%) betfemale (male) adults observed in the
‘2008 — 2010’ panel who were ever identified asmdgcision-makers remained in that state.
For the female (male) adults ever identified asitjalecision-makers, 57% (55%) always
were joint decision-makers, for the ‘2008 — 20fp@hel. There is more stability in being a
main decision-maker as compared to being a joiotsa®-maker, both for female and male
adults. Almost the same pattern is reported f0A.@®— 2012’ with regard to joint decision-

making. The results from an analysis of economicisign-making as an indicator of
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empowerment reflected in Table 3b, just as theltesu Table 3a, show substantial gender

economic empowerment.
[Table 3b about here]

In a balanced panel [Table 4], the descriptive ys®s of economic decision-making
responsibility and economic decision-making powelt & similar story. The ‘between’
variation shows that the male percentage (77%Qvieit than the female (86%), i.e. females
are more likely than males to ever have been daetisiakers. The same applies to the
‘within’ variation with males (71%) and females @8 always being decision-makers. The
economic decision-making stability is, in this casere pronounced among females than
male adults. Stability regarding main and jointiden-making power is higher for females
(67% and 43%) than male (65% and 39%) adults. @neg@ate, therefore, there is evidence

of gender economic empowerment in form of decisiaking.
[Table 4 about here]

Transition probabilities for both economic decisioaking responsibility [Tables 5a] and

economic decision-making power [Table 5b] are prexkby gender. The results show that a
third of non-decision-makers gained decision-makiegponsibility between survey rounds.
The data in the ‘2008 — 2010’ panel show that gamseconomic decision-making

responsibility are 24% for males and 39% for fermalee. of those adults who were not
decision-makers at any point in time, 24% (males) 39% (females) had taken on the role
of decision-maker by a subsequent period. Losseassponsibility for economic decision-

making are only 11% for males and 8% for femaldg gains in economic decision-making
reflected in the ‘2010 — 2012’ panel are 31% folamaand 43% for females, whereas the
losses in economic decision-making responsibiliy 20% (males) and 8% (females). The
combined panel shows the same patterns, repor@#gahd 41% for gains and 10% and 8%

for losses in economic decision-making responsybifor males and females, respectively.

Interestingly, females have made larger strideaaquiring decision-making responsibility
than males (39% vs 24% for ‘2008 — 2010’ and 43%3%%o for ‘2010 — 2012’). Also,

females are relatively less likely than males tonqeiish decision-making responsibility (8%
vs 11% for ‘2008 — 2010’ panel, and 8% vs 10% 010 — 2012’ panel). Thus, gender

economic empowerment with regards to economic geeimaking responsibility is
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relatively evident as reflected in the transitionssconomic decision-making responsibility

between the three survey rounds.
[Table 5a about here]

An examination of the transition probabilities feconomic decision-making power [Table
5b] shows that approximately half or more of jalieicision-makers acquired main decision-
making power over the course of time. The percegdgansitioning from joint to main
decision-making power for males are 51% for thed®6 2010’ panel, 59% for the ‘2010 —
2012’ panel and 56% for the combined panel, witike gercentages for females are 59% for
the ‘2008 — 2010’ panel; 47% for the ‘2010 — 20fahel, and 54% for the combined panel.
There are, however, no clear consistent pattertieeigendered analysis in this case.

As expected, transitions from main to joint deaisioaking is far less common for both
males (16%, 11% and 14%) and females (10%, 14%d.2%g) in the ‘2008 — 2010’, ‘2010 —
2012’ and ‘combined’ panels, respectively. Jointisien-makers, as expected, are much less
likely to retain their decision-making power oven¢ than are main decision-makers (19%
vs 9% for males, and 14% vs 6% for females in 838 — 2010’ panel; 19% vs 6% for
males, and 18% vs 5% for females in the ‘2010 22panel, and 19% vs 8% for males, and
16% vs 5% for females in the combined panel). Femate more likely than males to gain
main and joint decision-making power over time ¢2kand 17%’ vs ‘14% and 10%’ for
‘2008 — 2010’; '24% and 18%'’ vs ‘19% and 12%’ f@010 — 2012’, and ‘23% and 18%’ vs
“17% and 11%'’ for combined panel). Possible exgiana of transition probabilities for
economic decision-making are the dissolution ofdetwlds across waves due to divorces or
deaths in the household and the resultant reconstitof household structure due to these

and other demographic factors; an avenue wortlrogating in future research.
[Table 5b about here]

Strides have been made too, towards enhancing weraeanomic decision-making power.
The data shows that economic decision-making isc@mmnated among females in the
household. The probit and multinomial probit regres models were used to analyse the role
of gender in economic decision-making. Tables 6 @mhow that in each survey round,
being a female adult raises the probability of gean economic decision-maker by a
statistically significant margin (p < 0.01). In alses (except for the main-joint comparison
in the 2012 survey), being female enhances theghibty of being a joint- rather than a non-
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decision-maker, being a main- rather than a noimsaeemaker, and being a main- rather
than a joint-decision-maker. The regression resualtsoborate the earlier descriptive analysis
on economic decision-making power that women degively more empowered in terms of

economic decision-making. Hence, there is someeege of gender economic empowerment

with regard to economic decision-making.
[Table 6 and Table 7 about here]

The panel probit regression analysis confirms gieaider predicts economic decision-making
responsibility. Table 8 shows that the gender dumiaty each panel is positive and
statistically significant (p < 0.01) and conforntsat being a female adult increases the
probability of being an economic decision-maker.e Tiesults from the employment of
economic decision-making power (Table 9) are coasisor each panel. Female adults are
more likely to be a main- than a non-decision-makeore likely to be a joint- than a non-

decision-maker, and, finally, more likely to be aim than a joint-decision-maker.
[Table 8 and Table 9 about here]

Participation in economic decision-making, as annemic empowerment indicator, has
therefore, shown a marked improvement in South cAfriFemale adults are centrally

involved in economic decision-making and more serdivme.

6.3 Gender, economic bargaining power and economic deadn-making

The factors of economic bargaining power were paagignto a multivariate regression model
separately for men and women in order to test tipothesis that when an individual gains
economic bargaining power, s/he is also empowesdtiey gain economic decision-making
agency. In other words, being employed, havingghér income, or being more educated,
should positively affect the economic decision-magkiesponsibility and economic decision-
making power. As expected, economic bargaining popasitively influence economic

decision-making responsibility [Table 10] irrespeetof gender. In addition, only the total

income of males is statistically insignificant agssurvey rounds.
[Table 10 about here]

An analysis of how economic bargaining power imgaceconomic decision-making power
reveals that employment confers economic decisiakimg power on South African adults

across survey rounds [Tables 11a to 11d]. Impdstabeing employed raises the probability
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of being a main versus a non-decision-maker maga #hjoint versus non-decision-maker.
The impact of employment on the probability of lgean main versus a joint decision-maker
is, as observed in both males and females, alstststally significant (p < 0.01).
Employment status has a larger impact among fenthbes males in the 2010 survey and
across all decision-making comparisons. The 2008egushows that employment status has
a larger impact on ‘main versus none’ and ‘mainsusrjoint’ for females than males.
However, the 2012 survey reflects that employmétus has a greater impact among males
as compared to females, and this is the case aefbstecision-making comparisons. In
general, however, employment empowers both menwanrden to participate in economic

decision-making.

Employment income promotes females from being necision-makers to main or joint
decision-makers, more than it does for males. Tdsslt that employment income promotes
someone from a joint to a main decision-maker hadsoss the survey rounds and
significantly so (p < 0.05). Only in the 2012 sunand in the pooled data, does employment
income have a positive impact on ‘main versus jod#cision-making (p < 0.05). A
consideration of total income as a predictor ofnernic decision-making power shows that a
statistical significance is realised only in fensaland in explaining the probability of being a
main versus none- decision-maker than the prolwbilibeing a joint versus a non-decision-
maker. Only in the 2012 survey is total incomeistigally significantly influencing the

probability of being a main versus a joint decisioaker for female adults.

As expected, higher levels of education play a iBg@nt role in explaining economic
decision-making power for both males and femaless levident consistently across the
survey rounds that, the impact in males of edunabio joint versus non-decision-maker is
higher than the impact on main versus non-decisiaker, while no statistical significance is
observed when assessing the ‘main versus jointbgiity. However, for females, the
impact of education on main versus non-decisionanak higher than the impact on joint
versus non-decision-maker across survey roundsinipact of education on the probability
of being main versus joint is significant for the08 and 2010 surveys, but not in the 2012
survey. Overall, the cross-sectional analysis sstggde importance of economic bargaining

power for economic decision making responsibilitgd @ower for both men and women.

[Tables 11a — 11d about here]
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The results in Table 12 are from a panel data arsalyn the effect of the four factors of
economic bargaining power on economic decision-ngakesponsibility. Employment status
and education show positive and statistically sigant results (p < 0.01) for both males and
females, with coefficients being larger for maleart females. Employment and total income
also show statistically significant and positiveuks for both males and females, except for
the male coefficient of the ‘2008 — 2010’ panel,iethis statistically insignificant. However,
the impact for the total income variable for eaemgd is larger for females as compared to
males. The results for employment status and emptay income are consistent with what
was reported for each survey round, i.e. increagegprobability of South African adults

making economic decisions.
[Table 12 about here]

An analysis of probabilities of ‘joint versus nonghain versus none’ and ‘main versus joint’
decision-making shows that employment status heleaxr positive relation with economic
decision-making power. As expected, the coefficiaatobserved for both males and females,
is largest for the ‘main versus none’, followed‘jmynt versus none’, and lastly for the ‘main
versus joint’ decision-making, across the panewn&les’ income (both employment and
total income) produced consistent and statisticsiliyificant results that are similar to the
way employment status influences economic decismaking power. For males, employment
and total income are significant for the ‘joint ses none’ and ‘main versus none’
probabilities of economic decision-making powethia ‘2010 — 2012’ and ‘combined’ panel,
but not in the ‘2008 — 2010’ panel. Education atspacts significantly, for both males and
females, on the probabilities of the ‘joint versusne’ and ‘main versus none’ decision-
making across all panels. In other words, employmsttus, income (both employment and
total income) and education, are important in défeiating between decision-makers with
regards to decision-making power and determiningjsiten-making responsibility for both

men and women.
[Tables 13 — 15 about here]

Therefore, both the cross-sectional and panel aeslpf economic bargaining power show
that economic factors play a role in determiningiradividual’s economic decision-making

responsibility and economic decision-making povet,not more so for women than men.
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6.4 Gender, economic empowerment and household expendié

This section analyses the association between edonempowerment and household
expenditure in order to enhance the understandihgw adults’ economic bargaining power
and decision-making agency impact on household reeshtvelfare. The analysis assesses if
and how men and women’s economic empowerment impactthe levels of household
expenditure on selected family public goods. Thedtlyesis is that economic bargaining
power and decision-making agency, as measures ofoedc empowerment, impact

positively on household expenditure on family palgioods.

6.4.1 Employment

Controlling for employment status and socio-demphies, the 2008 survey shows that
households with female decision-makers spend signfly more on food (R61), transport
(R244) and health care (R262) than households midke decision-makers. However, the
2010 survey reveals that households with femalesii@emakers spent significantly more on
insurance (R109), while health care expenditurearesnsignificant but turns negative, i.e.
households with a female decision-maker spendfggnily less on health care. It is evident
that by 2012, households with female decision-ngkanlike those with male decision-
makers, spent significantly more on transport (RXf&l marginally so on utilities (R27). On
aggregate, households with female decision-makgestsmore on food (R52), insurance
(R64), and statistically marginally so on househtddhs (R1,114).

It is noted, with regard to employment status thatiseholds with an employed decision-
maker in 2008, spend significantly more on all otke&penditure categories, except for
household items expenditure category, when comparduwuseholds without an employed
decision-maker. The magnitude of differences insetwld expenditure ranges from R48
(utilities) to R505 (transport). A similar resuf reported is reported in 2010 but only for
food, transport, insurance and utilities, with tmagnitude in differences in expenditure
ranging from R92 (utilities) to R398 (food). Expé&unde on food, transport, insurance, and
household items are statistically significantly mmar 2012 for households with an employed
decision-maker and range from R57 (utilities) tolRGhousehold items). On aggregate,
significantly higher expenditure is reported foodp transport, utilities and insurance. The
coefficients range from R40 (insurance) to R43@n@port) for households with employed

decision-maker(s) in comparison to those withoutplenyed decision-maker(s). Thus,
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households with decision-makers who are economyiaatipowered through employment,

spend more on family public goods.

Interacting gender and employment status in relatio the 2008 survey shows that
statistically significantly more is spent only owlueation (R315) and transport (R322)
expenditure, by households with an employed ferdalgsion-maker. However, significant
positive coefficients are reported for food, tram$pinsurance, and household items, ranging
from R157 (food) to R730 (transport) for a housdhwlith an employed male decision-
maker. More is significantly spent in 2010 on tigs (R75), though statistically marginally,
and on insurance (R106), within households that ey employed female decision-maker.
In the case of an employed male decision-makenifgigntly more is spent on utilities
(R117), food (R354), insurance (R384), and trans{i431), according to the 2010 survey.

The 2012 survey shows more spending on insuran&d)(Rransport (R115) and food

(R187), for the household with an employed femadeigsion-maker and more only on

transport (R444) for the household with an emplogele decision-maker. On aggregate,
significantly more is spent on insurance (R92), cadion (R156) and food (R322) in

households with employed female decision-make)le significantly more is spent on

utilities (R51), food (R248), insurance (R286) amansport (R315), in households with
employed male decision-maker(s). Education experaliin households with an employed
male decision-maker carries a significant and negatoefficient of R366. The general

impression from this result is that the presencesmfployed economic decision-makers,
especially males, increases expenditure on soméyfaumblic goods, particularly food and

utilities, with that expenditure on some family palgoods being also higher in households
with employed female decision-makers.

[Table 16a about here]

The panel regression results for gender and emmaystatus are reported in Table 16b. The
‘2008 — 2010’ panel reflects that households waiméle decision-makers spent significantly
more on food, utilities, insurance, and educattestimates of increases in expenditure range
from R31 (utilities) to R412 (education). The ‘2012012’ panel reported similar results and
the magnitude of increases in expenditure rangas R34 (utilities) to R303 (education).
Finally, an analysis of the three-wave combinedepamows that households with female
decision-makers spend statistically significantlpren on utilities (R28), food (R35), and

insurance (R70).
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A consideration of households with employed deaisitakers for ‘2008-2010’ reveals that
statistically significantly more expenditure is ogf@d on all categories, except household
items, with the magnitude of increases in expemnelitanging from R71 (utilities) to R742
(transport). The ‘2010 - 2012’ panel shows thatdetwlds with employed decision-makers
also spend significantly more on all categoriese@penditure, except health care and
household items. Increases in expenditure range R60 (utilities) to R469 (education). The
three-year panel shows that only expenditure onsdlooid items and education are
statistically insignificant, with the significanhdreases in expenditure ranging from R50
(utilities) to R327 (transport). An interaction génder and employment status in the ‘2010-
2012’ panel, shows that households with an emplofjedale decision-maker spend
significantly more, but only for utilities (R71) dreducation (R608). In no other panel are
there statistically significant differences in heheld expenditure for employed female

decision-makers.

However, in ‘2008-2010’, households with an emptbyeale decision-maker are showing
significant increases in all expenditure categoggsept health care and household items.
The increases range from R68 (utilities) to R77&8n&port). In ‘2010 - 2012’, the coefficient
on education expenditure is also not statisticalfynificant, but, significant increases are
reported for all other expenditure categorieshimuseholds with an employed male decision-
maker, and these range from R40 (utilities) to R3&&nsport). However, education
expenditure regains significance as noted imitsease in the three-year panel, the analysis
of which report increases in expenditure rangirgnfrR40 (utilities) to R366 (transport) for
households with an employed male decision-makecoAting to the panel analysis, the
presence of female decision-makers and employeideanakers in households promote
expenditure on family public goods, with increasgsorted in a minimum of four out of the
seven expenditure categories. However, interadiveggender and employment status of
decision-makers, shows more pronounced increasesideseholds with employed male

decision-makers than employed female decision-nsaker
[Table 16b about here]

6.4.2 Employment income

When gender and employment income are employedegsekplanatory variables in the
regression analysis [Table 17a], the data showshinaseholds with female decision-makers

spend statistically significantly more in all cabeigs, except insurance and education, as
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compared to household with a male decision-maker. 008, statistically significant
increases range from R48 (utilities) to R658 (hbotk items). Yet, only food (R153) is
significant for the 2010 survey; and all exceptltieaare for the 2012 survey, with a range
from R47 (utilities) to R444 (household items). Akpenditure categories in the pooled

analysis, except health care and education, andisant and positive.

An increase in a decision-maker’'s employment incarh®1,000, resulted in the relevant
household’s expenditure increasing in all categorexcept for household items and
education in 2010 and education in 2012. The irgganges from R24 (utilities) to R96
(transport) in 2008; from R10 (utilities) to R7%aftsport) in 2010; from R32 (utilities) to
R95 (transport) in 2012, and, in the combined, file&8 (utilities) to R80 (transport). This

finding is not a surprise given the fact that exgieime is a function of income.

The data shows that every R1,000 increase in aléedezision-maker’'s employment income
resulted in a significant increase in all the catess of the particular household’'s
expenditure in 2008, ranging from R43 (utilities)R261 (household items). Surprisingly, in
2010, only utilities (R19) show a significant inase when female decision-makers’
employment income increases. However, for 2012y fout of the seven household
expenditure categories, namely R30 (utilities), R6®d), R86 (health care) and R94
(insurance), exhibit significant increases whendkEndecision-makers’ employment income
increases by R1,000. A significant increase in bbokl expenditure is reported for utilities
(R30), food (R58), education (R94), and transpR(t18) as a result of a R1,000 increase in a
female decision-maker’s employment income in a Bbakl when considering the results

from the pooled analysis.

The data in all the survey rounds shows that imasihold, when a male decision-maker’s
employment income increases by R1,000, househgdrsiture in all categories increase,
except for household items and education. The marmgfeimprovement in household
expenditure are R19 (utilities) to R66 (transptwt)2008, R7 (utilities) to R80 (transport) for
2010, and R29 (utilities) to R89 (transport) foll200nly the household items category does
not increase statistically significantly when theojed data is analysed. Those expenditure
categories exhibiting significant increases ranffeh R14 (utilities) to R65 (transport).
Except for the 2010 survey, the decision-maker'splegment income emerges as an

important determinant of greater household exparglibn family public goods.

[Table 17a about here]
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Panel regression models that take into considerdtie gender and employment income of
the decision-maker, for ‘2008 — 2010’, show thatausehold that has a female decision-
maker spends statistically significantly more oadputilities, insurance and education, with
increases in expenditure ranging from R25 (utsiXieo R349 (education). The food category
loses its marginal statistical significance in tB810 - 2012’ panel, but regains statistical
significance in the combined panel. The educatigperditure category, however, loses
statistical significance in the combined panel. &ptdor household items, a R1,000 increase
in a decision-maker’'s employment income, acrospatlels, is associated with a statistically
significant increase in household expenditure. Taege in the increases in household
expenditure for the ‘2008 - 2010’ panel is R11lgs) to R56 (transport); for the ‘2010 -
2012’ panel from R13 (utilities) to R86 (transpornd for the combined panel from R13
(utilities) to R84 (utilities). These increases,drewever, in most cases of a relatively small

economic significance.

Only household expenditure on health care (‘20@®*0’ and ‘2010 - 2012’), and transport
(‘2010 - 2012’), do not show any significant pogitiresponse to a R1,000 increase in female
decision-makers’ employment income. All other exptme categories are statistically
significant, with coefficients ranging from R23 i(ies) to R175 (household items) for the
‘2008 - 2010’ panel, from R25 (utilities) to R19Bo(sehold items) for the ‘2010 - 2012’,
and from R24 (utilities) to R158 (household iterfcgymbined). Only household expenditure
on household items does not display any significaaponse to a R1,000 increase in male
decision-makers’ employment income, across all Isarighanges in household expenditure
associated with a R1,000 increase in male decisiakers’ employment income range from
R8 (utilities) to R42 (transport) in the ‘2008 -12D, from R9 (utilities) to R88 (transport) in
the ‘2010 - 2012’, and from R9 (utilities) to R7fafsport) in the combined panel. Panel
analysis supports the assertion regarding the ipesitnpact of employment income on
household expenditure on family public goods fothbthe presence of female and male
decision-makers in households, though the rangeeificients is higher for women than for

men.
[Table 17b about here]

6.4.3 Total income

When total income is inserted into the regressionction (as a measure of economic

bargaining power) together with gender, resultsyvaie 2008 increases in household
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expenditure on health care (R438) and transpord@Rare statistically significant for a

household with a female decision maker. Only fogdeaditure (R88) has a positive and
statistically significant sign for 2010, while utigés (R31), insurance (R51), transport (R372)
and household items (R412) show statistically $icgmt increases for 2012. On aggregate,
only expenditure on utilities (R16), transport (R2Jand household items (R876) reflect

statistically significant increases when a housglnals a female decision-maker.

An increase in the total income of a decision-makex household impacts positively on all
household expenditure categories except for foatlhrmalth care (2008), in all but food and
household items (2010), in all but food (2012), andll but food, health care, and household
items (pooled). The ranges of significant increamesfrom R1 (utilities) to R45 (household

items) in 2008; from R2 (utilities) to R38 (healthre) in 2010; from R5 (utilities) to R43

(health care) in 2012, and from R3 (utilities) td3R(education) in the pooled panel. Again,
the marginal effects are relatively small in temhgconomic significance.

It is evident from interacting gender and totaldme that the 2008 household expenditure on
health care (R1), transport (R5) and insurance YR&#® positive and significant for
households experiencing a R1,000 increase in tmaléedecision-makers’ total income. An
increase in the male decision-makers’ total incdmgeR1,000 has a positive impact on
household expenditure on health care (R13), insergiiR18), transport (38), education
(R47), and household items (R68). An increase gO&1in a decision-maker’s total income
is associated with statistically significant ingea in expenditure on utilities (R1), transport
(R5) and food (R6) for females in the 2010 surwelyereas for males, only household items
and education are insignificant for the same sureeyd. The range for the latter significant
increases in household expenditure for 2010 isUdBties) to R69 (transport).

The 2012 survey shows that female decision-maketal income had a statistical significant
impact on all categories except household experditn health care, household items and
education, with significant increases ranging freé (utilities) to R54 (insurance). For male
decision-makers, only household expenditure on délmnldg items does not statistically and
significantly respond to a R1,000 increase in tatglome. The range for the significant
household expenditure categories is R24 (utilitiedR66 (transport). In addition, the pooled
data reflects an increase in household expenditur¢ghe total income of both female and
male decision-makers, which exhibit a statisticgin$icance increase in all categories,
except for health care and household items. Theniatg of the increases for the household
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expenditure categories that are statistically $icgmt in relation to total income is in line
with the gender-based differences in total incombich favours males. Generally, male
decision-makers reside in households reportingdrigixpenditure (and lower poverty) than
households with female decision-makers.

[Table 18a about here]

An analysis of the ‘2008 - 2010’ panel's gender aoiéhl income, at a longitudinal level,
shows that only education expenditure (R274) exhilsignificant positive increase when the
household has a female decision-maker. Trans®1i26), however, reports a significant but
negative result over this period. The ‘2010 — 20d&hel shows that household expenditure
on utilities (R20), insurance (R44) and educati®2X1) increases when there is female
decision-maker in the household. Finally, the caratithree-year panel shows that transport
expenditure records a negative change, whereagholasexpenditure on insurance is higher

with a female decision-maker(s) in the household.

An analysis of the impact of a R1,000 increaséhmm total income of a decision-maker
within the household, shows significant increasesll expenditure categories except for
insurance and household items for ‘2008 - 2010ex@gbenditure categories except household
items for ‘2010 - 2012’, and all expenditure categ® except insurance and household items
for the combined result. However, the coefficieats relatively small, ranging from R1
(utilities) to R8 (transport) in the ‘2008 - 201@anel; from R5 (utilities) to R36 (health care)
in ‘2010 - 2012’; and R2 (utilities) to R33 (eduoca) in the combined panel.

Increases in expenditure are significant but vewy &cross the panels when total income of
either a female or a male decision-maker in a Hwaldeincreases by R1,000. Only the
household items category shows no significant esee for both female and male decision-
makers in the ‘2008 - 2010’ panel. Statistical gigant increases range from R1 (food) to
R16 (health care), while insurance expenditure ihoasehold falls as female decision-
makers’ total income increase. In ‘2010 — 2012lyarhanges in health care and education
are insignificant for an increase in the femaleiglen-makers’ total income, while household
items expenditure is not significant for the maézidion-makers’ total income. Increases in
household expenditure in the ‘2010 — 2012’ resglfiom female decision-makers’ rise in
total income is R2 (utilities) to R219 (househdleims), and R10 (utilities) to R72 (transport)
for male decision-makers. In the combined panealiskbold items are the only insignificant

expenditure category for both the female and maeistbn-makers’ total income, in a
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household. Insurance carries a negative and signifi sign for increases in a female

decision-makers’ total income.
[Table 18b about here]

6.4.4 Education

The result from using gender and the decision-msalagtucation as key determinants in the
analysis of household expenditure show that a Hmldewith a female decision-maker(s)

witnessed a significantly higher expenditure onydrgalth care (R183) and transport (R145)
in 2008. However, these two expenditure categotmggther with utilities, carry negative

signs in the 2010 survey, with insurance as thg pokitive and significant category. No

expenditure category exhibit any statistical sigaifice in 2012. According to the pooled
data, expenditure on insurance (R31) and houseiteras (R663) is significantly higher

when the decision-maker(s) is female.

Every one additional year of education within thecidion-maker results in household

expenditure increases, except for household it&®88; 2010) and health care (2012). The
increases in expenditure range from R13 (utilittesiR82 (education) in 2008; R17 (utilities)

to R62 (education) in 2010; R18 (utilities) to R1@®usehold items) in 2012; and R16
(utilities) to R178 (household items) in the pootkda.

The results from interacting gender and the ye&edacation of the decision-maker in the
2008 survey, show that only insurance (R14) andhspart (R48) expenditure show
significant increases due to a one year increageans of education of the female decision-
maker in a household. The 2010 survey shows ineseiasutilities (R13), health care (R16)
and insurance (R19) expenditure. Only insurance2)Rihd education (R47) expenditure
show positive and significant increases for the228drvey. The pooled data shows statistical
significant increases for transport (R46), utibti@14), insurance (R17) and household items
(R96) expenditure.

A one year increase in the male decision-makenstaiibn in a household is associated with
increases in all household expenditure categoelesgpt household items (2008; 2010). All
household expenditure categories for both the Zlt2ey (except health care) and pooled
data show significance as a result of an increaséheé male decision-maker’s level of
education in a household. The ranges for experadategories that increase significantly, as

a result of an improvement in male decision-makedcation in a household, are R14
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(utilities) to R93 (transport) in 2008; R21 (uid$) to R85 (health care) in 2010; R18
(insurance) to R226 (household items) in 2012, famah R18 (utilities) to R252 (household
items) in the pooled data. Finally, an evaluatibthe economic significance shows that male
coefficients are greater than female coefficients.

[Table 19a about here]

The panel data analysis of the impact of gender edhetation on household expenditure
shows that significantly more is spent on utilitissurance, and education (for ‘2008 - 2010’
and ‘2010 - 2012’), when the household has a ferdalgsion-maker(s). Only education

loses its significance for the combined panel. Hmveonly expenditure on household items
does not show a statistically significant increfmeall the panels, including the combined

panel, as a result of an increase by one yearerdétision-maker’s education. Increases in
expenditure in response to a rise in the educdnel of the decision-maker range from R27
(utilities) to R143 (transport) in the ‘2008 - 20J&anel; R25 (utilities) to R113 (education)

in the ‘2010 - 2012’ panel; and R25 (utilities)R67 (transport) in the combined panel.

A one unit increase in the years of education feihaale decision-maker also yields increases
in expenditure on utilities (R26), insurance (R48)d transport (R132), only for the ‘2008 -
2010’ panel. However, increasing the education llesfe a male decision-maker in a
household by one year results in a positive andifsggnt impact for all panels and on all the
household expenditure categories, with the exceptfohousehold items. Increases for the
‘2008 - 2010’ range from R29 (utilities) to R1668aftsport); for ‘2010 — 2012’ from R25
(utilities) to R122 (education); and for the conddnpanel from R27 (utilities) to R75
(transport). Education, therefore, has a greatpact on expenditure on family public goods

where male decision-makers in the household areecoged.
[Table 19b about here]

6.4.5 Decision-making power

Decision-making, as a dimension of economic empmeet, is hypothesised as playing a
role in determining levels of household expendituvigh main decision-makers expected to
be associated with greater increases in houselplehditures in family public goods, unlike
the case with joint decision-makers. A 2008 congmariof joint decision-makers and main
decision-makers’ status, shows that main decisiakears reside in households that spent
more on insurance (R58), health care (R243) antspat (R391). It is also evident in 2010
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that having a main decision-maker in the househaikes expenditure on insurance (R150)
and no other category. However, in 2012, only fpans(R8) reflect favourably on having a

main decision-maker as compared to joint decisiaken while the pooled data shows that
insurance (R93), transport (R147) and househotdsitéR617) receive more expenditure in

households where main decision-makers reside.

Having a female main decision-maker(s) in the hbakkin 2008 raises expenditure on
insurance (R16) and transport (R22), while havingqhae main decision-maker(s) in the
household raises expenditure on utilities (R473urance (R275), transport (R1,302), and
household items (R1,347). In addition, the 201Ceexiiture on insurance (R57) and transport
(R163) was higher in households with a female nuBEoision-maker(s), while households
with male main decision-makers had R309 more spenhsurance. In 2012, only transport
(R8 for female and R408 for male) shows a significassociation with having a main

decision-maker in the household. Finally, an analgé the pooled data shows that having a
female main decision-maker in the household raiBesamount spent on insurance (R27),
transport (R28) and education (R249), while hawangnale main decision-maker impact on
the expenditure on insurance (R248) and trans@®898) by a statistically significant

margin.
[Table 20 about here]

The results show that in some cases, economicidegizaking agency is translated into
expenditure on family public goods, especially,the expected cases where economic
empowerment takes on the form of employment incorHlewever, the economic

empowerment of men with economic decision-makingnag equally translates into greater

expenditure on family public goods.

6.5Headship, joint decision-making and household expeliture

Additional issues worth interrogating in this studglude the prevalence of joint decision-
making in male and female headed households, thmbewu of decision-makers in
households, the economic bargaining power of haldeheads who are decision-makers,
patterns of household expenditure by gender ofhivesehold head, and household-level
decision-making and expenditure on family publiods.
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The analysis shows that joint decision-making igemarevalent in male-headed households
than in female headed households. The differeneesignificant at the 1% level. In 2008,
two thirds of households with male heads had meltgecision-makers, with the figure
increasing to 70% in 2010 but dropping to 63% b$20This trend about the male-headed
household is significant, according to the Pear€n2 tests. However, female-headed
households show consistently increasing levelsiot decision-making at 30% (2008), 49%
(2010), and 51% (2012). The increasing trend reggrtemale-headed household decision
makers is significant and produces Pearson Chi2egabf 235.33 (p < 0.01) and 5.70 (p <
0.05), respectively.

Joint decision-making in male-headed household¥ominated by two decision-makers at
63% (2008), 59% (2010) and 56% (2012). However,imgles decision-maker is more
common in female-headed households, as shown bypriygortions, 69% (2008), 50%
(2010) and 48% (2012). The declining trend of tleecpntage of single decision-makers
corresponds to the increase in female-headed holasewith two decision-makers, which is
27% (2008), 40% (2010) and 43% (2012). Overalhtjdiecision-making is more common in
male-headed households, while single decision-nsakex observed more in female-headed
households. A possible and plausible explanatiortfe observed trend is that most male-
headed households have resident partners. Femadiedh@ouseholds in turn, are likely to be
single mothers staying with their children, andpskjeneration households, which is a

reflection of absent fathers.
[Table 21 about here]

Differences for each gender in economic charadiesisvere computed for household heads
who are decision-makers in comparison to non-datcisiakers. The results, as presented in
Table 22. The 2008 employment status (0.73 vs (ab8) employment income (R4,323 vs

R2,718) show significant differences between denishakers and non-decision makers for
male household heads. Female household heads fiacenites on the basis of decision-
making responsibility in employment status (0.440\35), employment income (R1,161 vs
R61), and total income (R1,680 vs R485), which atestatistically significant and stark.

There is a gender difference in favour of malesesch case of all the economic

characteristics. In fact, despite the male houskl@ads who are non-decision-makers
fairing poorer than the male household heads wkadacision-makers, they are still better
off than female household heads across all theacteristics of economic bargaining power.
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The differences between decision-making and noisib@emaking household heads in 2010
is reported only for employment income (R3,934 v481) and total income (R4,336 vs
R4,366) of male household heads, as well as forlement status (0.35 vs 0.44) and
education (7.86 vs 9.14) for female household he@tle 2012 survey reports significant
differences between decision-makers and non-decisimkers on all the economic
characteristics, except education level for malgskebold heads, and total income for female

household heads.
[Table 22 about here]

Real household expenditure, by household headunsmarised in Tables 23a-23d. It is
evident across the three survey rounds that malddte households have higher median
expenditure than female-headed households. Thereliftes between medians are significant
for all categories except on education in the 280i@ey, and household items and education
in the 2012 survey. Thus, expenditure on family lipugoods, as expected, is relatively
higher in male-headed households than in femalddte&ouseholds. In fact, male-headed
households almost always spend statistically smpmtly more on all categories of
expenditure. The explanation for the result, agnepl elsewhere in this paper, is the fact that
male headed households outperform female-headedeholds in terms of economic

standing, including employment and income.
[Tables 23a — 23d about here]

Regression analysis was employed to assess thectingfajoint decision-making on
household expenditure on family public goods. Aseasment of how the presence of a male
or female decision maker in the household impaotséhold expenditure on family public
goods is also presented. In addition, the influesfdeousehold expenditure on family public
goods, and that of the presence of a male and éemain and joint decision-maker, is

assessed.

Consistently, joint decision-making within the hebsld results in significant increases in
expenditure on food. Joint decision-making raisesisehold food expenditure by R205
(2008), R302 (2010), R151 (2012), and R266 (pooleepectively. The expenditure on
transport (R327) and utilities (R50) is raised bynf decision-making, only for the 2010
survey, at the 1% and 5% level, respectively. Othgrenditure categories are not impacted
upon by joint decision-making. In fact, expendituoa insurance decreases (R42)
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significantly in the 2012 survey. Finally, food exaliture depends on joint decision-making
within households, while other categories are mistedd by joint decision-making per se, but
by other factors discussed elsewhere in this pa@peanalysis that follows below specifically

focuses on gendered decision-making at househoddl le

Gender and decision-making:

An evaluation of the survey data was carried oulétermine the levels of expenditure in
relation to the presence of a female and a malesideaemaker within the household. The
2008 survey shows that having a female decisionematatistically and significantly raises
household expenditure on food (R293) and utili{R87). The presence of a male decision-
maker in turn increases household expenditure od {®119), transport (R619), insurance
(R325) and household items (R1,713). Differencabéncoefficients for the female and male
decision-maker are statistically significant fooéb(greater for female), transport, insurance,

and partially (p < 0.10) for household items (geedbr male).

An analysis of the 2010 survey data shows thatrigpa female decision-maker in the
household raises expenditure on food (R442), tamgiiR361) and utilities (R89), while
having a male decision-maker impacts positivelyrnmurance (R222) but reports a negative
value for health care expenditure (R358). The 28iMey also shows that the differences in
coefficients for the female and male decision-makes statistically significant for food,
health care, insurance, and weak statisticallytremmsport and utilities. The data for the 2012
survey shows a significant increase, only for fdod,both female and male decision-makers
in the household. Both utilities and insurance shegative values when the household has a
female decision-maker. Differences in coefficiefus the male and female decision-maker
are statistically significant only for utilities rgater for the male) and insurance (greater for
the male).

Gender and main decision-making:

The 2008 survey reflects that the presence of aleemmain decision maker within the
household leads to food expenditure increases @3BRder month. Yet, expenditure on
insurance (R127) and household items (R1,369) lgative values. The results from an
analysis of the data regarding male main decisiakars in the household shows an increase
in transport (R877) and insurance (R450). Femalle-rdidferences in coefficients for these
explanatory variables are statistically significggteater for male) for transport, insurance
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and household items. Having a female main decisiaker in the household significantly
raises the ‘2010’ expenditure in all categoriexegt household items, and ranges from R98
(utilities) to R528 (education). However, having naale main decision-maker in the
household is associated with an increase in inserarpenditure only. Gender differences in
the coefficients are also significant for food, llea@are, transport and utilities (all greater for
female). Finally, with regard to 2012, only the ffméent of having a male main decision-
maker in the household is statistically significdmt education expenditure, indicating an
increase of R321.

Gender and joint decision-making:

Households with a female joint decision-maker spgggmificantly more on food (R125) and
insurance (R105) in 2008, while having a male jaatision-maker does not matter. The
2010 survey shows that having a female joint andate joint decision-maker matters for
food and raises household expenditure by R137 aBii3Rrespectively. This gender
difference is, however, not statistically signifita Male joint decision-making also
significantly increases expenses on utilities, iasae and education. Food expenditure in
2012 also responds positively to having a femal&3@ and a male (R130) joint decision-
maker within the household. Utilities expenditunewever, has a negative coefficient for
female joint decision-making and a positive coéfiit for male joint decision-making.
Finally, while insurance expenditure reports a tiggacoefficient for the female joint
decision-maker, education expenditure reports aatieg coefficient for the male joint

decision-maker.
[Tables 24 — 27 about here]

Overall, the results presented in this study sugtpas there is a positive connection between
economic bargaining power and economic decisionimgaiigency. There is also a positive
association between gender economic empowermenthamsehold expenditure on family
public goods. Women, however, are still laggingibéhn terms of economic bargaining
power. Female-headed households also reflect Idevails of expenditure on family-type
public goods in comparison to male headed houssh®lius, in a manner similar the results

noted by Mahmud (2012), joint decision-making oammon phenomenon in South Africa.
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7. Contribution

The study makes a contribution on a number of front

It is the first study, within a South African corteto assess the interconnectedness of
economic bargaining power, economic decision-malaggncy and household expenditure
on family public goods. The study does so in thiettspf the Capability Approach (CA) and
employs both cross-sectional and panel data. Tindysdlso draws a distinction between
decision-making responsibility and power, thus wii@g a more nuanced analysis of

economic decision-making agency.

The study also makes a contribution towards thecsad indicators of gender economic
empowerment. The choice of indicators is consistert even goes beyond the feminist
capability literature which advocates moving beygnaoxies for welfare, i.e. over and above
income and commodities (Robeyns, 2003; MacPhail &nd) 2007). Finally, the

employment of economic decision-making agency dstarminant of expenditure on family

public goods, is novel.

The study appreciates the idea that gender econemjpowerment and its impacts on
household expenditure cannot and should not onlg Beetween-spouses” issue given the
diversity in household types in South Africa. Aglsua broader and more nuanced gendered

analysis is carried out at the individual and hboe levels.

8. Limitations

There are a number of limitations to the study.

The first limitation pertains to the difficulty associatedtlwlinking the individual income
that an adult in the household receives with thgeasditure of that particular household. One
cannot confirm that the income that an adult haactsally spent on the relevant goods and
services. At best, the hypothesis regarding tHaetiomship is an inference about the impact
of the individuals’ income on household expendita®pointed out by Doss (2013).

The secondlimitation relates to the challenges faced in theasurement of income and
expenditure. Interviewees are expected to recalliticome that they receive, on the one

hand, and the household respondent is expectestédl the expenditure that the household
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made in the past thirty days. Recalling all incomiows and all expenses for different
expenditure categories is not free from bias (T&0M)2; Vyas & Kumaranayake, 2006;
Njong & Ningaye, 2008). Measurement error, which ogpresent a downward or an upward
bias, therefore, stands to impact on the studgiirfigs.

Third, there are high percentages of zero expendituded for a number of expenditure

categories. One may not be sure about whethertigbhpercentages of zeros are the result
of infrequent purchases or a reflection of theemsind preferences of the financial decision-
makers within the household (Attanasio & Lechen@0Q2). High percentages of zero

expenditure may also arise from the way a partroglgestion on expenditure was posed and
so is related to the above problem of recall bRethaps for those past thirty days, no
expenditure was made for a certain category, kaitighnot to say the expenditure, though

infrequent, is not deemed important in that paléichousehold.

Fourth, it is important to point out that the approxinoati here of various household
expenditure categories as family public goods isy verude, although the expenditure
classification, as explained elsewhere in the duadion, fits a very broad conceptualization
of family public goods. Further in-depth analysssrequired to tease out the family public
good nature of household expenditures as repontédei National Income Dynamics Study
(NIDS).

Fifth, Heckert and Fabric (2013) suggest that the measemt of women’s empowerment
needs to go beyond improvements in economic empoemrand should include knowledge
of legal rights and recourse, participation in desi-making, and on attitudes and social
norms. The current study only addresses decisidingaagency. Thus, the study lacks a

more encompassing focus on legal rights as welttésdes and social norms.

In the sixthinstance, the significant and negative coefficiamtsome expenditure categories
are counterintuitive and difficult to interpret. Fexample, it is not clear whether these
represent reallocations across expenditure cagsyare. spending less on some categories
and more on others. For this reason, the use aiiegly unrelated regression (SUR) models

in the cross-sectional expenditure analysis reptemeimportant avenue for further research.

In the seventhinstance, joint financial decision-making, at timusehold level, is measured
as a situation where two or more members are reghact be decision-makers. Importantly,
the concept ‘joint’ does not necessarily mean tentified members coming together and
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making decisions. In addition, situations of digggnents where two or more members are
identified as main decision-makers or joint decisiakers do exist due to the nature of
identification of decision-making in this studixplaining the nature of these disagreements

requires further exploration and is an avenuedahger research.

Finally, decision-making questions were posed with noraléstinction between high-level
decisions on the allocation of resources to experalicategories and instrumental decisions
regarding the management of the allocated resoyideklen, 2011; Lauer and Yodanis,
2011; Skogrand et al, 2011). The greater involvenwénfemales in economic decision-
making in the current study could reflect womenis/alvement in the instrumental
management of household resources and not an bwdlatative control. Economic
bargaining power may be directly linked to ovelbcative control than to instrumental
management. Decision-making agency, as measure] bannot distinguish instrumental
from allocative control. Hence, a more detailedgsia of decision-making is not possible.

9. Conclusion

Economic bargaining power is still a gendered phegiwon in South Africa. Both adult men
and male household heads are, as noted acro$e atonomic factors analysed here, more
empowered than adult women, which confirms the imgmze of the United Nations’
Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) No. 5. Polioileeconomic empowerment that focus
on female and mostly single-headed households praty. There is a great need to work
towards closing the existing gap in economic baniggi power between males and females

and enhancing egalitarian gender relationships.

The study’s concern with decision-making agencyeatw that female adults are more likely
than male adults, to be identified as economic si@eimakers. The upward trend in
economic decision-making over time suggests anargment in women’s decision-making
agency. There is also some permanency to womercsioe-making agency. Women,

therefore, hold considerable economic decision-ngakesponsibility.

Economic bargaining power has played an undisputkdin advancing economic decision-
making agency, irrespective of gender. Specificaligpth employment income and total
income, and employment status are key drivers om&mds economic decision-making

agency and associated with the promotion of womem fnon-decision-makers to main or
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joint decision-makers. Therefore, opportunities tlaése both females’ employment and total

income, enhance gender economic empowerment amdlavant to policy formulation.

The analysis of gender economic empowerment andetinamld expenditure on family public
goods, provided a number of insigh&rst, households with female decision-makers, or
employed decision-makers, or employed male decisiakers, almost always statistically
spend more on a minimum of three family public goedpenditure categories, with food,
transport, utilities and insurance featuring mostorgly. These results suggest the
importance of employment and economic decision-ngakigency for both men and women
with regard to investments in family public goodise secondinsight is that, irrespective of
gender, increases in the employment income of #esibn-maker within a household is
associated with statistically and significant irages in almost all household expenditure
categories. There is some evidence, therefore, dhmgiloyment income, as an economic
empowerment factor, positively influences experditon family public goods, more or less
equally for women and men. Thigrd insight is that joint decision-making consisterdtyd

positively influence food expenditure.

At the policy level, Doss (2013) points out theklaaf clarity on policies that enhance
women’s bargaining power, with conventional wisdosnggesting improvements in
education, income, and assets as important aveiredarly, Zhang, Brauw and Rozelle
(2004) assume that the ‘taking up of jobs’ by womenChina could result in women
generating employment income and in turn raisingirtliecision-making power within
householdsSen (1999) and Iversen (2003) also suggest emplatyamel literacy as means to
strengthen women’s agency and intra-household langapower. Observations in the
current study reinforce the importance of policteat enhance economic empowerment
factors and economic decision-making agency. Adséhpolicies can contribute to the well-

being of household members through investmentarmly public goods.
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Table 1: Economic bargaining power, by survey round

Socio-economic Male Female Total t-test of mean
factors Survey round Mean Sample (n) Mean Sample (n) Mean ample (n) differg:gsrs by
2008 0.56 6,633 0.35 9,498 0.45 16,131 : 22 17
Employed 2010 0.48 7,439 0.31 10,309 0.39 17,748 18.19%*
(YIN) 2012 0.52 8,066 0.34 11,485 0.42 19,551 19.43%*
pooled 0.52 22,138 0.33 31,292 0.42 53,430 34.24%
2008 2,845 6,684 958 9,980 1,786 16,664 19.29%*
Employment 2010 2,547 7,441 1,246 10,366 1,852 17,807 10.17%*+
income (ZAR) 2012 2911 7.979 1,290 11,445 2.045 19,424 1734
pooled 2,766 22,104 1,166 31,791 1,898 53,895 2582
2008 3,933 6,684 3,160 9,980 3,499 16,664 4 54
Total income 2010 2,786 7,441 1,812 10,366 2,266 17,807 3.69%*
(ZAR) 2012 3,252 7,979 1,886 11,445 2,522 19,424 6.31
pooled 3,299 22,104 2,280 31,791 2,748 53,895 7:88*
2008 9.06 7,420 8.82 10,010 8.93 17,430 5.87**
Education (years) 2010 9.30 7,897 9.08 10,700 9.18 18,597 5.91%*
2012 9.48 8,331 9.32 11,691 9.39 20,022 6.70%*
pooled 9.28 23,648 9.08 32,401 9.17 56,049 10.62**

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Post-stified weights used in the calculations.
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Table 2: Economic decision-making, by gender and wa

2008

Decision-making Male Female Total Chi2
p-value

None 33.75 31.68 32.62
Joint 9.21 19.23 14.66 <0.01
Main 57.04 49.09 52.71
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Yes 66.25 68.32 67.37 <0.01
Sample (n) 6,081 8,797 14,878

2010
None 29.80 25.16 27.30
Joint 15.97 15.01 15.45 <0.01
Main 54.23 59.83 57.25
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Yes 70.20 74.84 72.70 <0.01
Sample (n) 6,133 8,829 14,962

2012
None 20.06 14.96 17.29
Joint 12.33 18.82 15.86 <0.01
Main 67.61 66.23 66.86
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Yes 79.94 85.05 82.72 <0.01
Sample (n) 6,125 8,828 14,953

Pooled

None 28.15 24.28 26.05
Joint 12.41 17.73 15.30 <0.01
Main 59.44 57.98 58.65
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Yes 71.85 75.72 73.95 <0.01
Sample (n) 18,339 26,454 44,793

Notes: Post stratified weights used in the calcutat
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Table 3a: Overall, between and within variation ineconomic decision-makingesponsibility by gender

2008- 2010
Decision-maker Male Female Total
Overall Between Within Overall Between Within Overdl Between Within
No 41.22 49.74 82.85 30.97 40.80 75.92 35.07 44.37 79.03
Yes 58.78 67.31 87.33 69.03 78.85 87.54 64.93 74.24 87.46
Total 100.00 117.06 85.43 100.00 119.65 83.58 Qroo. 118.61 84.31
No. of observations (N) 10,188 5,094 - 15,300 7,650 - 25,488 12,744 -
2010 — 2012
No 42.06 52.21 80.56 29.41 39.56 74.35 34.46 4461 77.25
Yes 57.94 68.09 85.09 70.59 80.74 87.43 65.54 975.6 86.59
Total 100.00 120.30 83.13 100.00 120.30 83.13 Qrmo. 120.30 83.13
No. of observations (N) 11,064 5,532 - 16,624 8,312 - 27,688 13,844 -
Combined
No 44.88 60.47 82.19 33.01 50.88 73.63 37.88 5497 77.65
Yes 55.12 60.76 82.79 66.99 74.92 83.47 62.12 768.8 83.21
Total 100.00 121.23 82.49 100.00 125.80 79.49 Qrmo. 123.85 80.74
No. of observations (N) 18,351 7,725 - 26,331 19,36 - 44,682 18,094 -

Notes: Results are for individuals with panel wésgh each two survey rounds i.e. in 2008 and 2@t@,in 2010 and 2012.
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Table 3b: Overall, between and within variation ineconomic decision-making power, by gender

2008 - 2010
Decision-making Male Female Total
power Overall | Between Within Overall Between Within Overdl Between Within
None 41.22 49.74 82.85 30.97 40.80 75.92 35.07 744.3 79.03
Joint 11.38 20.46 55.61 16.76 28.97 57.85 14.61 5@25. 57.14
Main 47.41 58.95 80.42 52.27 65.50 79.79 50.33 &2.8 80.03
Total 100.00 129.95 77.43 100.00 135.27 73.93 Qmno. 132.82 75.29
No. of observations (N) 10,188 5,094 - 15,300 7,650 - 25,488 12,744 -
2010 — 2012
None 42.06 52.21 80.56 29.41 39.56 74.35 34.44 1446 77.25
Joint 13.84 24.66 56.12 17.07 29.09 58.66 15.78 327. 57.75
Main 4411 56.58 77.96 53.53 66.39 80.63 49.76 ©2.4 79.66
Total 100.00 133.44 74.94 100.00 135.03 74.06 amoo. 134.40 74.41
No. of observations (N) 11,064 5,632 - 16,624 8,312 - 27,688 13,844 -
Combined
None 44.88 60.47 82.19 33.01 50.88 73.63 37.88 754.9 77.65
Joint 11.78 23.78 47.64 16.99 33.67 49.02 14.85 4529. 48.55
Main 43.34 51.55 75.61 50.00 62.00 74.24 47.27 575 74.76
Total 100.00 135.79 73.64 100.00 146.55 68.24 Qmno. 141.96 70.44
No. of observations (N) 18,351 7,725 - 26,331 19,36 - 44,682 18,094 -

Notes: Results are for individuals with panel wésgh each two survey rounds i.e. in 2008 and 2@t@,in 2010 and 2012.
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Table 4: Overall, between and within variation in €onomic decision-making for a balanced panel, by geer

Decision-making Male Female Total
responsibility Overall Between | Within Overall Between Within Overdl Between Within
No 44.21 65.50 67.29 34.26 55.51 61.63 38.2% 59.61 64.17
Yes 55.79 77.75 71.93 65.74 86.35 76.18 61.75 482.8 7454
Total 100.00 143.86 69.81 100.00 141.86 70.49 Qmo. 142.45 70.20
No. of observations (N) 18,339 6,134 - 26,454 8,829 - 44,889 14,963 -
Decision-making power

None 44.21 65.50 67.29 34.26 55.51 61.63 38.2b 159.6 64.17
Joint 10.62 26.75 39.72 15.94 37.04 43.05 13.81 9®B2. 41.86
Main 45.18 68.98 65.67 49.80 73.50 67.82 47.94 6771. 66.89
Total 100.00 161.23 62.02 100.00 166.04 60.23 Qmo. 164.27 60.87
No. of observations (N) 18,339 6,134 - 26,454 8,829 - 44,889 14,963 -
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Table 5a: Transitions in economic decision-makingesponsibility, by gender

Transition Yes No Total Sample (n)
Male Yes 88.95 11.05 100 2,878
No 24.86 75.14 100 2,216
2008 - 2010 | Female Yes 91.02 8.98 100 4,976
No 39.49 60.51 100 2,674
Total Yes 90.26 9.74 100 7,854
No 32.86 67.14 100 4,890
Male Yes 89.66 10.34 100 2,949
No 31.67 68.33 100 2,583
2010 -2012 Female Yes 91.73 8.27 100 5,477
No 43.53 56.47 100 2,835
Total Yes 91.00 9.00 100 8,426
No 37.87 62.13 100 5,418
Male Yes 89.31 10.89 100 5,827
No 28.53 71.47 100 4,799
Combined Female Yes 91.39 8.61 100 10,453
No 41.57 58.43 100 5,509
Total Yes 90.64 9.36 100 16,280
No 35.50 64.50 100 10,308

Notes: transitions are for individuals with “pametights”
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Table 5b: Transitions in economic decision-making gwer, by gender

Transition Main Joint None Total Sample (n)
Main 73.88 16.50 9.62 100 2,473
Male Joint 51.36 28.89 19.75 100 405
None 14.53 10.33 75.14 100 2,216
Main 82.62 10.51 6.86 100 3,614
2008 - 2010 Female | Joint 59.84 25.55 14.61 100 1,362
None 21.77 17.73 60.51 100 2,674
Main 79.07 12.95 7.98 100 6,087
Total | Joint 57.89 26.32 15.79 100 1,767
None 18.49 14.38 67.14 100 4,890
Main 81.21 11.83 6.96 100 21,155
Male Joint 59.45 21.03 19.52 100 794
None 19.47 12.20 68.33 100 2,583
Main 80.21 14.69 5.10 100 4,214
2010 - 2012 Female | Joint 47.98 33.17 18.84 100 1,263
None 24.62 18.91 56.47 100 2,835
Main 80.55 13.72 5.73 100 6,369
Total | Joint 52.41 28.49 19.11 100 2,057
None 22.17 15.71 62.13 100 5,418
Main 77.29 14.33 8.38 100 4,628
Male Joint 56.71 23.69 19.60 100 1,199
None 17.19 11.34 71.47 100 4,799
Main 81.32 12.76 5.91 100 7,828
Combined | Female| Joint 54.13 29.22 16.65 100 2,625
None 23.23 18.33 58.43 100 5,509
Main 79.82 13.34 6.83 100 12,456
Total | Joint 54.94 27.48 17.57 100 3,824
None 20.42 15.08 64.50 100 10,308

Notes: Transitions are for individuals with “pameights”

Table 6: Gender as a predictor of economic decisiemaking responsibility, by survey
round

2008 2010 2012 Pooled
Female dummy 0.130*** 0.133*** 0.077*** 0.112%**

(6.89) (9.09) (7.53) (13.64)
Sample (n) 15,467 17,530 18,623 51,620
Wald chi2 1659.82*** 1303.77*** 2187 .47** 4667.27*

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Marginaffects calculated at the mean are reported; Aeljufstr age,
race, headship, household size and marital st@aesficients are for independent probit regressmmuels.
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Table 7: Gender as a predictor of economic decisiemaking power, by survey round

2008 2010
Multinomial Probit Probit Multinomial Probit Probit
Predictor Joint-none | Main-none | Main-joint | Joint-none | Main-none | Main-joint
Female 0.415*** 0.760*** 0.287*** 0.272*** 0.652*** 0.339***
dummy (5.01) (8.25) (3.70) (4.15) (9.56) (5.02)
Sample (n) 15,467 9,555 17,530 10,082
Wald chi2 2752.94*** 992.49*** 1815.11*** 505.10***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, race, headship, household size and matials;
Coefficients are for independent regression models

Table 7: Gender as a predictor of economic decisiemaking power, by survey round

(continued)

2012 Pooled
Multinomial Probit Probit Multinomial Probit Probit
Predictor Joint-none | Main-none | Main-joint | Joint-none | Main-none | Main-joint
Female 0.550*** 0.374%** -0.136** 0.446*** 0.525*** 0.074*
dummy (7.99) (5.80) (2.47) (10.99) (12.74) (1.95)
Sample (n) 18,623 11,831 51,620 31,46¢
Wald chi2 2574.43** 646.62*** 6293.65*** 1841.26*

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, race, headship, household size and matials;
Coefficients are for independent regression models

Table 8: Gender as a predictor of economic decisiemaking responsibility in balanced

panel

Predictor 2008 - 2010 2010 - 2012 combined

Female dummy 0.598*** 0.553*** 0.525***
(19.28) (19.01) (22.83)

No. of observations (N) 23,925 26,409 41,918

Wald chi2 3005.59%** 3313.87*** 6614.23***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Marginaffects equal to coefficients; Adjusted for ageera
headship, household size and marital status; Nghigused in the regression analysis; panel pfohditions
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Table 9: Gender as a predictor of economic decisiemaking power in a balanced panel

2008 - 2010 2010 - 2012 Combined
Predictor Joint-none | Main-none | Main-joint | Joint-none | Main-none | Main-joint | Joint-none | Main-none | Main-joint
Female dummy 0.450*** | 0.667*** 0.214%** 0.515%** 0.571%** 0.071* 0.492*** 0.525%** 0.039*
(11.88) (16.74) (6.72) (14.66) (15.45) (2.57) (18.07) (18.12) (1.72)
No. of 11,715 20,570 15,565 13,204 22,464 17,150 21,949 ,0636 25,826
observations (N
Wald chi2 1224.63*** | 1721.84**| 1797.38*** | 1344.99* | 1980.26*** |1963.50*** | 2720.14*** | 4256.53*** | 374549***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Margin&ffects equal to coefficients; Adjusted for ageereheadship, household size and marital statusydights used in the

regression analysis; panel probit functions
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Table 10: Economic factors as predictors of economidecision-making responsibility, by survey round ad gender

Economic decision-makingresponsibility (yes/no)

2008 | 2010 | 2012 Pooled

Economic factors probits probits

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
Employed 0.168*** | 0.147*** 0.135%** 0.132%** 0.213*** 0.116*** 0.177*** 0.139***
(comparison: not employed) (7.67) (9.46) (4.99) (6.64) (9.82) (10.47) (12.03) (14.91)
Sample (n) 6,157 9,166 7,235 10,165 7,518 11,051  ,91P0 30,382
Wald Chi2 841.17**| 1364.44*** | 660.69*** | 857.54*** | 1053.74*** | 1800.99*** | 1963.89*** | 3448.07***
Employment income 0.013*** | 0.044*** 0.005 0.018*** 0.022** 0.037*** 0.008** 0.026***
(R°000) (2.81) (6.36) (1.30) (3.42) (2.16) (7.51) (2.54) (6.51)
Sample (n) 6,211 9,234 7,270 10,247 7,538 11,085 ,0121 30,566
Wald Chi2 857.44**| 1297.20*** | 664.01*** | 801.41*** | 855.23*** | 1742.28*** | 1988.51*** | 3154.55***
Total income 0.000 0.029*** 0.004 0.014%** 0.010 0.032*** 0.000 0.021***
(R°000) (0.55) (10.09) (1.27) (3.02) (1.04) (8.94) (1.02) (6.27)
Sample (n) 6,211 9,234 7,270 10,247 7,538 11,085 ,0121 30,566
Wald Chi2 857.81**| 1281.68*** | 665.78*** | 782.35*** | 875.09*** | 1694.19*** | 1998.64*** | 3069.08***
Education 0.014*** | 0.011*** 0.011* 0.008*** 0.017*** 0.012*** 0.014%** 0.010%**
(years) (4.38) (4.76) (2.58) (3.08) (6.36) (7.63) (6.24) (7.71)
Sample (n) 6,211 9,230 7,265 10,240 7,531 11,070 ,0071 30,540
Wald Chi2 840.30***| 1297.62*** | 640.70*** | 769.91*** | 934.66*** | 1576.45*** | 1938.75*** | 3018.18***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Marginadffects reported; Adjusted for age, race, headdiopsehold size and marital status; Coefficientsfar separate,
independent regression models. In 2012 survey angdoled data, convergence were not achievedrfmayment and total income marginal effects estiomst and so

coefficients are reported and not marginal effdctpooled data, survey round is a control variable

135




Table 11a: Economic factors as predictors of econdmdecision-making power, by gender: 2008 survey

Male Female Aggregate

Economic Multinomial Probit Probit Multinomial Probit Probit Multinomial Probit Probit
factors Joint- Main-none | Main-joint Joint-none | Main-none | Main-joint | Joint-none | Main-none | Main-joint

none
Employed 0.650*** 0.852*** 0.197* 0.610*** 0.914*** 0.229*** 0.615*** 0.876*** 0.215***
(yes/no) (5.02) (7.27) (1.80) (6.78) (10.06) (3.32) (8.24) (11.19) (3.64)
Sample (n) 6,157 3,550 9,166 5,925 15,323 9,476
Wald Chi2 1118.10*** 303.80*** 2140.40%** 825.93*** 2822.26*** 971.58***
Employment 0.074*** 0.060** -0.010 0.222*** 0.224*** -0.000 0.104*** 0.086*** -0.013
income (R'000)| (2.94) (2.39) (0.94) (5.93) (5.98) (0.04) (4.34) (3.57) (1.27)
Sample (n) 6,211 3,583 9,234 5,970 15,445 9,553
Wald Chi2 1230.44*** 316.23*** 2080.13*** 816.58*** 2944.11%** 1114.71%+*
Total income 0.000 -0.004 -0.003 0.203*** 0.219*** 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.001*
(R°000) (0.63) (0.02) (0.76) (5.56) (5.98) (1.32) (0.17) (1.39) (1.72)
Sample (n) 6,211 3,583 9,234 5,970 15,445 9,553
Wald Chi2 1190.02*** 316.03*** 2072.21%* 821.00*** 2855.02*** 1061.03***
Education 0.072%** 0.064*** -0.006 0.031** 0.072%** 0.026*** 0.045%** 0.063*** 0.011
(years) (3.56) (3.61) (0.36) (2.54) (5.82) (2.96) (4.24) (6.35) (1.42)
Sample (n) 6,211 3,576 9,230 5,964 15,441 9,54p
Wald Chi2 1137.36*** 312.87*** 2113.25%* 803.99*** 2864.15*** 1000.04***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, race, headship, household size and matéals; Coefficients are for separate, indepenagmnession models.
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Table 11b: Economic factors as predictors of econamdecision-making power, by gender: 2010 survey

Male Female Aggregate

Economic Multinomial Probit Probit Multinomial Probit Probit Multinomial Probit Probit
factors Joint- Main- Main- Joint- Main- Main-joint | Joint-none | Main-none Main-joint

none none joint none none
Employed 0.344** | (0.584*** 0.276** | 0.383*** 0.690*** 0.302*** 0.381*** 0.623*** 0.257***
(yes/no) (3.03) (5.49) (3.53) (3.70) (6.79) (3.94) (4.94) (7.80) (4.43)
Sample (n) 7,235 3,560 10,165 6,456 17,400 10,016
Wald Chi2 905.96*** 199.96*** 1291.59*** 487 .47*** 1905.57*** 538.90***
Employment 0.016 0.021 0.005 0.056** 0.080*** 0.018 0.030** 0.029** 0.001
income (R°000) (1.14) (1.47) (0.57) (2.36) (3.46) (1.22) (2.47) (2.35) (0.14)
Sample (n) 7,270 3,575 10,247 6,502 17,517 10,077
Wald Chi2 900.00*** 174.37*** 1303.03*** 502.17*** 1860.97*** 504.71***
Total income 0.014 0.022 0.007 0.044** 0.065*** 0.016 0.027** 0.027** 0.001
(R°000) (1.02) (1.52) (0.73) (2.02) (3.07) (1.22) (2.53) (2.52) (0.26)
Sample (n) 7,270 3,575 10,247 6,502 17,517 10,077
Wald Chi2 903.37*** 174.11*** 1283.83*** 499.90*** 1856.61*** 504.74*+*
Education 0.052*** 0.034** -0.012 0.018 0.040%** 0.023** 0.037*** 0.035*** 0.002
(years) (2.95) (2.07) (1.03) (1.49) (3.31) (2.41) (3.29) (3.29) (0.32)
Sample (n) 7,265 3,574 10,240 6,495 17,505 10,069
Wald Chi2 861.48*** 180.01*** 1254.24*** 487.98*** 1806.28*** 507.32***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, race, headship, household size and matéals; Coefficients are for separate indepenagmnession models.
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Table 11c: Economic factors as predictors of econamdecision-making power, by gender: 2012 survey

Male Female Aggregate
Economic Multinomial Probit Probit Multinomial Probit Probit Multinomial Probit Probit
factors Joint- Main- Main- Joint- Main- Main-joint | Joint-none | Main-none Main-joint
none none joint none none

Employed 0.858*** 1.315%** 0.394** | 0.706*** 1.104%** 0.289*** 0.782*** 1.220%*** 0.337***
(yes/no) (7.66) (11.47) (4.82) (6.83) (10.94) (3.86) (10.06) (15.63) (5.93)
Sample (n) 7,518 4,126 11,051 7,674 18,569 11,800
Wald Chi2 1003.88*** 337.53*** 2051.32%** 373.85*** 2923.49%** 632.29***
Employment 0.112* 0.121* 0.006 0.273*** 0.316*** 0.029** 0.142** 0.167*** 0.017
income (R°000) (1.74) (1.87) (0.52) (5.84) (6.70) (2.30) (2.28) (2.66) (1.58)
Sample (n) 7,538 4,137 11,085 7,694 18,623 11,831
Wald Chi2 946.66*** 336.55*** 2068.81*** 380.50*** 2481.98*** 639.97***
Total income 0.044 0.050 0.003 0.254*** 0.290%** 0.025** 0.070 0.089 0.014
(R°000) (0.90) (0.99) (0.40) (6.47) (7.37) (2.24) (1.23) (1.52) (1.52)
Sample (n) 7,538 4,137 11,085 7,694 18,623 11,831
Wald Chi2 971.62*** 336.49*** 2009.98*** 381.52*** 2534.64*** 639.80***
Education 0.093*** | 0.090*** 0.001 0.084*** 0.089*** 0.008 0.086*** 0.090*** 0.007
(years) (5.27) (5.68) (0.16) (6.10) (6.81) (0.86) (7.79) (8.87) (1.05)
Sample (n) 7,531 4,133 11,070 7,686 18,601 11,819
Wald Chi2 1039.62*** 347.17*+* 1924.84*** 397.27*** 2589.54*** 661.38***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, race, headship, household size and matéals. Coefficients are for separate indepenagmnéession models.
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Table 11d: Economic factors as predictors of econamdecision-making power, by gender: pooled

Male Female Aggregate

Economic Multinomial Probit Probit Multinomial Probit Probit Multinomial Probit Probit
factors Joint- Main- Main- Joint- Main- Main-joint | Joint-none | Main-none Main-joint

none none joint none none
Employed 0.552*** 0.838*** 0.285*** 0.528*** 0.869*** 0.284*** 0.537*** 0.852*** 0.279***
(yes/no) (7.92) (12.57) (5.69) (9.11) (14.89) (6.70) (22.77) (18.02) (8.35)
Sample (n) 20,910 11,236 30,382 20,055 51,292 31,29
Wald Chi2 2496.38*** 680.97*** 4607.42*** 1281.87* 6360.77*** 1779.50%**
Employment 0.035** 0.035** 0.0004 0.113%** 0.139*** 0.018** 0.054*** 0.056*** 0.002
income (R°000) (2.58) (2.51) (0.07) (5.39) (6.50) (2.33) (4.27) (4.32) (0.38)
Sample (n) 21,019 11,295 30,566 20,166 51,585 31,46
Wald Chi2 2489.57*** 679.15*** 4525.26*** 1350.55™ 6335i47*** 1869.66***
Total income 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.096*** 0.121*** 0.018** Initial values not feasible 0.003
(R°000) (0.51) (1.31) (0.34) (4.73) (5.85) (2.48) (0.79)
Sample (n) 21,019 11,295 30,566 20,166 - 31,461
Wald Chi2 2484.74*** 678.96*** 4429.24*** 1352.57* - 1863.08***
Education 0.066*** 0.054*** -0.006 0.037*** 0.058*** 0.019*** 0.048*** 0.054*** 0.007*
(years) (5.90) (5.26) (0.83) (4.90) (7.89) (3.46) (7.21) (8.56) (1.76)
Sample (n) 21,007 11,283 30,540 20,145 51,547 81,42
Wald Chi2 2462.48*** 689.56*** 4399.38*** 1343.02* 6224.77*** 1863.17***

Notes: Data are pooled across all three surveydsiuri*p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjusted fage, race, headship, household size, maritalsstatd survey round;
Coefficients are for separate independent regnessmdels.
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Table 12: Economic factors as predictors of economidecision-making responsibility in a balanced pangby gender

Economic decision-makingresponsibility (yes/no)

Economic factors 2008 - 2010 2010 - 2012 Combined

Male Female Male Female Male Female
Employed 0.537*** 0.490%*** 0.680*** 0.572%** 0.662*** 0.577***
(comparison: not employed (11.30) (12.87) (15.20) (14.39) (18.65) (19.02)
No. of observations (N) 9,188 14,536 10,316 15,964 16,663 24,982
Wald Chi2 987.61*** 1965.72*** 1253.97*** 1978.35™ 2410.63*** 4111, 71%**
Employment income 0.005*** 0.075*** 0.036*** 0.085*** 0.031*** 0.107***
(R°000) (0.99) (7.17) (5.33) (8.17) (5.81) (11.68)
No. of observations (N) 9,253 14,649 10,353 16,045 16,753 25,139
Wald Chi2 1009.39*** 1968.19*** 1289.45*** 1982.90* 2431.28*** 4078.24***
Total income 0.005 0.079*** 0.028*** 0.090*** 0.026*** 0.113%**
(R°000) (1.09) (7.58) (4.43) (8.68) (5.05) (12.42)
No. of observations (N) 9,253 14,649 10,353 16,045 16,753 25,139
Wald Chi2 1009.67*** 1966.64*** 1291.67*** 1977.48* 2433.29*** 4072.63***
Education 0.029*** 0.018*** 0.052*** 0.038*** 0.054*** 0.040%**
(years) (4.35) (3.38) (7.97) (6.91) (10.05) (9.41)
No. of observations (N) 9,252 14,637 10,347 16,027 16,746 25,115
Wald Chi2 1013.10*** 1955.65*** 1302.29*** 1964.45* 2418.44** 4033.32***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Margina&ffects equal to coefficients; Adjusted for agegreheadship, household size and marital statusyéghts used; panel

probit functions
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Table 13: Economic factors as predictors of economdecision-making power, by gender: 2008 — 2010 pain

Economic decision-making power

Economic factors Joint-none Main-none Main-joint

Male Female Male Female Male Female
Employed 0.455%** 0.424%* 0.521%** 0.520%*** 0.256*** 0.221***
(comparison: not employed) (7.02) (8.95) (9.33) (11.05) (4.82) (6.20)
No. of observations (N) 4,794 6,815 8,224 12,172 358, 10,085
Wald Chi2 350.53*** 838.56*** 604.56*** 1109.29*** 531.65%** 1226.52***
Employment income 0.006 0.062*** 0.003 0.074*** 0.003 0.017***
(R°000) (0.85) (5.03) (0.70) (6.09) (0.80) (2.77)
No. of observations (N) 4,827 6,869 8,282 12,266 3935, 10,163
Wald Chi2 345.00*** 850.62*** 617.61*** 1109.81*** 538.84*** 1239.35%**
Total income 0.003 0.061*** 0.005 0.078*** 0.005 0.021***
(R°000) (0.44) (5.17) (1.13) (6.46) (1.27) (3.40)
No. of observations (N) 4,827 6,869 8,282 12,266 395, 10,163
Wald Chi2 345.16*** 851.72%** 618.42*** 1109.75*** 537.53*** 1239.36***
Education 0.028*** 0.012* 0.022*** 0.016** -0.001 0.014%**
(years) (2.92) (1.90) (3.01) (2.52) (0.21) (3.16)
No. of observations (N) 4,830 6,866 8,281 12,257 393, 10,151
Wald Chi2 341.78*** 848.90*** 631.32*** 1084.97*** 540.74*** 1239.70***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Margin&ffects equal to coefficients; Adjusted for ageereheadship, household size and marital statusvéiights used; panel

probit functions
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Table 14: Economic factors as predictors of economdecision-making power, by gender: 2010 — 2012 pain

Economic decision-making power

Economic factors Joint-none Main-none Main-joint

Male Female Male Female Male Female
Employed 0.546*** 0.438*** 0.733*** 0.652*** 0.304*** 0.339***
(comparison: not employed) (9.92) (8.73) (12.88) (13.40) (6.69) (9.64)
No. of observations (N) 5,784 7,338 9,024 13,332 825, 11,258
Wald Chi2 534.06*** 797.64*** 679.17** 1243.30*** 621.65*** 1382.25%**
Employment income 0.023*** 0.054*** 0.032*** 0.096*** 0.007 0.024***
(R°000) (3.09) (4.35) (4.38) (8.17) (1.62) (4.58)
No. of observations (N) 5,808 7,389 9,055 13,399 843, 11,302
Wald Chi2 526.54*** 794.16*** 725.89*** 1259.75*** 607.23*** 1370.29***
Total income 0.017* 0.058*** 0.025*** 0.099*** 0.004 0.026***
(R°000) (2.38) (4.77) (3.65) (8.43) (1.07) (5.04)
No. of observations (N) 5,808 7,389 9,055 13,399 843, 11,302
Wald Chi2 527.75%** 792.90*** 724.66*** 1256.40*** 608.12*** 1371.31***
Education 0.045%** 0.050*** 0.049*** 0.029*** 0.010* 0.001
(years) (5.59) (7.11) (6.14) (4.44) (1.72) (0.33)
No. of observations (N) 5,803 7,381 9,050 13,383 845, 11,290
Wald Chi2 534.58*** 795.61*** 722.58*** 1243.84*** 613.47*** 1358.22***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Margin&ffects equal to coefficients; Adjusted for ageereheadship, household size and marital statusvéiights used; panel

probit functions
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Table 15: Economic factors as predictors of economidecision-making power, by gender: combined balaed panel

Economic decision-making power

Economic factors Joint-none Main-none Main-joint

Male Female Male Female Male Female
Employed 0.517*** 0.455%*** 0.704*** 0.643*** 0.313*** 0.292***
(comparison: not employed)  (11.48) (12.38) (16.21) (17.26) (8.13) (10.55)
No. of observations (N) 9,462 12,325 14,918 20,90% 8,946 16,734
Wald Chi2 908.19*** 1771.37** | 1498.65*** | 2700.14* 1153.32*** 2586.87***
Employment income 0.021*** 0.080*** 0.026*** 0.115%** 0.007* 0.021***
(R°000) (3.39) (7.64) (4.73) (10.90) (1.87) (4.63)
No. of observations (N) 9,515 12,413 14,997 21,039 8,994 16,826
Wald Chi2 887.20*** 1760.17*** | 1549.06*** | 2699.37* 1144 57*** 2569.58***
Total income 0.016*** 0.083*** 0.023*** 0.119%*** 0.005* 0.023***
(R°000) (2.70) (8.11) (4.34) (11.41) (1.67) (5.24)
No. of observations (N) 9,515 12,413 14,997 21,039 8,994 16,826
Wald Chi2 888.19*** 1760.88*** | 1548.42*** | 2695.06™* 1143.97*** 2571.84***
Education 0.052*** 0.042%** 0.044*** 0.035*** 0.005 0.006*
(years) (7.62) (8.26) (7.05) (6.58) (1.08) (1.87)
No. of observations (N) 9,513 12,404 14,991 21,019 8,988 16,807
Wald Chi2 882.43*** 1736.51*** | 1535.69*** | 2669.11*** 1149.38*** 2560.98***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Margin&ffects equal to coefficients; Adjusted for ageereheadship, household size and marital statusvéiights used; panel

probit functions

143




Table 16a: Gender and employment status of decisiemakers as predictors of household expenditure

Household
2008 survey Food Health caré’ Transport" Utilities Insurance items Education
Female 61** 262** 244xxx 20 -33 487 68
(2.55) (2.30) (3.46) (1.45) (1.06) (1.29) (0.94)
Employed 178+ 208** 505*** 48*** 125%** 263 179*
(5.85) (2.02) (8.36) (2.93) (3.46) (0.75) (1.73)
Sample (n) 9,232 9,208 9,160 7,278 4,339 1,278 82,48
F-value/Wald Chi2 70.27*** 514.27*** 1853.97*** 489*** 17.53*** 1.22 2.19**
Employed female 191 122 322%** 64 107 106 315**
(0.69) (0.50) (2.71) (1.52) (0.82) (0.73) (2.27)
Employed male 157%** 260 730%** 18 169*** 656* -149
(4.27) (1.26) (6.91) (0.75) (3.71) (1.73) (0.93)
Sample (n) 9,232 9,208 9,160 7,278 4,339 1,278 82,48
F-value/Wald Chi2 64.12*** 520.37*** 1821 .53*** 438*** 17.53*** 1.64 2.38**
Household
2010 survey Food Health care Transport” Utilities" Insurance” items Education
Female 61 -378** -103 13 109*** 1729 154
(1.24) (2.44) (12.52) (1.13) (3.65) (2.37) (0.61)
Employed 398*** -183 349%** Q2x** 221 % 1337 -64
(6.74) (1.37) (6.31) (7.76) (8.13) (0.71) (0.20)
Sample (n) 9,481 1,243 8,818 9,279 8,966 1,395 11,84
F-value/Wald Chi2 20.64*** 6.75*** 1580.92*** 41191*** 789.72%** 0.63 1.88**
Employed female 430 -71 302 75* 106*** 1477 -153
(0.83) (1.18) (0.90) (1.68) (4.40) (0.23) (0.36)
Employed male 354x** -401 431*** 117 384*** 1069 126
(6.46) (1.50) (4.33) (6.20) (8.01) (0.73) (0.32)
Sample (n) 9,481 1,243 8,818 9,279 8,966 1,395 11,84
F-value/Wald Chi2 19.39*** 6.13*+* 1644.59*** 41323*** 776.39*** 0.59 2.16**

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status, race anddéhold income; superscript ‘h’ shows that heckswaction model
results were reported, otherwise the results am fDLS for non-zero expenditure values and poatiied weights are used. For the heckman selectiodel, the Wald
Chi2 statistic is reported. For OLS, the F-valueepgorted. Gender and employment status variabéemeluded when interaction of the two is assesBegression models
are estimated for sub-sample of decision-makerng onl
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Table 16a: Gender and employment status of decisiemakers as predictors of household expenditure (cdmued)

Household
2012 survey Food Health caré’ Transport" Utilities Insurance items Education
Female 34 20 175%** 27* -20 416 93
(1.48) (0.25) (2.62) (1.70) (0.38) (1.50) (0.93)
Employed 138+ 91 260*** 23 57* 614x** -294
(2.93) (1.25) (4.60) (0.69) (1.89) (1.98) (1.47)
Sample (n) 10,716 10,716 10,708 9,485 6,258 1,469 ,9021
F-value/Wald Chi2 A7.77** 579.11%** 1873.60*** 3g5*** 15.22%** 1.58 3.20%**
Employed female 187* 152 115** 21 37* 880 -246
(1.82) (0.50) (2.29) (0.16) (1.89) (1.56) (0.14)
Employed male 65 52 444%** 27 94 23 -417
(1.11) (0.33) (4.38) (0.72) (1.53) (0.07) (1.45)
Sample (n) 10,716 10,716 10,708 9,485 6,258 1,469 ,9021
F-value/Wald Chi2 43.93*** 587.29 1853.87*** 35.8%* 13.98*** 1.51 3.79***
Household
Pooled Food Health care Transport Utilities Insurance” items Education”
Female 52** 214 88 11 B64*** 1114* -29
(2.56) (0.79) (1.62) (1.18) (5.39) (2.77) (0.40)
Employed 292%** 253 437*** 40** 165*** 1001 -36
(6.56) (1.50) (6.48) (2.27) (14.56) (1.27) (0.54)
Sample (n) 29,429 4,926 10,020 24,201 28,856 4,142 28,707
F-value/Wald Chi2 82.66*** 11.00*** 29.64*** 84.21* 5047.17*** 1.80** 608.36***
Employed female 322* 478 500 34 Q2%+ 1200 156***
(1.71) (1.57) (1.06) (0.71) (7.33) (0.74) (2.87)
Employed male 248** -248 315** 51** 286*** 559 -366**
(5.46) (1.29) (2.39) (2.46) (13.46) (1.26) (2.50)
Sample (n) 29,429 4,926 10,020 24,201 28,856 4,142 28,707
F-value/Wald Chi2 76.98*** 10.46*** 28.02*** 79.57* 4943.81*** 1.66* 613.93***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status, race anddéhold income; superscript ‘h’ shows that heckswaction model
results were reported, otherwise the results am fDLS for non-zero expenditure values and poatiied weights are used. For the heckman selectiodel, the Wald
Chi2 statistic is reported. For OLS models, theaks® is reported. Gender and employment statuablas are included when interaction of the twosiseased. Regression
models are estimated for sub-sample of decisionensadnly.
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Table 16b: Gender and employment status of decisiemakers as predictors of household expenditure — pa&l analysis

2008 — 2010 panel Household
Food Health care Transport™ Utilities™ Insurance items Education
Female 46*** 21 66 31xxx 76x** 293 41 2%
(3.23) (0.43) (1.46) (3.17) (3.95) (0.56) (5.17)
Employed 181 %** 121** T42%*+* 71x** 190*** -29 586***
(13.63) (2.32) (17.47) (8.06) (10.50) (0.06) (7.83)
No. of observations (N 15,475 2,449 14,841 15,281 14,993 2,153 14,858
F-value/Wald Chi2 4729.30*** 824 .97*** 2624.68*** @60.25*** 1593.08*** 72.26*** 650.94***
Employed female 179 151 725 72 172 -270 638
(0.23) (0.99) (0.63) (0.25) (1.49) (0.77) (1.14)
Employed male 186*** 48 T778%** 68*** 226*** 566 464*+*
(8.53) (0.54) (10.92) (4.66) (7.46) (0.61) (3.59)
No. of observations (N 15,475 2,449 14,841 15,281 14,993 2,153 14,858
F-value/Wald Chi2 4729.19*** 825.95%** 2625.23** (60.53 1595.02*** 72.84%** 652.80***
Household
2010 — 2012 panel Food Health care Transport Utilities™ Insurance® items Education*"
Female 36*** -7 13 34%** 77+ 111 303***
(2.68) (0.14) (0.25) (3.96) (5.63) (0.22) (4.42)
Employed 149%** 54 297*** 60*** 171%** -13 469***
(11.63) (0.99) (5.61) (7.61) (12.99) (0.03) (7.15)
No. of observations (N 17,130 2,402 5,135 16,958 6,619 2,334 16,543
F-value/Wald Chi2 4278.01*** 591.59%** 1406.20*** A36.49%** 1824.22*** 6.41*** 541.83***
Employed female 152 107 269 71* 175 116 608***
(0.41) (1.54) (0.85) (1.97) (0.51) (0.43) (3.30)
Employed male 142%** -58 358*** 4Qr** 162%** -316 172
(6.86) (0.64) (4.01) (3.11) (7.45) (0.37) (1.56)
No. of observations (N 17,130 2,402 5,135 16,958 6,619 2,334 16,543
F-value/Wald Chi2 4278.13*** 594 29*** 1406.84 4983*** 1824.69 5.84*** 553.31***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status, race anddhold income. Superscript ‘xtt’ represent useantlom-effect tobit
model and all were significant using the likelihaadio test. Results for food expenditure are ftbmrandom-effect OLS model after passing Breusdtag§an Langrangian
multiplier test for random effects. Otherwise pabtegression results are reported. For random+effdit and random-effect OLS, the Wald Chi2 statis reported. For
pooled OLS, the F-value is reported. Gender and@mpent status variables are included when interacif the two is assessed. Regression modelsstireaged for sub-
sample of decision-makers only.
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Table 16b: Gender and employment status of decisiemakers as predictors of household expenditure — pa&l analysis (continued)

Household
Combined panel Food Health care Transport Utilities™ Insurance™ items Education
Female 35%** 5 24 28*** 7Qx** 130 -4
(3.02) (0.13) (0.61) (3.74) (5.65) (0.37) (0.20)
Employed 147 %+ 98** 327*** 50x** 155+ 4 13
(13.87) (2.23) (8.03) (7.76) (13.67) (0.01) (0.20)
No. of observations (N) 25,761 3,947 8,151 25,541 5,2@9 3,445 5,311
F-value/Wald Chi2 6412.39*** 104.83*** 235.05*** 632.43*** 2687.56*** 92.66*** 357.68***
Employed female 142 131 309 55 151 60 -194
(0.06) (1.25) (0.70) (1.19) (0.64) (0.26) (1.57)
Employed male 147 %+ 22 366*** 40*** 165*+* -129 58*
(8.40) (0.30) (5.28) (3.75) (8.69) (0.21) (1.76)
No. of observations (N) 25,761 3,947 8,151 25,541 5,29 3,445 5,311
F-value/Wald Chi2 6412.25*** 95.46*** 235.08*** 61% 35*** 2687.74** 92.70*** 360.91***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status, race anddhold income. Superscript ‘xtt’ represent useantlom-effect tobit
model and all were significant using the likelihaadio test. Results for food expenditure are ftbmrandom-effect OLS model after passing Breusétagan Langrangian
multiplier test for random effects. Otherwise pabfegression results are reported. For random+etifdit and random-effect OLS, the Wald Chi2 statiss reported. For
pooled OLS, the F-value is reported. Gender and@mpent status variables are included when interacif the two is assessed. Regression modelsstimated for sub-
sample of decision-makers only.
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Table 17a: Gender and employment income of decisiemakers as predictors of household expenditure

Household
2008 survey Food Health caré’ Transport Utilities" Insurance items Education
Female 88r** 336*** 295%** 48*** 17.27 658* 142
(3.23) (2.87) (2.73) (5.45) (0.45) (1.81) (1.48)
Employment income 43rrx 32%** 96*** 24%*x 30*** 83* 46*
(000) (6.13) (4.29) (4.77) (24.67) (4.71) (1.82) (1.80)
Sample (n) 9,309 9,284 3,611 9,283 4,370 1,287 82,50
F-value/Wald Chi2 67.04*** 429.02*** Q.57+ 5184 4p** 12.50*** 1.19 2.03**
Employment income 69** 62* 216** 43xrx 53** 261* 185***
for a female (000) (2.16) (1.80) (2.50) (10.26) (2.15) (1.72) (3.04)
Employment income 37H** 28*** 66*** 19%** 26*** 48 24
for a male (000) (5.08) (3.86) (3.32) (17.71) (3.83) (1.50) (1.04)
Sample (n) 9,309 9,284 3,611 9,283 4,370 1,287 82,50
F-value/Wald Chi2 60.63*** 452 .85*** 9.85%** 5381 &*** 14.76*** 1.28 4.62%**
Household
2010 survey Food Health car€’ Transport" Utilities" Insurance items Education
Female 153+ -170** -78 17 62 1434 188
(3.77) (2.10) (1.12) (1.39) (0.96) (1.64) (0.87)
Employment income 41 rxx 30.3*** 75.9%** 10*** 39*** 1 19
(000) (4.92) (7.94) (16.91) (10.90) (3.94) (0.01) (0.94)
Sample (n) 9,538 8,830 8,873 9,336 4,292 1,405 21,85
F-value/Wald Chi2 21.12%** 504.09*** 1077.38*** 352 90*** 6.12%** 0.85 2.13*
Employment income 47 36.6 75 19%** 27 28 32
for a female (000) (0.58) (0.86) (0.52) (5.09) (0.98) (0.28) (0.47)
Employment income 37*** 29.1x** 80*** Trx* 47*** 25 10
for a male (000) (4.28) (6.08) (14.20) (7.40) (3.37) (0.33) (0.54)
Sample (n) 9,538 8,830 8,873 9,336 4,292 1,405 21,85
F-value/Wald Chi2 20.59*** 518.26*** 1184.98*** 352,.32*** 8.66*** 0.84 1.94**

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status and rageerscript ‘h’ shows that heckman selection modsiilts were reported,
otherwise the results are from OLS for non-zerceexiiture values and post stratified weights arel.uSer the heckman selection model, the Wald Clai2ssic is reported.
For OLS models, the F-value is reported. Genderemmoloyment income variables are included whemnradcteon of the two is assessed. Regression modelsséimated for
sub-sample of decision-makers only.
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Table 17a: Gender and employment income of decisiemakers as predictors of household expenditure (cdimued)

Household

2012 survey Food Health caré’ Transport" Utilities" Insurance” items Education
Female T2%xx 75 298*** 47xxx 60*** 444* 195*

(2.70) (0.95) (4.17) (5.21) (5.27) (1.86) (1.83)
Employment income Qhrrx B65*** Q5*** 32%** 45¥r* 39* 17
(000) (7.76) (11.53) (14.95) (27.70) (35.40) (1.71) (1.64)
Sample (n) 10,742 10,742 10,734 10,738 10,730 1,471 1,905
F-value/Wald Chi2 47 .95+ 448.95*** 943.36*** 6048 7*** 2943.03*** 1.48 5.84***
Employment income 63** 86** 109 38*** B61**+* 110 17
for a female (000) (2.12) (2.45) (1.62) (3.80) (9.05) (1.33) (0.14)
Employment income 38*** H4xx* 89*** 209%** 37x** 19 16.3
for a male (000) (6.46) (8.23) (12.06) (19.42) (23.64) (1.02) (1.49)
Sample (n) 10,742 10,742 10,734 10,738 10,730 1,471 1,905
F-value/Wald Chi2 44,09*** 449.56*** 960.64*** 60999*** 3027.12%** 1.65* 6.22%**

Household

Pooled Food Health care Transport Utilities" Insurance items Education”
Female T2%xx 232 207*** 27xxx 54* 1057** 52

(3.62) (0.86) (3.62) (4.65) (1.89) (2.23) (0.73)
Employment income 43*** 44*** 80*** 18*** 41%** 58* 58***
(000) (10.42) (4.07) (9.37) (31.40) (6.71) (1.65) (10.50)
Sample (n) 29,589 4,949 10,079 29,357 14,938 4,163 28,862
F-value/Wald Chi2 81.00*** 10.78*** 24.,05*** 1333B4*** 17.16%** 1.69* 437.46***
Employment income 58** 78 118*** 30*** 44 160 Q4 ***
for a female (000) (2.11) (1.06) (2.87) (12.25) (0.41) (1.28) (4.83)
Employment income 37*** 30*** B5*** 14%xx 39*** 12 37***
for a male (000) (9.01) (2.76) (6.65) (21.29) (4.94) (0.42) (5.49)
Sample (n) 29,589 4,949 10,079 29,357 14,938 4,163 28,862
F-value/Wald Chi2 75.51*** 10.08*** 23.55*** 1358B0O*** 21.20*** 1.62* 473.17***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status and rageerscript ‘h’ shows that heckman selection modsiilts were reported,
otherwise the results are from OLS for non-zerceexiiture values and post stratified weights arel.uSer the heckman selection model, the Wald Clai2ssic is reported.
For OLS models, the F-value is reported. Genderemmoloyment income variables are included whemnradcteon of the two is assessed. Regression modelsséimated for
sub-sample of decision-makers only.
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Table 17b: Gender and employment income of decisiemakers as predictors of household expenditure — pa&l analysis

Household

2008 — 2010 panel Food Health care Transport™ Utilities™ Insurance items Education
Female 28* 17 -39 25** 60*** 308 349%**

(1.95) (0.34) (0.83) (2.59) (3.08) (0.60) (4.43)
Employment income 24%** 24%** 56*** 11%** 25%** 28 51%**
(000) (20.60) (7.70) (18.10) (15.12) (17.85) (1.24) (9.68)
No. of observations (N 15,592 2,466 14,955 15,397 15,107 2,170 14,970
F-value/Wald Chi2 3725.39*** 559.63*** 2002.97*** B42.03*** 1170.57*** 61.75** 542.59
Employment income 48*** 29 117%** 23%** 48*** 175** 142%**
for a female (000) (10.79) (1.12) (9.90) (8.48) (8.38) (2.48) (8.98)
Employment income 18*** 22%*%x 42rrx 8rrx 20%** 7 28***
for a male (000) (13.85) (6.08) (12.49) (10.18) (12.99) (0.32) (4.92)
No. of observations (N 15,592 2,466 14,955 15,397 15,107 2,170 14,970
F-value/Wald Chi2 3882, 74+ 560.94*** 2121.08*** PA3.22%** 1251.20*** 68.06*** 625.43***

Household

2010 — 2012 panel Food Health care Transport Utilities™ Insurance® items Education*"
Female 22 25 47 30*** 65*** 133 263***

(1.63) (0.46) (0.87) (3.46) (4.61) (0.27) (3.88)
Employment income 23%** 35%** 86*** 13%** 25%** 25 S4x**
(000) (19.65) (8.90) (20.29) (18.09) (22.60) (1.08) (11.71)
No. of observations (N 17,194 2,410 5,154 17,022 6,741 2,341 16,604
F-value/Wald Chi2 3271.59%** 347.69*** 784.24*** 386.06*** 1229.25*** 6.36*** 440.93***
Employment income 44Fx* 39 83 25%** 25%** 196*** 129%**
for a female (000) (10.48) (1.14) (0.60) (9.83) (9.93) (2.91) (9.67)
Employment income 16%** T Rl 88*+* Q** 19%** 0 29%**
for a male (000) (11.69) (6.10) (15.78) (11.09) (14.99) (0.01) (5.45)
No. of observations (N 17,194 2,410 5,154 17,022 6,741 2,341 16,604
F-value/Wald Chi2 3410.96*** 349.03*** 784 .51*** A01.54*** 1341.40*** 6.59*** 533.71***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status and rageerScript ‘xtt’ represent use of random-effectitobodel and all were
significant using the likelihood ratio test. Resulbr food expenditure are from the random-effecE@nodel after passing Breusch & Pagan Langrangialtiplier test for
random effects. Otherwise pooled regression reaudtseported. For random-effect tobit and randffieceOLS models, the Wald Chi2 statistic is repdrtFor pooled OLS
models, the F-value is reported. Gender and emmayrimcome variables are included when interactibthe two is assessed. Regression models areagstinfor sub-
sample of decision-makers only.
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Table 17b: Gender and employment income of decisiemakers as predictors of household expenditure — pa&l analysis (continued)

Household

Combined panel Food Health care Transport Utilities Insurance items Education
Female 23* 28 66 26%** B2x** 163 41

(1.94) (0.66) (1.56) (3.44) (4.87) (0.47) (0.57)
Employment income 24%** 31 xr* 84*r* 13%** 26*** 28 4%+
(000) (23.62) (10.75) (25.54) (20.40) (25.26) (1.55) (7.48)
No. of observations (N) 25,902 3,965 8,197 25,681 5,347 3,464 5,340
F-value/Wald Chi2 4806.29*** 716.32*** 1417.14*** 849,32+ 1852.13*** 80.03*** 273.36***
Employment income fof 43*** 38* 57%** 24xx% 46*** 158*** 73***
a female (000) (11.27) (1.75) (3.04) (10.51) (11.13) (2.96) (5.10)
Employment income for 17%%* 28*** T7*** e 20%** 7 18**
a male (000) (15.47) (8.12) (19.01) (13.36) (17.58) (0.36) (2.45)
No. of observations (N) 25,902 3,965 8,197 25,681 5,347 3,464 5,340
F-value/Wald Chi2 4967.15%** 719.75%** 1427.80*** @07.10*** 1997.62*** 88.96*** 300.61***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status and rageeiScript ‘xtt’ represent use of random-effecttofodel and all were
significant using the likelihood ratio test. Resutir food expenditure are from the random-effecE@nodel after passing Breusch & Pagan Langrangialtiplier test for
random effects. Otherwise pooled regression reau#tseported. For random-effect tobit and randéfieceOLS models, the Wald Chi2 statistic is repdrtFor pooled OLS
models, the F-value is reported. Gender and em@ayimncome variables are included when interaatiiothe two is assessed. Regression models areagstirfor sub-
sample of decision-makers only.
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Table 18a: Gender and total income of decision-make as predictors of household expenditure

Household
2008 survey Food Health car€’ Transport" Utilities Insurance” items" Education”
Female -8 438*** 346*+* -6 -23 -79 20
(0.36) (3.76) (4.47) (0.50) (0.95) (0.22) (0.15)
Total income (000) 0.7 1.0 Tr** 1** 18*** 45*** 42 9***
(1.20) (1.05) (5.76) (2.42) (13.02) (2.60) (4.79)
Sample (n) 9,309 9,284 9,236 7,338 9,262 9,278 49,26
F-value/Wald Chi2 53.17** 391.52%** 1025.61*** 2D2*** 1304.73*** 110.60*** 179.16***
Total income for a 0.4 1.0** 5¥rx 1 25** 27 39
female (000) (0.89) (2.25) (6.80) (1.29) (2.00) (1.23) (0.50)
Total income for a male 7 13* 38*** 7 18 68*** 47***
(000) (0.95) (2.52) (8.18) (1.52) (11.71) (2.72) (3.91)
Sample (n) 9,309 9,284 9,236 7,338 9,262 9,278 49,26
F-value/Wald Chi2 50.17*** 419.64*** 1121.17%** 282%** 1424, 74%** 112.70%** 180.15***
Household
2010 survey Food Health caré" Transport" Utilities" Insurance items Education
Female 88** -146* -129* 12 57 1433 222
(2.16) (1.85) (1.78) (0.97) (0.89) (1.55) (1.03)
Total income (000) 10 38*** 11%* 2%** 38*** -4 33*
(1.56) (10.63) (6.66) (5.88) (4.09) (0.35) (1.88)
Sample (n) 9,538 8,830 8,873 9,336 4,292 1,405 21,85
F-value/Wald Chi2 18.99*** 573.99*** 794.75** 340D 7** 5.96%** 0.85 1.81*
Total income for a 6*** 31 5¥rx 1#** 32 -0.8 66
female (000) (3.12) (1.61) (11.46) (6.14) (0.69) (0.71) (1.18)
Total income for a male 34x** 43*** 69*** g*** 43*** -70 8
(000) (4.27) (9.73) (13.01) (8.20) (3.38) (0.69) (0.44)
Sample (n) 9,538 8,830 8,873 9,336 4,292 1,405 21,85
F-value/Wald Chi2 21.18*** 595.17*** 1067.24*** 343.36*** 5.58*** 0.80 1.74*

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjusteidr age, household size, marital status and ragesrscript ‘h’ shows that heckman selection modsiilts were reported,
otherwise the results are from OLS for non-zerceexiiture values and post stratified weights arel.uSer the heckman selection model, the Wald Clai2ssic is reported.
For OLS models, the F-value is reported. Gendertatadlincome variables are included when intecactf the two is assessed. Regression models tameaesd for sub-
sample of decision-makers only.
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Table 18a: Gender and total income of decision-make as predictors of household expenditure (continud

Household
2012 survey Food Health car€’ Transport" Utilities" Insurance” items Education”
Female -7 10 372%** 31 51%x* 412* -22
(0.24) (0.13) (4.97) (3.28) (4.39) (1.74) (0.22)
Total income (000) 8 43 14+ G 407 20* 355
(1.10) (9.71) (5.34) (10.76) (34.65) (1.78) (5.87)
Sample (n) 10,742 10,742 10,734 10,738 10,730 1,471 10,740
F-value/Wald Chi2 36.00*** 383.83*** 656.51*** 48954*** 2651.51*** 1.52 85.82***
Total income for a JFr* 54 6*** 2% S54%** 122 36
female (000) (4.50) (1.38) (8.42) (15.96) (8.41) (1.53) (0.09)
Total income for a male 37x** 41%** 66*** 24xx* 34xx* 14 35%**
(000) (5.61) (7.54) (9.96) (19.05) (24.72) (1.14) (4.13)
Sample (n) 10,742 10,742 10,734 10,738 10,730 1,471 10,740
F-value/Wald Chi2 37.05*** 387.59%** 755.03*** 53996*** 2814.69*** 1.85** 85.82***
Household
Pooled Food Health care Transport" Utilities" Insurance” items Education”
Female -18 36 211** 16%** 10 876* 19
(0.94) (0.15) (4.86) (2.73) (0.82) (1.87) (0.27)
Total income (000) 1 2 Qr**x C ek 21%** 5 45*r**
(1.22) (1.41) (10.00) (14.28) (26.94) (0.64) (9.48)
Sample (n) 29,589 4,949 28,843 29,357 29,013 4,163 28,862
F-value/Wald Chi2 65.84*** 9.71%** 2305.28*** 122161** 3307.53*** 1.66* 406.36***
Total income for a 0.9* 1 5¥rx 1H** 29%** 8 57**
female (000) (1.76) (1.27) (14.90) (17.24) (5.26) (0.57) (2.32)
Total income for a male 18* 14 H4xxx 12%** 20%** -11 35%**
(000) (1.86) (1.45) (17.34) (21.26) (21.65) (0.35) (5.41)
Sample (n) 29,589 4,949 28,843 29,357 29,013 4,163 28,862
F-value/Wald Chi2 61.89*** 9.50*** 2618.09*** 127169** 3544 .54*** 1.67* 413.39***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjusteidr age, household size, marital status and ragesrscript ‘h’ shows that heckman selection modsiilts were reported,
otherwise the results are from OLS for non-zerceexiiture values and post stratified weights arel.uSer the heckman selection model, the Wald Clai2ssic is reported.
For OLS models, the F-value is reported. Gendertatadlincome variables are included when intecactf the two is assessed. Regression models tameaesd for sub-
sample of decision-makers only.
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Table 18b: Gender and total income of decision-make as predictors of household expenditure — panehalysis

Household
2008 — 2010 panel Food Health care Transport™ Utilities™ Insurance items Education
Female 0 -48 -125** 12 22 250 274
(0.05) (0.93) (2.60) (1.23) (1.13) (0.49) (3.47)
Total income (000) 2%x% 2xxx 8rxx ikl 0 5 4**
(6.00) (3.78) (8.95) (8.07) (1.49) (0.49) (2.20)
No. of observations (N 15,592 2,466 14,955 15,397 15,107 2,170 14,970
F-value/Wald Chi2 3204.19*** 505.64*** 1703.89*** @91.73*** 799.07*** 60.41*** 458.52***
Total income for a i Rkl 16%** 6*** 2% S 6 JFr*
female (000) (10.46) (6.33) (7.90) (7.37) (13.06) (0.26) (3.32)
Total income for a male 13%xx Loxx 31x** Trx* 15%x* 0 21 xxx
(000) (11.89) (5.48) (10.36) (9.63) (11.21) (0.02) (3.95)
No. of observations (N 15,592 2,466 14,955 15,397 15,107 2,170 14,970
F-value/Wald Chi2 3347.45%+* 541.69*** 1781.58*** (330.18*** 974.42%** 60.45*** 468.21***
Household
2010 — 2012 panel Food Health care Transport Utilities™ Insurance® items Education*"
Female 4 38 -84 20** 44rxx 149 211 %
(0.32) (0.71) (2.51) (2.25) (3.08) (0.30) (3.10)
Total income (000) 8rxx 36*** 19%** Gk 10%** 30 19%**
(11.85) (10.74) (9.76) (11.37) (14.28) (1.39) (6.93)
No. of observations (N 17,194 2,410 5,154 17,022 6,741 2,341 16,604
F-value/Wald Chi2 2949.63*** 387.78*** 446.44*** 380.86*** 898.07*** 6.41*** 354.86***
Total income for a B*** 37 10%** 2xxx 6x** 219> 18
female (000) (12.21) (0.03) (11.61) (8.39) (8.35) (3.31) (1.05)
Total income for a male 16%** 37xx* T2%** 10%** 18%** 5 24x*x
(000) (12.21) (8.58) (14.64) (13.27) (14.90) (0.22) (4.59)
No. of observations (N 17,194 2,410 5,154 17,022 6,741 2,341 16,604
F-value/Wald Chi2 3011.06*** 387.61*** 592,93*** 3740.61*** 976.56*** 6.92%** 356.02***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status and rageerScript ‘xtt’ represent use of random-effectitoiodel and all were
significant using the likelihood ratio test. Resulr food expenditure are from the random-effecE@nodel after passing Breusch & Pagan Langrangialtiplier test for
random effects. Otherwise pooled regression reaudtseported. For random-effect tobit and randffieceOLS models, the Wald Chi2 statistic is repdrtFor pooled OLS
models, the F-value is reported. Gender and totaime variables are included when interaction efttto is assessed. Regression models are estifioatedb-sample of
decision-makers only.
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Table 18b: Gender and total income of decision-make as predictors of household expenditure — panehalysis (continued)

Household

Combined panel Food Health care Transport Utilities™ Insurance™ items Education
Female -2 -42 -98** 12 28** 116 19

(0.20) (0.96) (2.25) (1.59) (2.19) (0.34) (0.27)
Total income (000) 2%** K gr** 2%%* 0 8 33+

(6.39) (4.87) (9.84) (9.48) (1.15) (0.92) (6.80)
No. of observations (N) 25,902 3,965 8,197 25,681 5,347 3,464 5,340
F-value/Wald Chi2 4081.79%** 610.86*** 813.82*** 430 .09*** 1128.88*** 78.43*%** 263.22***
Total income for a Lxxx 2%k* Hk* Lrxx el 7 48***
female (000) (12.32) (6.82) (12.59) (10.86) (16.71) (0.10) (3.46)
Total income for a male 14%xx 20%** 47*** gr** 16%** 9 16**
(000) (13.81) (7.99) (14.84) (13.40) (15.81) (0.51) (2.32)
No. of observations (N) 25,902 3,965 8,197 25,681 5,347 3,464 5,340
F-value/Wald Chi2 4303.70*** 664.40%** 987.88*** 453.05*** 1425.83*** 78.42%** 275.75%**

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status and rageeiScript ‘xtt’ represent use of random-effecttofodel and all were
significant using the likelihood ratio test. Resutir food expenditure are from the random-effecE@nodel after passing Breusch & Pagan Langrangialtiplier test for
random effects. Otherwise pooled regression reau#tseported. For random-effect tobit and randéfieceOLS models, the Wald Chi2 statistic is repdrtFor pooled OLS
models, the F-value is reported. Gender and tota@lime variables are included when interaction eftto is assessed. Regression models are estifoataab-sample of
decision-makers only.
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Table 19a: Gender and education level of decisionaRkers as predictors of household expenditure

Household
2008 survey Food Health car€’ Transport" Utilities" Insurance” items Education”
Female 14 183* 145** 8 -1 396 49
(0.66) (1.66) (1.99) (0.91) (0.08) (1.18) (0.39)
Education 39%** 35%** 7 3%** 13%** 23%** -18 82***
(8.70) (3.02) (10.94) (14.93) (8.70) (0.22) (4.20)
Sample (n) 9,296 9,271 9,223 9,270 9,249 1,286 19,25
F-value/Wald Chi2 74.44%* 506.24*** 1775.50*** 67D48** 2279.39%** 1.03 303.08***
Years of education for 37 25 48*** 12 147 -15 68
female (0.79) (0.41) (2.78) (0.84) (3.65) (0.22) (0.58)
Years of education for 42rrx 36* Q3*** 14%** 35%** -23 89**
male (6.93) (1.89) (9.04) (10.13) (7.67) (0.23) (2.54)
Sample (n) 9,296 9,271 9,223 9,270 9,249 1,286 19,25
F-value/Wald Chi2 67.75%** 512.33*** 1725.51*** 67841*** 2212.15%** 0.95 310.08***
Household
2010 survey Food Health care Transport" Utilities" Insurance” items Education”
Female -26 -324** -151** -20* 54* 1433 96
(0.62) (2.26) (2.21) (1.66) (1.72) (1.53) (0.68)
Education 60*** 46** 34%** 17%** Yrx* -245 B62%**
(8.33) (1.99) (5.31) (14.38) (12.63) (0.67) (2.61)
Sample (n) 9,532 1,253 8,868 9,330 9,017 1,405 28,85
F-value/Wald Chi2 23.78*** 10.64*** 1657.23*** 42486*** 745.64*** 0.91 202.31***
Years of education for 60 16* 36 13%** 19%** -177 44
female (0.22) (1.69) (0.07) (2.76) (6.04) (0.86) (1.00)
Years of education for 5Q*** 85** 37*** 21%** 66*** -348 84**
male (6.82) (2.14) (3.11) (10.70) (11.29) (0.79) (2.07)
Sample (n) 9,532 1,253 8,868 9,330 9,017 1,405 28,85
F-value/Wald Chi2 23.49*** 11.19%** 1686.72*** 41788*** 714.05*** 0.90 203.57***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjusteidr age, household size, marital status, race andédhold income; superscript ‘h’ shows that hecksedaction model
results were reported, otherwise the results am fDLS for non-zero expenditure values and poatiied weights are used. For the heckman selectiodel, the Wald
Chi2 statistic is reported. For OLS models, theaks® is reported. Gender and education variabkegatuded when interaction of the two is assesRedression models
are estimated for sub-sample of decision-makerng onl
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Table 19a: Gender and education level of decisionaRkers as predictors of household expenditure (comtued)

Household
2012 survey Food Health care Transport" Utilities" Insurance” items" Education”
Female 0.2 -64 119 5 13 276 58
(0.01) (0.60) (1.17) (0.62) (1.28) (0.96) (0.62)
Education 37*** 33 5Qx** 18*** 15%** 192*** 85***
(4.62) (1.30) (8.86) (17.07) (11.03) (3.50) (5.04)
Sample (n) 10,729 1,738 10,721 10,725 10,717 10,728 10,727
F-value/Wald Chi2 61.10*** 7.73** 1772.74** 700B5*** 4496.70*** 39.39*** 160.42***
Years of education for 38 39 47 17 12* 146 47%*
female (0.29) (0.56) (1.22) (1.40) (1.92) (1.05) (2.26)
Years of education for 36*** 26 B7*** 20%** 18*** 226*** 121%**
male (3.81) (0.56) (6.00) (11.86) (7.35) (2.67) (3.98)
Sample (n) 10,729 1,738 10,721 10,725 10,717 10,728 10,727
F-value/Wald Chi2 55.60*** 8.45%** 1790.06*** 693@8*** 4560.21*** 40.38*** 164.95***
Household
Pooled Food Health caré" Transport" Utilities" Insurance” items” Education”
Female -15 69 39 -6 31** 663** 34
(0.81) (1.24) (0.95) (1.03) (2.49) (2.00) (0.48)
Education Hh5*x* 34%** 57*** 16%** 32%** 178*** 67***
(7.93) (5.47) (15.02) (24.79) (22.45) (3.81) (6.55)
Sample (n) 29,557 28,825 28,812 29,325 28,983 828,85 28,830
F-value/Wald Chi2 87.56*** 1552.37*** 5006.99*** 1412 .53** 4511.62*** 140.02*** 649.93***
Years of education for 54 26 46** 14%** 17%** 96* 54
female (0.83) (0.77) (2.08) (3.44) (10.33) (1.75) (1.09)
Years of education for 7%+ 38*** B7*** 18*** 50*** 252%** T7***
male (7.04) (3.27) (10.61) (17.93) (19.79) (3.12) (4.12)
Sample (n) 29,557 28,825 28,812 29,325 28,983 28,85 28,830
F-value/Wald Chi2 81.77** 1562.27*** 4980.80*** 151 8*+* 4290.48*** 140.64*** 659.66***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjusteidr age, household size, marital status, race andédhold income; superscript ‘h’ shows that hecksedaction model
results were reported, otherwise the results am fDLS for non-zero expenditure values and poatiied weights are used. For the heckman selectiodel, the Wald
Chi2 statistic is reported. For OLS models, theaks® is reported. Gender and education variabkegatuded when interaction of the two is assesRedression models
are estimated for sub-sample of decision-makerng onl
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Table 19b: Gender and education level of decision-akers as predictors of household expenditure — pahanalysis

Household
2008 — 2010 panel Food Health care Transport™ Utilities™ Insurance items Education
Female 17 -6 -65 22** 46** 319 325%**
(1.25) (0.13) (1.47) (2.44) (2.49) (0.63) (4.21)
Education 34xxx 36*** 143*** 27xxx 50x** 19 122%**
(19.40) (5.36) (24.24) (22.90) (20.88) (0.29) (12.46)
No. of observations (N 15,576 2,463 14,940 15,381 15,093 2,170 14,954
F-value/Wald Chi2 5028.59*** 805.94*** 2960.41*** B91.20*** 1971.91*** 72.33*** 737.80%**
Years of education for 34 32 132%** 26* 48** 33 121
female (0.69) (1.17) (3.57) (1.89) (2.16) (0.37) (0.53)
Years of education for 36*** 45%** 166*+* 209%** 56*** -10 129%**
male (13.60) (4.46) (18.96) (16.77) (15.63) (0.10) (8.52)
No. of observations (N 15,576 2,463 14,940 15,381 15,093 2,170 14,954
F-value/Wald Chi2 5025.28*** 807.45*** 2975.94x* 395,97+ 1976.27*** 72.44%** 737.59***
Household
2010 — 2012 panel Food Health care Transport Utilities™ Insurance® items Education*"
Female 11 -17 -40 24xxx 47xxx 143 218>
(0.86) (0.33) (0.79) (2.98) (3.56) (0.29) (3.27)
Education 33x** 35%** 5Qx** 25%xx 38x** 90 113***
(19.41) (5.26) (8.46) (22.90) (21.55) (1.45) (12.91)
No. of observations (N 17,179 2,406 5,148 17,007 6,728 2,338 16,589
F-value/Wald Chi2 4625.57*** 624.24*** 1462.13*** $49.08*** 2188.84** 6.73*** 648.38***
Years of education for 33 32 57 24 38 94 113
female (0.73) (0.73) (0.85) (0.36) (0.11) (0.16) (0.08)
Years of education for 35%** 40*** 66*** 25%** 38*** 78 112%**
male (13.53) (4.10) (6.32) (15.55) (14.49) (0.83) (8.35)
No. of observations (N 17,179 2,406 5,148 17,007 6,728 2,338 16,589
F-value/Wald Chi2 4625.63*** 624.65%** 1462.77*** 49, 25%** 2188.86*** 6.12%** 648.41%**

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status, race anddhold income. Superscript ‘xtt’ represent useantlom-effect tobit
model and all were significant using the likelihaadio test. Results for food expenditure are ftbmrandom-effect OLS model after passing Breusdtag§an Langrangian
multiplier test for random effects. Otherwise pablegression results are reported. For randomiefédit and random-effect OLS models, the Wald Céitistic is
reported. For pooled OLS models, the F-value iontep. Gender and education variables are inclwdeen interaction of the two is assessed. Regressiaels are
estimated for sub-sample of decision-makers only.
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Table 19b: Gender and education level of decision-akers as predictors of household expenditure — pahanalysis (continued)

Household

Combined panel Food Health care Transport Utilities™ Insurance™ items Education
Female 12 -16 -34 21 xxx 44*** 156 13

(1.11) (0.39) (0.85) (3.06) (3.71) (0.45) (0.19)
Education 33*** 36*** 67*** 25%** 41%** 67 B7***

(22.58) (6.53) (12.30) (27.34) (26.07) (1.50) (7.33)
No. of observations (N) 25,876 3,959 8,184 25,655 5,323 3,461 5,331
F-value/Wald Chi2 6872.79*** 1064.00*** 2434.91*** 7390.00*** 3309.78*** 94,99*** 415.62***
Years of education for a 33 32 63 25 40 73 66
female (1.11) (1.39) (1.37) (1.44) (1.57) (0.22) (0.24)
Years of education for a 35%** Qhrrx 75%** 27*** Qhrrx 56 B69***
male (16.16) (5.39) (9.32) (19.57) (18.82) (0.82) (4.89)
No. of observations (N) 25,876 3,959 8,184 25,655 5,323 3,461 5,331
F-value/Wald Chi2 6870.79*** 1065.98*** 2437.06*** 7392.55*** 3312.35*** 95.02*** 415.60***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Adjustefdr age, household size, marital status, race anddhold income. Superscript ‘xtt’ represent usentflom-effect tobit
model and all were significant using the likelihaadio test. Results for food expenditure are ftbmrandom-effect OLS model after passing Breusdta§an Langrangian
multiplier test for random effects. Otherwise pabtegression results are reported. For random+dffed and random-effect OLS models, the Wald Glhistic is
reported. For pooled OLS models, the F-value isnte. Gender and education variables are includesh interaction of the two is assessed. Regressaxtels are
estimated for sub-sample of decision-makers only.
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Table 20: Main vs joint decision-making and genderas predictors of household expenditure

Household

2008 survey Food Health car€’ Transport" Utilities" Insurance” items Education
Female 13 249** 229%** 26*** 0 431 43

(0.59) (2.12) (3.13) (3.11) (0.03) (1.24) (0.58)
Main vs joint decision 16 243* 3971*** 4 58* 395 35
maker (0.46) (1.73) (4.70) (0.48) (1.95) (0.91) (0.27)
Sample (n) 9,311 9,286 9,238 9,285 9,264 1,289 92,50
F-value/Wald Chi2 58.05*** 506.43*** 1766.21*** 718.40%** 2200.45%** 1.03 1.78*
Main vs joint female 13 49 2% -12** 16%** -117 171
decision-maker (0.11) (1.20) (7.15) (2.56) (3.55) (1.56) (0.81)
Main vs joint male 22 453 1302*** 47 275*** 1347%** -308
decision-maker (0.36) (1.58) (8.40) (2.44) (4.19) (2.65) (0.59)
Sample (n) 9,311 9,286 9,238 9,285 9,264 1,289 92,50
F-value/Wald Chi2 55.28*** 507.92%** 1622.22*** 72D A43*** 2262.79%** 1.63* 1.73*

Household

2010 survey Food Health caré’ Transport" Utilities" Insurance” items Education
Female -28 -155** -186*** 4 68** 1503 179

(0.64) (2.16) (2.79) (0.40) (2.37) (1.56) (0.90)
Main vs joint decision 10 -45 31 7 150*** 1683 -207
maker (0.21) (0.63) (0.44) (0.50) (4.34) (1.21) (0.59)
Sample (n) 9,543 8,835 8,878 9,341 9,026 1,405 41,85
F-value/Wald Chi2 18.18*** 937.37*** 1423.40*** 390 05*** 761.05%** 0.61 1.98**
Main vs joint female 91 41 163* -9 7%+ 4724 636*
decision-maker (1.47) (0.85) (1.90) (1.39) (3.65) (0.96) (1.93)
Main vs joint male -89 -112 -124 28 309*** -2794 -1358
decision-maker (0.93) (0.84) (1.06) (1.33) (5.27) (0.77) (1.57)
Sample (n) 9,543 8,835 8,878 9,341 9,026 1,405 41,85
F-value/Wald Chi2 20.15*** 935.33*** 1391.99*** 39 81*** 750.74%** 0.56 1.87**

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Supersgti‘h’ shows that heckman selection model resuléseweported, otherwise the results are from OLShém-zero
expenditure values and post stratified weightsumed. For the heckman selection model, the Wal@ Gtatistic is reported. For OLS models, the F-®ahireported.
Gender and ‘main vs joint decision-making’ variable included when interaction of the two is assgsRegression models are estimated for sub-sarhglecision-
makers only.
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Table 20: Main vs joint decision-making and genderas predictors of household expenditure (continued)

Household

2012 survey Food Health car€’ Transport” Utilities" Insurance” items Education
Female 1.34 -15 141** 26*** 23** 293 140

(0.06) (0.20) (2.15) (3.03) (2.23) (1.22) (1.22)
Main vs joint decision -62* -98 164** 0 11 440** 214***
maker (1.74) (1.01) (2.21) (0.03) (0.84) (2.31) (2.74)
Sample (n) 10,742 10,742 10,734 10,738 10,730 1,471 1,905
F-value/Wald Chi2 43.19*** 553.67*** 1868.08*** 781.55%** 4618.09*** 1.63* 3.57***
Main vs joint female -69 12 8** 1 20 536 130
decision-maker (0.28) (0.78) (2.53) (0.37) (0.68) (0.62) (1.29)
Main vs joint male -49 -156 408*** -6 0 261 368**
decision-maker (0.92) (0.81) (3.18) (0.35) (0.00) (1.00) (2.59)
Sample (n) 10,742 10,742 10,734 10,738 10,730 1,471 1,905
F-value/Wald Chi2 39.29%** 560.40*** 1848.70*** 778.60*** 4642.52*** 1.65* 4.19%**

Household

Pooled Food Health caré’ Transport" Utilities" Insurance” items Education”
Female -17 16 37 13** 39x** 907* -11

(0.88) (0.29) (0.95) (2.31) (3.38) (1.89) (0.17)
Main vs joint decision -12 10 147%** -4 Q3*** 617** 75
maker (0.49) (0.16) (3.33) (0.63) (6.51) (2.01) (0.93)
Sample (n) 29,596 28,863 28,850 29,364 29,020 4,165 28,869
F-value/Wald Chi2 64.64*** 1517.90*** 4826.25*** 1503.75%* 5030.37*** 1.74* 612.78***
Main vs joint female 15 45 28*** -5 27%*%* 1797 249**
decision-maker (1.13) (0.45) (3.86) (0.23) (6.94) (0.63) (2.25)
Main vs joint male -58 -27 393+ -2 248*** -1366 -252
decision-maker (1.13) (0.20) (5.06) (0.18) (8.90) (0.63) (1.37)
Sample (n) 29,596 28,863 28,850 29,364 29,020 4,165 28,869
F-value/Wald Chi2 65.80*** 1515.42%** 4867.83*** 1601, 12** 4960.50*** 1.65* 616.80***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Supersptih’ shows that heckman selection model resutseweported, otherwise the results are from Ol $idm-zero

expenditure values and post stratified weightsuaesl. For the heckman selection model, the Wal@ €fattistic is reported. For OLS models, the F-watureported.
Gender and ‘main vs joint decision-making’ variabége included when interaction of the two is esstsRegression models are estimated for sub-sarhgeision-
makers only.
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Table 21: Joint decision-making and number of decien makers in the household, by household head’s mger

2008 2010 2012 Pooled
Head gender Head gender Head gender Head gender

Male Female | Chi2 Male Female| Chi2 Male Female Chi2 Male Female Chi2
Joint
decision- 66.55 30.32 | 861.55| 70.19 49.12 | 264.25 | 63.40 51.86 90.37 66.62 4491 | 921.72
making
Number | 1 33.45 69.68 29.81 50.88 36.60 48.14 33.38 55.09
of 2 63.53 27.55 | 887.07 59.94 40.69 271.53 56.53 43.83 117.77 60.34 38.241003
decision | >3 3.02 2.77 10.26 8.42 6.86 8.03 6.27 6.6
makers | Total 100.00 | 100.00 100.0¢ 100.00 100.00  100.00 100.00 0.000
Sample (n) 3,573 3,034 2,526 3,396 2,724 4,308 8,823 10,738

Notes: All the Chi2 values are significant at tHé lievel. Households with no resident economic dmtisakers, i.e. with only non-resident economicisien-makers,
were excluded from the dataset, making it posstt®nstruct a variable that captures joint (mukilecision-makers) versus centralised (one datisiaker only)
decision-making.
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Table 22: Economic characteristics of household hdaby decision-making responsibility

Male Female
Economic Factors Decision | Non-decision Total t-test/ Decision Non-decision Total t-test/
maker maker Chi2 maker maker Chi2
2008 Survey
Employed (Y/N) 0.73 0.53 0.72 4.74%* 0.44 0.05 B.4 4 5] %+
Employment income (ZAR) 4,353 2,718 4,323 1.81* 61,1 61 1,138 2.39**
Total income (ZAR) 5,355 2,944 5,310 1.58 1,680 485 1,656 2.03**
Education (years) 8.95 8.55 8.94 1.15 7.55 6.55 37. 1.46
2010 Survey
Employed (Y/N) 0.67 0.701 0.67 0.97 0.35 0.44 0.36 3.01***
Employment income (ZAR) 3,934 4,451 3,981 1.88* 50,4 1,335 1,442 0.93
Total income (ZAR) 4,336 4,674 4,366 1.71* 2,486 712, 2,430 0.10
Education (years) 9.27 9.50 9.30 1.22 7.86 9.14 77. 4.66%**
2012 Survey
Employed (Y/N) 0.71 0.27 0.70 8.27*** 0.40 0.13 9.3 7.30%**
Employment income (ZAR) 4,413 580 4,313 4.,18** 116 167 1,553 4.56%**
Total income (ZAR) 4,905 698 4,795 2.76%** 2,573 638 2,484 1.64
Education (years) 9.69 9.02 9.67 0.50 8.93 10.18 99 8. 5.46%**
Pooled
Employed (Y/N) 0.70 0.59 0.70 6.57*** 0.40 0.29 9.3 5.11%**
Employment income (ZAR) 4,241 3,462 4,207 0.56 1,43 751 1,406 2.48**
Total income (ZAR) 4,887 3,665 4,833 0.91 2,300 507 2,245 1.24
Education (years) 9.29 9.23 9.29 0.68 8.22 9.23 7 8. 6.70

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Post-stifteed weights used in the calculation of these maries.
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Table 23a: Real household expenditures, by houselkdhead’s gender — 2008 survey

Male Female Total

Category % of Median % of Median % of Median | Relative Chi2
zeros zeros Zeros Diff (median)
(n) () (n) (%)

Food 0.00 715 0.00 606 0.00 661 17.98 68.85%**
(3,595) (3,053) (6,648)

Healthcare| 75.59 500 84.42 200 79.65 360 150.00| 39.78***
(3,580) (3,048) (6,628)

Transport 56.33 400 69.14 190 62.23 300 110.52| 108.58**
(3,556) (3,036) (6,592)

Utilities 24.34 150 19.14 100 21.95 120 50.00 66.87***
(3,578) (3,046) (6,624)

Insurance 54.08 140 54.99 80 54.50 100 75.00 91.47***
(3,567) (3,046) (6,613)

Household| 85.21 422 88.84 310 86.88 400 36.12 11.74%**

items (3,576) (3,047) (6,623)

Education 76.83 400 71.60 320 74.43 360 25.00 14 57***
(3,573) (3,039) (6,612)

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1

Table 23b: Real household expenditures, by houselddhead’s gender — 2010 survey

Male Female Total

Category % of Median % of Median % of Median | Relative Chi2
zeros zeros Zeros Diff (median)
(n) (n) (%)

Food 0.00 697 0.00 658 0.00 672 5.98 5.57*
(2,542) (3,419) (5,961)

Healthcarel 84.59 401 88.27 179 86.68 223 124.25| 33.29***
(2,375) (3,121) (5,496)

Transport 67.62 447 77.50 223 73.23 322 100.00| 77.54***
(2,387) (3,134) (5,521)

Utilities 22.49 161 20.70 134 21.47 134 20.00 28.10***
(2,494) (3,323) (5,817)

Insurance 54.25 134 54.07 97 54.15 107 38.24 | 34.99*+*
(2,424) (3,183) (5,607)

Household| 83.43 398 86.06 349 84.92 358 14.10 3.67*

items (2,390) (3,128) (5,518)

Education 80.53 313 79.49 273 79.94 295 14.37 1.12
(2,378) (3,140) (5,518)

Notes: ***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table 23c: Real household expenditures, by houselddhead’s gender — 2012 survey

Male Female Total

Category % of Median % of Median % of Median | Relative Chi2

zeros zeros Zeros Diff (median)
(n) (n) (%)

Food 0.00 645 0.00 637 0.00 645 1.26 6.88**
(2,731) (4,326) (7,057)

Healthcare, 81.50 322 86.01 242 84.26 258 33.33 3.21*
(2,729) (4,324) (7,053)

Transport 60.03 403 67.65 242 64.70 322 66.66 | 41.94***
(2,727) (4,322) (7,049)

Utilities 17.05 161 10.32 132 12.92 161 21.95 20.43***
(2,728) (4,322) (7,050)

Insurance 46.15 121 42.13 96 43.68 104 24.99 29,21 %**
(2,726) (4,320) (7,046)

Household| 85.20 387 88.02 363 86.93 363 6.69 0.43

items (2,729) (4,323) (7,052)

Education 83.95 250 83.07 242 83.41 242 3.33 0.84
(2,729) (4,323) (7,052)

Notes: ***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1

Table 23d: Real household expenditures, by houseldohead’s gender - pooled

Male Female Total

Category % of Median % of Median % of Median | Relative Chi2

Zeros zeros zeros Diff (median)
(n) (n) (n) (%)

Food 0.00 675 0.00 635 0.00 645 6.34 79.96***
(8,868) (10,798) (19,666)

Healthcare 79.91) 438 86.22 201 83.36 286 117.07 75.68***
(8,684) (10,493) (19,177)

Transport 60.60 403 71.03 223 66.31 313 80.30 201.73***
(8,670) (10,492) (19,162)

Utilities 21.56 161 16.06 121 18.54 134 33.33 101.34***
(8,800) (10,691) (19,491)

Insurance 51.65| 129 49.45 96 50.44 104 33.32 134.16***
(8,717) (10,549) (19,266)

Household | 84.72 400 87.67 350 86.33 363 14.28 11.95%**

items (8,695) (10,498) (19,193)

Education 80.08 350 78.68 290 79.31 310 20.68 12.31%**
(8,680) (10,502) (19,182)

Notes: Data are pooled across all three surveydsuri*p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table 24: Household level decision-making and houlseld expenditures — 2008 survey

Food F-test Health care F-test Transport F-test Ulities F-test
Joint decision making 205*** - -33 - 30 - 6 -
(6.89) (0.38) (0.29) (0.58)
Sample (n) 5,822 5,807 5,785 5,805
F-value/Wald Chi2 68.48*** 739.31*** 965.16*** @69.40***
Presence of female 293*** -102 -165 37**
decision maker (6.66) 8.44x** (0.84) 1.39 (1.02) 8.54*** (1.99) 0.65
Presence of male 119** 170 619*** 13
decision maker (2.53) (0.93) (3.22) (0.65)
Sample (n) 5,842 5,827 5,805 5,825
F-value/Wald Chi2 63.56*** 763.20*** 882.94*** 432.63***
Presence of female 188*** -81 -156 -7
main decision maker (3.17) 2.02 (0.79) 0.85 (1.15) 18.59*** (0.46) 1.22
Presence of male main 69 114 877*** 24
decision maker (0.83) (0.64) (4.03) (0.99)
Sample (n) 5,842 5,827 5,805 5,825
F-value/Wald Chi2 63.32*** 786.01*** 790.20*** 266.84***
Presence of female 125%** 28 67 15
joint decision maker (3.51) 0.32 (0.32) 0.63 (0.66) 0.93 (1.25) 2.20
Presence of male joint 89 -86 -94 -14
decision maker (1.56) (0.69) (0.62) (0.79)
Sample (n) 5,842 5,827 5,805 5,825
F-value/Wald Chi2 62.84*** 736.76*** 950.09*** @28.02***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; All heditcare, transport and utilities results are frorwkngan models. Food results are from OLS modelstiiheckman

selection model, the Wald Chi2 statistic is repdrteor the OLS model, the F-value is reported.
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Table 24: Household level decision-making and houseld expenditures — 2008 survey (continued)

Insurance F-test Household items F-test Education F-test
Joint decision making 43 - 507 - -40.62 -
(1.30) (1.50) (0.28)
Sample (n) 5,798 741 1,449
F-value/Wald Chi2 1200.23*** 2.47%** 4.73***
Presence of female -16 -145 -131
decision maker (0.29) 9.40*** (0.32) 3.27* (0.51) 0.04
Presence of male decisiq 325%** 1713** -69
maker (3.80) (2.23) (0.39)
Sample (n) 5,817 743 1,454
F-value/Wald Chi2 1057.95*** 2.38*** 4.83***
Presence of female main -127** -1369** -264
decision maker (2.56) 26.39%** (2.23) 7.57%** (1.40) 0.06
Presence of male main 450%** 846 -399
decision maker (4.65) (1.43) (0.71)
Sample (n) 5,817 743 1,454
F-value/Wald Chi2 941.93*** 2.31%** 4.62%**
Presence of female joint 105*** 1005 81
decision maker (2.98) 4.45%* (1.61) 0.21 (0.55) 0.10
Presence of male joint -14 513 236
decision maker (0.29) (0.60) (0.49)
Sample (n) 5,817 743 1,454
F-value/Wald Chi2 1174.96*** 2.20%** 4.36%**

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; All ins@nce results are from Heckman models. Househottsitend education results are from OLS models.@héckman
selection model, the Wald Chi2 statistic is reparteor the OLS model, the F-value is reported.
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Table 25: Household level decision-making and houlseld expenditures — 2010 survey

Food F-test Health care F-test Transport F-test Ulities F-test
Joint decision making 302*** - 99 - 327*** - 50** -

(5.49) (1.11) (3.09) (2.11)
Sample (n) 5,619 5,178 5,203 4,299
F-value/Wald Chi2 17.92%** 453.18*** 827.16*** B.93***
Presence of female 442%** 200 361** 89*
decision maker (5.30) 11.93*** (1.37) 7.29%** (2.32) 3.63* (1.82) 2.73*
Presence of male 70 -358** -36 -7
decision maker (1.12) (2.30) (0.29) (0.25)
Sample (n) 5,634 5,193 5,218 4,312
F-value/Wald Chi2 16.49*** 410.48*** 844.88*** 3.27***
Presence of female 366*** 254** 438*** o8**
main decision maker (3.47) 8.31*** (2.10) 7.29%** (3.83) 7.82%** (2.03) 5.96**
Presence of male mai -2 -181 27 -48
decision maker (0.02) (1.54) (0.24) (0.97)
Sample (n) 5,634 5,193 5,218 4,312
F-value/Wald Chi2 17.11%** 424, 75%** 845.74*** 8.34***
Presence of female 137** -92 -71 -15
joint decision maker (2.13) 1.64 (0.96) 0.77 (0.79) 2.81* (0.37) 2.08
Presence of male joint 313+ 13 134 79*
decision maker (2.74) (0.13) (1.32) (1.76)
Sample (n) 5,634 5,193 5,218 4,312
F-value/Wald Chi2 18.31 %+ 460.00*** 828.92*** 3.93***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; All heditcare and transport results are from heckman rapBebd and utilities results are from OLS modets.the heckman
selection model, the Wald Chi2 statistic is reparteor the OLS model, the F-value is reported.
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Table 25: Household level decision-making and houseld expenditures — 2010 survey (continued)

Insurance F-test Household items F-test Education F-test

Joint decision making 37 - -40 - 52 -

(0.95) (0.03) (0.30)
Sample (n) 5,287 779 1,036
F-value/Wald Chi2 497.85*** 0.49 2.66***
Presence of female 18 -1940 237
decision maker (0.26) 4.26** (0.69) 0.36 (0.73) 0.00
Presence of male 222%** 2395 233
decision maker (3.71) (0.51) (0.96)
Sample (n) 5,302 781 1,040
F-value/Wald Chi2 484.65*** 0.48 2.52%**
Presence of female ma 113* -604 528**
decision maker (2.13) 0.52 (0.38) 0.32 (1.98) 4.00
Presence of male main 166*** -1817 -985
decision maker (2.86) (0.72) (1.49)
Sample (n) 5,302 781 1,040
F-value/Wald Chi2 526.94*** 0.43 2.60%**
Presence of female join -44 -1600 -668**
decision maker (1.15) 6.76*** (1.05) 0.65 (2.56) 5.22
Presence of male joint 101** 3371 1415**
decision maker (2.18) (0.65) (1.97)
Sample (n) 5,302 781 1,040
F-value/Wald Chi2 497 .48*** 0.55 2.58***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; All insamnce results are from Heckman models. Househattsitnd education results are from OLS models agie 1. For the
heckman selection model, the Wald Chi2 statistiejgrted. For the OLS model, the F-value is regubrt
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Table 26: Household level decision-making and houlseld expenditures — 2012 survey

Food F-test Health care F-test Transport F-test Ulities F-test
Joint decision making 151%** - -238 - -124 - -1.98 -

(4.70) (1.00) (1.19) (0.16)
Sample (n) 6,726 1,051 6,721 6,721
F-value/Wald Chi2 35.18*** 7.16%** 911.53*** 425.65***
Presence of female 151** -212 -28 -48**
decision maker (2.70) 0.05 (0.50) 0.10 (0.18) 0.39 (2.07) 10.37***
Presence of male 135** -330 91 4 x**
decision maker (2.62) (1.47) (0.72) (2.69)
Sample (n) 6,743 1,051 6,738 6,738
F-value/Wald Chi2 32.05%** 6.93*** 943.03*** 398.16***
Presence of female 66 170 26 -3
main decision maker (1.03) 0.18 (0.51) 1.63 (0.22) 0.65 (0.18) 1.35
Presence of male main 38 -174 148 20
decision maker (0.58) (0.71) (1.21) (1.24)
Sample (n) 6,743 1,051 6,738 6,738
F-value/Wald Chi2 32.88*** 8.05*** 935.96*** 412.59%**
Presence of female 133*** -308 -107 -24*
joint decision maker (3.02) 0.00 (1.51) 1.13 (1.07) 1.07 (1.89) 9.09***
Presence of male joint 130** -84 44 33**
decision maker (2.33) (0.36) (0.35) (2.04)
Sample (n) 6,743 1,051 6,738 6,738
F-value/Wald Chi2 33.61%** 7.21%** 917.15%** 418.37***

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; All trapert and utilities results are from heckman modekslth care and food results are from OLS modedsthe heckman
selection model, the Wald Chi2 statistic is reparteor the OLS model, the F-value is reported.

170



Table 26: Household level decision-making and houiseld expenditures — 2012 survey (continued)

Insurance F-test Household items F-test Education F-test
Joint decision -4 Q¥ ** - -485 - -152 -
making (2.90) (1.32) (1.10)
Sample (n) 6,718 872 1,100
F-value/Wald Chi2 3036.67*** 1.31 4,93***
Presence of female -Q4*** 985 -112
decision maker (3.39) 5.96** (1.48) 1.94 (0.36) 0.10
Presence of male 3 -633 -227
decision maker (0.14) (1.01) (1.36)
Sample (n) 6,735 874 1,103
F-value/Wald Chi2 3084.09*** 1.25 5.03***
Presence of female -24 785 213
main decision maker (1.11) 2.12 (1.34) 2.42 (0.88) 0.26
Presence of male 22 -607 321**
main decision maker (0.97) (0.94) (2.21)
Sample (n) 6,735 874 1,103
F-value/Wald Chi2 3047.96*** 1.31 5.10%**
Presence of female -4 4*** -513 -300
joint decision maker (2.97) 0.58 (1.61) 0.01 (1.47) 5.78**
Presence of male 27 -467 -608***
joint decision maker (1.47) (0.83) (3.50)
Sample (n) 6,735 874 1,103
F-value/Wald Chi2 3027.60*** 1.26 5.85%**

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; All ins@nce results are from Heckman models. Househottsitend education results are from OLS models 2608 and 2010.
For the heckman selection model, the Wald Chi2ssiiais reported. For the OLS model, the F-vakiesported.
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Table 27: Household level decision-making and houlseld expenditures - pooled

Food F-test Health care F-test Transport F-test Ulities F-test
Joint decision making 266*** - -164 - 110 - 10.01 -
(9.27) (1.20) (1.24) (1.20)
Sample (n) 18,167 2,856 5,863 18,017
F-value/Wald Chi2 71.69*** 21.71%** 32.40%*** 929,79+
Presence of female 333*** -209 128 5
decision maker (8.36) 12.13*** (1.00) 0.05 (0.83) 0.03 (0.38) 0.88
Presence of male 158*** 160 100 22%*
decision maker (4.31) (1.34) (0.94) (2.15)
Sample (n) 18,219 2,858 5,877 18,069
F-value/Wald Chi2 65.66*** 21.19%** 31.02%** 928.80***
Presence of female majn  247*** -60 299* 6
decision maker (4.84) 11.30%** (0.41) 0.00 (1.95) 0.26 (0.55) 0.28
Presence of male main 33 -60 223 -1.49
decision maker (0.54) (0.45) (1.48) (0.13)
Sample (n) 18,219 2,858 5,877 18,069
F-value/Wald Chi2 66.39*** 21.16*** 29.07*** 960.23***
Presence of female joint ~ 147*** -143 -84 -0.19
decision maker (4.80) 2.05 (1.48) 0.19 (0.83) 1.59 (0.02) 3.56*
Presence of male joint 242%** -86 124 22%*
decision maker (4.12) (0.63) (0.83) (2.16)
Sample (n) 18,219 2,858 5,877 18,069
F-value/Wald Chi2 69.45*** 21.14%** 29.62*** 928, 79%**

Notes: Data are pooled across all three surveydsurf*p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; All utilitis results are from Heckman. Health care, food eamsport results are
from OLS. For heckman selection model, Wald Chigorted. For OLS, F-value is reported.
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Table 27: Household level decision-making and houseld expenditures — pooled (continued)

Insurance F-test Household items F-test Education F-test
Joint decision making 3.88 - 5.12 - -23 -
(0.23) (0.01) (0.28)
Sample (n) 17,803 2,392 3,585
F-value/Wald Chi2 2801.82*** 1.27 7.62%**
Presence of female -61** -96 63
decision maker (2.07) 38.01*** (0.14) 0.20 (0.36) 0.26
Presence of male 208*** 882 -47
decision maker (7.44) (0.56) (0.42)
Sample (n) 17,854 2,398 3,597
F-value/Wald Chi2 2586.92%** 1.30 7.21%**
Presence of female -35 =775 140
main decision maker (1.47) 29.91%** (1.02) 0.41 (1.10) 2.57
Presence of male main 196*** -1319 -478
decision maker (6.84) (1.03) (1.28)
Sample (n) 17,854 2,398 3,597
F-value/Wald Chi2 2685.87*** 1.09 7.34%**
Presence of female 6 -333 -218**
joint decision maker (0.41) 0.59 (0.70) 0.51 (2.12) 2.95*
Presence of male joint 26 1598 518
decision maker (1.21) (0.66) (1.31)
Sample (n) 17,854 2,398 3,597
F-value/Wald Chi2 2767.03*** 1.26 6.97***

Notes: Data are pooled across all three surveydut*p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; All insurare results are from Heckman. Household items andagihn results are
from OLS as in wave 1 and 2 and 3. For heckmarcseiemodel, Wald Chi2 is reported. For OLS, F-eaisi reported.
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CHAPTER 4: PAPER 3

Intra-Household Cooperation in Two Poor South Afrian Communities: A Field

Experiment

174



Table of contents

LISt Of fIgUIES ... e
LISt Of tADIES. .. e
F i o 1Y 1 = (o) F

s NEOAUCHION . .. o,

A W N B
m
X
e
D
=.
3
D
-
—+
&
D
<.
o
@
>
(@)
D

. RECIUIIMENT StrategY ... e e e e e e e e e e e
5. Experimental design and procedure..............cooeiiiiiiiiiineannns
5.1Experimental task..........ooveii i
5.2EXperimental ProCEAUIE.... ...ttt e e e e et e e e e eae e aaens
6. Thematic analysis and results................cooiiiiiiiic i,
G N o To] o= =1 1[0 o
G228 I =2 T | B0 T {0 L=
6.3 S0CI0-demographiCsS........ooiii i e
6.4 Inter-generational household structure...................c.ccoveenn .
6.5 S0CI0-eCONOMIC CIFCUMSEANCES ... .. vt e aeies
6.6 ENAOWMENT. .. ..ot e e e e et e e e e e
6.7 Financial decision-making.........c.ccooieieiieiie i i i
6.8 COMMUNICALION. .. ..t et e et et e e e e e e et et e e e eaas
6.9 Family CIrCUMSTIANCES. .. .....v it e e e e e een s
6.10 Trust and altruiSM..........oo i
7. Aggregate analysis and resultS..........cocooviiiie i in e
8. CONMIBULION. ...t e
S TR N 101 = U1 0] 0 P
10.CONCIUSION. .. .. e e e e e e e e e
IO O = 1= =T Lo
12.Annexure Al: Household roster..........cooveiie i i,
13. Annexure A2: Experimental SCrpt..........cooovii i,
14. Annexure A3: Post-experimental Questionnaire.........ccccee......

175

...................... 76........1



List of figures

Figure 1: Game StrUCIUIE... ... et e e e e e v ee e e ne e eneeee 2 231
Figure 2: Average cooperation by round —total..........cceceiiieiii i, 233
Figure 3: Average cooperation by round and by comityiu. ............cocooiiiiii i, 233
Figure 4: Cooperation, by communication: Round Resnd 9 —total......................... 245
Figure 5: Cooperation, by communication: Round Resnd 9 — Bloemfontein............246
Figure 6: Cooperation, by communication: Round Resind 9 — Alice....................... 246

176



List of tables

Table 1: Summary of key published studies on CGURT..............c.ccoeevviiinnnninnnnn. 229
Table 2: Endowment (Rand), by round and order............cccveviiii i i i e, 232
Table 3: Actual pay-off per SUDJECT.........coi e e 232
Table 4: Round as a predictor of cooperation.............cocae v iir it iiiiiiiiieeeennn 234
Table 5: Order as a predictor Of COOPEration............. .o eeeireine it e e e ieneee 234
Table 6: Socio-demographic CharaCteristiCS.............vviie it s e v 235
Table 7: Sender-recipient gender pairings, by comtu. ..., 235
Table 8: Cooperation level, by gender...... ..o e e e e 235
Table 9: Average Cooperation, by sender-recipientlg@r pairings...............cccveeeuns 236
Table 10: Socio-demographic characteristics asigtagd of cooperation...................... 236

Table 11: Average age, by relation................ccoo i vemeee 000, 236

Table 12: Gender, by relation —total.............ccoooi it e e e 237
Table 13a: Percentage of each relation, by gendebg community.......................... 237
Table 13b: Percentage of each gender, by relatidrbg community......................... 237
Table 14: Sender-recipient relationship pairingcbynmunity.............ooviveiiiiiiinnnnnn. 237
Table 15: Average cooperation, by sender-recipiationship.............c..coeieiiinn. 238
Table 16: Inter-generational household structure pedictor of cooperation................ 238
Table 17: SOCI0-eCONOMIC CIFCUMSTANCES ... .....cutir ittt e een et o e e e eeen e 239
Table 18: Socio-economic circumstances as pregdictbcooperation..............c.ccvevne.. 239
Table 19: Average cooperation, by endowment SiZ€.......cvvvvviieiieie e iiiieiiennnn. 240
Table 20: Endowment as a predictor of COOperatioN.n..u. . covviiiiiiiiiiiiecie e 240
Table 21: Financial decCiSion-Making..........o.vot v i e v ee e e 241



Table 22:

Table 23:

Table 24:

Table 25:

Table 26:

Table 27:

Table 28:

Table 29:

Table 30:

Table 31:

Table 32:

Table 33:

Table 34:

Table 35:

Table 36:

Table 37:

Table 38:

Table 39:

Table 40:

Table B1:

Table B2:

Table B3:

Table B4:

Average cooperation, by financial decisioaking factors.......................... 242

Financial decision-making and money sigaais predictors of cooperation....... 243
Sender-recipient relationship, by commation — Bloemfontein................... 243
Sender-recipient relationship, by commatnon — Alice................ccoeeeni, 244
Sender-recipient relationship, by commatnon — total............................ 244
Sender-recipient gender pairings, by camoation — Bloemfontein............... 244
Sender-recipient gender pairings, by camaoation — Alice........................ 244
Sender-recipient gender pairings, by camaoation —total.......................... 245
Family communiCation........ ..o 247
Communication as a predictor of coopenati...................cccvvvvvvnnen. ... 247
Communication as a predictor of coopenatby relationship — Bloemfontein...248
Communication as a predictor of coopenatby relationship — Alice.............. 248
Communication as a predictor of coopenatitotal...................c..cooevennne. 249
Family CIrCUMISTANCES...... ottt e e e e e e v 249
Family circumstances as a predictor opegation................c.covvvviiiiinnnnn. 250
Trust and altrUiSIM ... ... e e 250
Average cooperation, by family trust...............cooiiiiiiiiii . 250
Trust and altruism as predictors of COBI@N.............covviiiiiiiiiiiinenen, 251
Determinants of intra-household coopenati.................ccoooviiii i, 252
Subject and household characteristicerdgr — Bloemfontein.................... 273
Subject and household characteristicergr — Alice..............................275
Subject and household characteristicergr — total.....................cceneee. 277
Sender-recipient relationship, by ord&eemfontein.............................. 279

178



Table B5: Sender-recipient relationship, by ordédiee..................ccoeiiiii i, 279

Table B6: Sender-recipient relationship, by ordéstal...................cccoooiiiiin i 279

Table B7: Sender-recipient gender differentialpbger — Bloemfontein....................... 279
Table B8: Sender-recipient gender differentialpbger — Alice............c.coooiiiiiinn, 280
Table B9: Sender-recipient gender differentialpbger —total..............ccooooiiiii s 280

Table B10: Subject and household characteristicspnmunication — Bloemfontein...... 281
Table B11: Subject and household characteristicspinmunication — Alice................ 283

Table B12: Subject and household characteristicepinmunication — total.................. 285

179



Abstract

There is a dearth of studies on cooperation withenextended inter-generational family, a
common living arrangement in South Africa. Cooperaimpacts on families’ social and
economic fortunes. This paper presents evidenceamperation in the extended inter-
generational family from a framed field experimenhich adopts a Voluntary Contribution
Mechanism (VCM) game that was implemented in tworgouth African communities. The
subjects’ contributions to the public accounts meagsooperation and the post-experimental
survey, provides thematic data to map out corrglatentra-household cooperation. Random
Effect (RE) regression models are employed to erpboedictors of cooperation. The failure
of household surplus-maximisation is confirmed byited cooperation. Discussion, as a
form of communication, mitigates contribution dedayurban Bloemfontein. Cooperation
between parents and grandparents is enhanced bgvtHeof family communication in urban
Bloemfontein. The endowment size effect in urbameBifontein imply that the benefits of an
economic opportunity for one family member, to earwage or receive cash transfer, may
cascade to all family members as a result of catjper and sharing. Given the central role
played by the family in economic, socialisation gmbcreation activities, cooperation in
extended families and the associated investmefdanmly public goods, in urban informal
settings can be augmented by social developmentdicigs that enhance family
communication and cohesion. Examples include pteti#e and developmental social work

programmes, in particular training in parenting amarriage skills.
JEL codes: C90; C93; D03; D19

Key Words: Decision-making, household, family, ialary Contribution Mechanism, South
Africa
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1. Introduction

In society, the family is in general considered phienary institution within which multiple
activities of economic, socialisation, procreatiand other things are carried out. Mani
(2011) describes the family as the basic builditachk in the edifice of institutions that
govern social and economic interactions. The exddridmily, a common phenomenon in the
African context, is one such manifestation of theily as a human institution. The living
arrangement where one adult lives alongside otdeftss other than their spouses, with
whom they make more or less shared decisions osgalar basis deserves attention in
understanding the level of cooperation, or lackrgbg in the provision of family public
goods. In this context, Burns and Keswell (2006pkasises the need to look at dynastic or
inter-generational influences on families’ resouatlecation, expenditures on family public

goods and on household production.

Experimental work in Economics has facilitated #tedy of social preferences within
households, with many studies (Ashraf, 2009; Iverse al., 2011; Kebede et al., 2014,
Munro et al., 2014) focusing on the preferencesaiples. Molina et al. (2016) report that
little is known about how cooperative behaviourraes across generations. Yet, the level of
cooperation within households plays a pivotal ialexplaining inter-generational transfers.

It is argued that the study of familial transferssharing in general, has some consequences
for the design of intra- and inter-generationalisgibutive programmes (Porter & Adams,
2015).

An in-depth understanding of the way sharing behaviis influenced by socio-
demographics, inter-generational household strastuisocio-economic factors, income
heterogeneity, decision-making responsibility, camiation within households, family
circumstances and other social preferences isfurereslevant. In particular, an advance in
knowledge about the influences of such factorshensharing of scarce resources within poor
extended families, for reasons explained elsewheimportant on the theoretical and policy
front. Similar questions on factors driving coopiEna are raised in the experimental work by
Henrich et al. (2004) and the factors focus on Wwaesocial preferences for cooperation and
others, are stable components of human nature fonaion of the economic, social and
cultural environments. Non-spousal experiments asperation within households facilitate

the study of the inter-generational transmissioaauiial preferences based on kinship.
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The paper has a number of sections as outlineatiereSection 2 presents a discussion on
the relevant theory. The empirical evidence isulsed in section 3, while sections 4 and 5
respectively outline the recruitment strategy, dned experimental design and procedure
employed in the study. Section 6 focuses on thee@xental analysis and presentation of
the thematic results, while section 7, as complénerhe thematic analyses presented in
section 6, provide the results from the aggregatealysis. Sections 8, 9 and 10 respectively

cover the contributions, limitations, and the cosahn.

2. Theory

The Voluntary Contribution Mechanism (VCM) has beagsed in experiments to analyse
cooperation as a social preference. Literaturendsficooperation as the lack of free-riding,
and a situation where economic agents choose toilmote even if there is an opportunity
not to do so and probably gain more by not contimigu (Andreoni, 1995; Cardenas &
Carpenter, 2008). In the VCM, the use of the maigper capita return (MPCR) makes full
contribution to the public pool by all subjects isdly optimal. Not contributing when other
subjects do actually benefits the free-rider. TH&Wthus presents a social dilemma between
cooperation and free-riding.

The economic and game theoretic prediction in a@yMdoes not compel subjects to make
contributions, as each and every subject shoutlifim his/her best interest to free ride. The
reality that individual self-interest is at oddsthwigroup interest means that free riding
becomes the dominant strategy (Ledyard, 1995). $beio-psychological theoretical
predictions, according to Ledyard (1995), claimt tbach subject will contribute something,
perhaps the optimal group outcome when driven Wyuiaim, social norms or group
identification. Both possibilities of fully altruis and fully selfish behaviour play out under
this theory. These opposing predictions point ® tieed to learn more about cooperative

behaviour in natural institutional settings suclhhesfamily.

Arifovic and Ledyard (2012) detail two theoretiegdproaches to VCM in the literature. The
first approach involves the characteristics of agenggesenting their preferences and
attitudes, including other-regarding preferencesh(R Schmidt, 1999; Bolton & Ockenfels,
2000; Charness & Rabin, 2002; Cox, Friedman & Ggers2007; Cox, Friedman & Sadiraj,
2008) and reciprocity (Rabin 1993; Dufwenberg & dfisteiger, 2004; Wendel &
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Oppenheimer, 2010; Ambrus & Pathak, 2011). Theprecity approach encompasses
conditional cooperation in which people are willitwycontribute when others contribute, a
reflection of an in-kind response to beneficialnarmful acts (Fehr & Gachter, 2000). The
secondapproach focuses on the behaviour of the agersisredd when playing the games.
Agents in the VCM experiment are believed to folleame game theoretic equilibrium
behaviour that is either the result of some strsatmgof learning (Andreoni & Samuelson,
2006; Arifovic & Ledyard, 2012). The subject’s $&@y or best-response is based on the
availability of a base of common knowledge abotibrelity and behaviour of others, due to
the repeated nature of the game and observabilityedbehaviour. Learning by the subject is
reflected in the way they react to choices madethgrs in the past in some kind of best

response way (Arifovic & Ledyard, 2012).

Another theory of cooperation focuses on the “daai@raction effect”. The theory claims

that an individual changes his or her behavioua &snction of his or her respective group
(family) or social relations’ behaviour (Falk, Hdmacher & Gachter, 2013). In other words,
when born and groomed in a cooperative family, géheran expectatioa priori of such

subjects to cooperate more.

Molina (2013/2014) suggests kin selection theorythes driver of cooperation dominance
despite the fact that selfishness should come aatuwwith competition. Molina (2013:309)
states that, “The model that best explains howrahselection promotes altruistic conduct is
based on kin selection: within a family nucleusiusgm takes place among family members
who share genes as descendants of common ancestorgéver, the growing experimental
economics literature on intra-household decisiokingaby couples reports a failure in the
making of choices that maximise the surplus forlitbasehold (Ashraf, 2009; Iversen et al.,
2011; Mani, 2011; Munro et al., 2011; Kebede et2d114; Munro et al., 2014; Lopez, Munro
& Tarazona-Gomez, 2015; Cochard, Couprie & Hopten&016). In addition, Molina et al.
(2016) also state that kin selection studies dgonotide evidence of full cooperation.

Nonetheless, studying cooperation-enhancing fadtorpublic goods games, in naturally
occurring institutions such as the family, is aemye of research that assist in formulating a

reliable theoretical framework towards understagdaiooperation.
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3. Experimental evidence

The relevance of experiments in Economics is saetie upsurge of their application by
researchers. Experiments have modified some wéissylised neo-classical models such as
unbounded selfishness, unbounded rationality, adwunded willpower. Volumes of studies
on time, risk and social preferences have seehgihtowing to the adoption of experimental
approaches in Behavioural Economics. Experimeataaches are preferred in the study of
preferences as these methods reduce bias prewalésgs rigorous forms of observations
(McDermott, 2002). One aspect of social preferendasre the application of experiments in
recent decades has grown in breadth and deptlthg istudies on cooperation. Many of these
studies employ the public goods game, in particthar VCM, the prisoner’'s dilemma, or
modifications to these standard games. Howevediegtuon cooperation within households

and families are relatively recent.

The sizeable experimental literature on intra-hbokk cooperation focuses mainly on
couples (, the results of which are summarisedahld 1). Ashraf (2009) elicits the causal
effects of spousal observability and communicabarfinancial choices by married couples
in the Philippines using a modified VCM. Mani (2Q1gtudies the relative importance of
factors that influence the efficiency of househaldestment decisions, focusing on the
control over household income and information asytnynbetween spouses in Andhara
Pradesh, India. Munro et al. (2014) also carry autexperimental study in India that falls
within the domain of household decisions. The stogunro et al. (2014) which employs a
variant of the VCM, focuses on couples from twaid regions in its examination of the

impact of the regional contrast in female autonomith regard to the efficiency of family

decision-making. In another case, Cochard et 8ll§2employ a Prisoner’s dilemma game
within real couples and compare these spousesaonggrs in an analysis of the cooperation
between spouses in France. The experimental stmsés on testing for cooperation and
sharing of income by men and women. Furthermore,stihdy by Lopez et al. (2015) on

married couples from the low income area of Bogot@olombia applies a repeated VCM to
assess the couples’ common failure to attain themap cooperative solution. Each of the
spouses in Lopez et al.’s (2015) experiment alstiggzates in an identical game with a

stranger as a way of comparing intra-householdugearger-household cooperation.

There also exist some studies on cooperation withirples in Africa. Iversen et al. (2011)

apply some variants of public goods games in rUigdnda in their testing for household
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efficiency in relation to control over the alloaati of pooled resources, the assortative
matching of the couple, and other socio-economicetates. Munro et al. (2011) play two
variants of a VCM which privatise endowments bublpise contributions in their study on
polygynous and monogamous households in Northegerii. There are also treatments, in
the same study (Munro et al., 2011), regarding legaring of proceeds versus husbands
allocating proceeds. In another case, Kebede €2@l4) use couples in Ethiopia to test the
assumption of efficiency that is a common featdrmany intra-household models. The most
common result, which has a bearing on the currerdys main focus of intra-household
cooperation, is that couples fail to make choited maximise the surplus of the household

in all these studies on intra-household decisiokingpby couples.

Experimental studies that focus specifically on pmration within extended, inter-
generational families are limited. Precursors ® ¢hrrent experiment, in terms of the study
of non-spousal experiments, include the works bgiBeet al. (2004)Bauer, Chytilova and
Pertold-Gebickg2014), Jakiela and Ozier (2015), Porter and Adé045), and Molina et
al. (2016). A summary of the other key experimeastatlies on cooperation is found in Table

1. Furthermore, a number of non-spousal experimaetsliscussed briefly below.

Peters et al. (2004) bring family groups consisbhgarents and children into a laboratory to
participate in a public goods experiment in Ith&#y in the United States of America
(USA). The experiment involves two generations addresses issues on whether parents
free-ride less than children and whether parentddfen) free-ride less when the group
consists of family members than when the group isbi$é non-family members. The study
supports the hypothesis of greater altruism amamgily members, yet without surplus

maximisation.

Bauer et al.’s (2014) study in Prague (Czech Repuylaloes not entail the inter-generational
play of the cooperation game. Instead, minors &g&# years played a simple binary-choice
dictator game and were then classified as otheardagg or not. Parents’ characteristics are
then used as explanatory variables of the minoetiabiour. Thus, Bauer et al. (2014)
confirm the important role of socialisation in tfermation of other-regarding preferences

within two subsequent generations.

The experiment carried out by Jakiela and Ozied$20n the Western province of Kenya
involves a mixture of friends, relatives and strensg The experiment is designed to measure

social pressure in sharing income with relatived aeighbours, and so has some extended
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family dimensions. The results show that womerparticular, adopt an investment strategy

that reduces earnings as a trade-off for concedlofahe size of their initial endowment.

Furthermore, Porter and Adams’ (2015) modifiedatmt game with subjects from Oxford in

the United Kingdom (UK) focuses on child-to-parémainsfers to establish whether giving to
parents is for love or for reward. This two-gen@ratxperiment uncovers heterogeneity in
the preferences for giving to parents. It also shtivat children exhibit a greater propensity

to give when parents, rather than strangers angieats of transfers.
[Table 1 about here]

There is only one experiment that plays a VCM iittee-generation subjects in the study of
household cooperation (Molina et al., 2016). Moletaal. (2016) recruit subjects online to
play on a web-based experimental platform. Ultinyatdne focus by Molina et al. (2016) on
the influence of kinship on cooperation among thgeererations of the same family (youth,
parents and grandparents) in Zaragoza (Spainhliesstas that kinship influences positively

on contributions to the common good.

Communication is employed as a key treatment inettpgeriment conducted in the current
study. A handful of laboratory experiments have egdl studied various forms of
communication using the VCM game (Oprea, Charnegsi&lman, 2014). Communication
ranges from costless, non-binding and non-verdéabbmmunication (“cheap talk”) to
specific communication including identification,sdussion and commitmeritgukoumelis,
Levati & Weisser, 2012a/2012bAs a cooperation-enhancing mechanism, “commumgati
does not lead to inefficiencies in the form of destion of resources inherent with
punishment and does not require intervention opreeiment of a regulatory institution”
(Oprea et al., 2014:214). An earlier VCM experimegtIsaac and Walker (1988) found

active communication to improve group optimalitgreficantly.

Bochet, Page and Putterman (2006) employ commumicet various forms, such as face-to-
face, verbal but excluding facial expressions, amcherical, as an incentive for cooperation
in the laboratory. The study used inexperiencecergrdduate students and found that face-
to-face communication has strong positive effects amoperation. Another laboratory
experiment with students focuses on how one-wayneomication in VCM games with
heterogeneously endowed players influence contabsit Koukoumelis et al., 2012a),

specifically one-way communication’, a free form text messagesent by one group
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member to her/his co-players before the contrilbbutiecision is madeKoukoumelis et al.,
(2012a) report that ‘one-way communication’ incesasooperation, with the leader directing
the co-players to the highest pay-offs attainablespite ‘one-way communication’ not
having a mutual exchange of promises, Koukoumel&. €2012b) report that the strength of
‘one-way communication’ is in its ability to rais®ntributions substantially and decrease

variation in contributions.

Cason and Khan (1999) adopt two treatments, whietiace-to-face verbal communication,
and imperfect monitoring, in a laboratory VCM wharriversity student subjects learnt
about others’ public contributions every six peso@ason and Khan’s (1999) results provide
evidence of a strong influence of face-to-face caemication as compared to imperfect
monitoring on cooperation. Specifically, improvezhtribution monitoring was found not to
increase contributions without verbal communicatioa yet verbal communication without
imperfect monitoring did improve efficiency in thpgovision of public goods. Kumakawa
(2013) uses ex-post communication, which is similarimperfect monitoring, in an
experiment where subjects evaluate their co-playenstributions in the first stage and are
given the opportunity to send a free-form writteessage to their co-player in the second
stage. The results suggest that the mere opportéontex-post communication does not
influence cooperation, but rather it is negativessagies that increase the contribution by the

co-player.

Oprea et al. (2014) conduct a public goods gamthénlaboratory in order to study the
influence of continuous time strategic interacteomd communication on cooperation. The
authors found out that communication removes coatthn problems and eliminate
contribution decay over time. Partial communicatiomeasured by “whether the
communication network was connected” and allowimgfast sharing of information by all

or a few co-players, was used as treatment inaheratory VCM by Kinukawa, Saijo and

Une (2000). Improved communication, in which albjgets can communicate face-to-face
with each other and therefore form a connected caomication network, as opposed to
partial communication where each subject commuaidate-to-face with only one other
subject and therefore resulting in no connectednoonication network, raised the mean

investment significantly.

Exploring the effects of external regulatory cohtyblocal environmental quality (Cardenas,
Stranlund & Willis, 2000) and assessing how theslewf wealth and inequality affect self-

187



governed solutions to commons dilemmas (Carder@¥3)2the authors employ a series of
experiments in three villages in rural ColumbiaeTubjects in these two papers are actual
commons users from households that depend on fogadts (the commons). Face-to-face
communication is one of the key treatments in tleegeeriments. Both Cardenas et al. (2000)
and Cardenas (2003) find that communication gromasle more efficient choices with

regard to the exploitation of the common-pool reses as compared to groups with no face-

to-face communication, confirming that communicatemhances cooperation.

Another small group of laboratory experiments ustedient subjects to explore the effect of
inter-generational advice on cooperation. Here,udhari, Graziano and Maitra (2006) find
that, “common knowledge of advice generates a pooésocial learning that leads to higher
contributions and less free-riding”. In addition,illid and Lubell (2015) report that

cooperative intergenerational advice has a positivgact on contributions by subsequent

generations.

Against this background, the current experimemhativated by the paucity of literature that
focuses on cooperation in inter-generational fareéftings, while appreciating the full role
of diversity in family relations (not just spousdgs) household economic decisions. The
experiment is also motivated by the intention tadwect further research on communication
and cooperation in, most importantly, the real ldetended families. In addition, the
observation by Munro (2015) that “out of the ind¢esed intra-household experiments
conducted in over twenty different countries, ewitk of joint pay-off maximisation within

households are thin on the ground” (pp. 35) matizdhe current experimental study.

4. Recruitment strategy

The experimental subjects are from two poor Souitic&n communities. One community
from the Free State Province, is represented bgrunbformal townships in Bloemfontein,
while the other community from the Eastern Capevidce, is represented by rural villages
around Alice. In total, 100 households (50 in urliZlnemfontein and 50 in rural Alice)
participated in the experiment. A three-person grolusubjects was recruited for each inter-
generational extended family. The households whgébke to participate after meeting the
expectations that: the household must have thremare people of age sixteen or older

residing in the household; in the group of thrderé must be a person responsible for
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household finances; additional subjects have tthegarent/grandparent or child/grandchild
of the person who would be responsible for houskfinhnces. A household in which only
other relations, such as an uncle or aunt, werdadea to fulfil the inter-generational
requirement was considered eligible for the expeninin addition, priority was given to
household members who were employed or recipieht®@al grant(s) in the participating

households. Hence, the focus is on inter-generatimyoperation within an extended family.

Following the guidelines above, a purposive sangp$itrategy was followed to recruit the
subjects. The experimenters went from door-to-daaa established the eligibility of the

particular household, based on whether the inteaeiggional criterion holds. The experiment
would proceed as and when experimenters go from-twedoor, especially with all the

potential subjects available. Appointments were engda situation where some members
were not present at that time and the experimentsited the household at a later time. The
experiment took place in the selected householard,yprovided all the eligible participants

were present and agreed to participate.

Visiting families at their own homes, though notreoon for obvious financial and time
constraints, is not new. Carlsson et al. (2012 Yisuseholds for an inter-temporal choice
household experiment study on spouses in China.eldmli, L'Haridon and Paraschiv
(2013) also visit couples in Paris, France to ex@micouples’ time preferences
experimentally. The advantages of such an apprwetinde allowing subjects to participate
in the game in the comfort of their homes and iasireg the response rate as subjects do not
have to travel to a selected venue. There is nbicadity introduced such as requesting
participants to assemble in a hall or asking thermnavel to a (computer) laboratory. Finally,
the process allows actual observation of the stdbjacluded in the experiment when visited
at their places. Only those households that mets#t criteria, and as confirmed by the

experimenters, are interviewed.

5. Experimental design and procedure

A framed field experiment (Harrison & List, 2004japting the VCM game is employed to
investigate cooperation and free-riding within exted families. This section discusses the

design of the experimental task and the experinhentaedure followed in the study.
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5.1 Experimental task

Similar to other studies on cooperation, the curexperimental task is a repeated VCM. The
task has nine rounds and information on endowmisngaublic in the sense that subjects
know each other’s initial endowments in each rourok each round, subjects are given
initial endowments in real money in form of Soutfriéan R5 coins. Two modifications are
applied to the task. One modification is meantaaymg the subjects’ endowments while the
other introduces two public accounts. The two pgmesndowments for each subject are R50
(ten R5 coins) and R100 (twenty R5 coins). For eacimd, subjects have to simultaneously
make a decision on how much to keep (private adg¢@m how much to put in each of the
two public accounts. Subjects are thus presentddl Wiree cups of different colours
representing “accounts” in the public goods ganmguage. The white, green and red cups
are respectively for “Self — money that the subpstides to keep”, “You & Name 1 — pool
that the subject shares with name 1" (generatioran€) “You and Name 2 — pool that the
subject shares with name 2” (generation Y) andllietbes such. The three accounts in this
VCM are necessary to measure the inter-generatiooaperation within the households

between subjects from specific generations.

The subject is then asked to decide on the amdhbetvgould either keep for herself/himself
and the amount s/he would contribute to the josdoant with Name 1, the amount s/he
would contribute to the joint account with Names2d annexure A2 for the experimental
script) and place the coins in the respective clsstuctions are read aloud to the subject by
the experimenter and the procedures are first detradad. The contribution earns interest as
a way of making the contribution to the joint acotsusocially efficient. In this game,
members of the household face a disagreement betinderzidual incentives to contribute
nothing to any of the joint accounts, thereby pnégg free-riding versus the socially optimal
outcome that would maximise group earnings by ptaaill the money in the joint accounts
(Peters et al., 2004; Cardenas & Carpenter, 2088)i-interested family members are

hypothesised to free-ride while other-regardingifamembers would cooperate.

Playing many rounds is important for two reasdfisst, repeating the rounds removes the
aspect of error or confusion as the possible expiam for the observed cooperation or free-
riding in the game as that brings in the learningcpss (Andreoni, 1995%econdas Munro

(2015) alludes, families are not merely laboratboyn groups but enduring groups which are

involved in repetitive real life decision-makingopesses. In addition, family decisions are

190



not just single or once-off events but game-likghwa history and a future. A repeated game
structure in this way mimics real life in intra-rsminold decision-making. The schematic

structure of the game-play is depicted in Figure 1.
[Figure 1 about here]

The subject has a single endowment while playingrelatives. The decision on MPCR and

sharing of the pooled amount is guided by the lin&M environment presented as follows:
Say the three subjects are c, p, gwherec = child,p = parentg = grandparent.

The payoff for the child in the game is determiasdollows:

_ _C c p ¢ g9 .
nc_(Ec Cc,p )+A(C +C )+A(C +C ) ......... (1)
The payoff for the parent is:

— _ (P p c p g
m=(E,-C).—CJ )+ A(C . +C, )+ A(C}, +C. )
And the payoff for the grandparent is:

P =(E,-C,.—C; )+ A(C] . +C )+ AC;  +C> ) ... i

Where 7T =is the payoff for subjedt

E = initial endowment for subjectin a given round of the game.

q,j = represent individuals contribution to the pool that s/he shares With # J.

A = marginal per capita return (MPCR)
N = number of subjects pooling resources, in this tasesubjects for each account.

The decision on the value df is guided by the following:

i
If A <1,then eachihas adominant strategg]‘j - O;
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-
if A >1/n,then the aggregate payoff is maximiseg:if,j - E , for every .

When (1/ n) <A <1, then there is a tension between private and puriierest and that

is the basis of the standard commons dilemma. &dr pair (n=2)A = 0.75.

As indicated in equations (i)-(iii) above, the s@t-of the game places a subject
simultaneously into two groups with three choicesniake. A similar set-up is employed by
Falk et al. (2013), although this is not in an exed inter-generational family situation.
Molina et al.’s (2016) game structure, has only @arounts, which are ‘private’ for an

individual subject and ‘public’ for the three suttfe of different generations.

In the experimental task, proceeds from the ganee stmared equally among the two
concerned subjects, irrespective of how much thgesticontributed and how much they had
at the beginning. The equal sharing of the proce&mgties equal per capita payoffs that are
socially optimal if everyone contributes all th@&ndowment. If no-one contributes their
endowment, then the initial resource distributibattwas prevailing at the beginning of the
round is preserved. In that case, equal per capiyaffs are not guaranteed as endowments
are varied in different rounds and so equality mmaynay not arise. As is common in VCM
games, no information is provided to subjects @enrthmber of rounds except when they play
the last round. Subjects are also not provided vi@ddback between rounds due to
impracticality of computing the contributions arevards for each subject while the game is
in progress. The varying endowments (“income heggemeity”) introduced in this study are
similar to those in Hofmeyr, Burns and Visser's {2p experiment with secondary school

students.

5.2 Experimental procedure

As is the norm with research involving human sutsieEthics Committee of the Faculty of
Economic and Management Sciences at the Univediitthe Free State granted ethical
clearance for this research (UFS-HSD2016/0154).ttévriinformed consent/assent was
obtained from each subject. The anonymity of redegarticipants is assured by creating
‘personal identity numbers (pid)’ to the subjecatsl ahousehold identity numbers (hhid)’ to
households for identification purposes. This erduhat no information can be traced to a

specific individual or household.
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Another notable component of the experimental pioce involves the translation of the
experimental materials, training of the experimentand piloting of the experimental
materials. All the experimental materials (scriptensent forms, household rosters, and
guestionnaires) were translated from English tovér@acular languages and back translated
from the vernacular languages to English by languagperts. The urban Bloemfontein
community predominantly speaks Sotho, hence, Sepeaking experimenters were used.
The rural Alice community is Xhosa speaking ane\se, Xhosa speaking experimenters
were used. Three days of training was provideatw éxperimenters (three plus one reserve)
in each of the community case studies. The firgtwlas set for the experimenters to study
and understand the experimental materials, whiaie &k in vernacular languages. The focus
on the second day of training was on the pilotihghe experimental materials to gauge the
understanding of the subjects. The third day wasreenly for feedback, correction and,
where necessary, for the updating of the experiahanaterials. Finally, the experimenters
commenced with field work after the three daysrafning. The urban Bloemfontein and
rural Alice teams spend 15 and 21 days, respegtivelthe field, on top of the first three
days of training.

The experimenters in urban Bloemfontein, soughingesion to do the experiment from the
household head. The main financial decision-matken fprovided information regarding the
relationships that prevail in that particular hdwdd. This information enabled the research
team to establish the eligibility of the househaldd to conduct a random selection of
subjects in cases where there were multiple theeeigtional ties (see annexure Al for the
household roster and selection process in casée®f (The experimenters in rural Alice
however, first sought permission to visit indivilbauseholds from the Chief of the relevant
villages. The Chief met with the research team ttugrewith his village elders and thereatfter,
permission was granted, paving way for the teammawe into the field. Cultural norms and
practices were observed at all times. The protoaslsvell as the processes of selection of
households and subjects followed in rural Alice evalso similar to those followed in urban

Bloemfontein.

The experimenters facilitated the smooth implemesriaof the experiment in both

communities by providing a mobile laboratory tooblthat had portable collapsible tables,
foldup chairs and cups. The experiment was pur@lgepand-pencil based and subjects
could comfortably sit in private while the experm@roceeded. All decisions were made in

private.
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The execution of the task involved the VCM gamepdichg two main “treatments”. The first

treatment is that of varying the sizes of the endewt that the subjects receive in different
rounds. Thus, there are variations in endowmentssadndividuals and across rounds. Table
2 shows the endowments across rounds, with thewandats in Round 9 being exactly the

same as those in Round 1. The subjects’ endowmrangsfor both orders, depending on the
VCM round being played. The subject receives mooerments for some rounds, less for
some and for others exactly the same as the otibpects. The main reason for introducing
this treatment is to ascertain if subjects’ behavichanges when endowments are different.
In addition, different endowment sizes mimic a rdal situation. Therefore, one can argue
that individuals within the household may receivel énhave access to different levels of
resources at any given point in time. A potentieatment, although it was not adopted in the
current study in the interest of time, is to vanglewments only by subjects but not by round
so as to determine how a subject’s relative posiiio the household affects ongoing

cooperation.
[Table 2 about here]

Methodological reasons demanded that the roundaerhalf of the sample be re-arranged in
order to check for any order effects. In Order 8uRds 5 — 7 are played immediately after
the first round. Rounds 2 — 4 are played afterwéndsbefore Rounds 8 and 9. Orders were
played alternately such that fifty percent of tlzngle (i.e. households and therefore the
subjects from that household) played Order 1 aadther fifty percent played Order 2.

The second treatment concerns communication. Sskfjeen half of the sample are allowed
a 5-minute break to come together and discuss mgytimcluding the experiment after
playing the eighth round (see annexure A2 for ttieeemental script¥® This is an important

tool to investigate the influence of social leagischotter & Sopher, 2003). In addition to
social learning, it is thought that communicatiaan dacilitate the assumption of common
knowledge of Bayesian beliefs, which may hold attemmunication, as reputation can
induce selfish types to cooperate and mimic theuiats (Anderson, Goeree & Holt, 1998;
Fehr & Schmidt, 1999; Andreoni & Samuelson, 200dpusehold and therefore that
household’s subjects, was selected into the conuation treatment by playing

communication versus no-communication on alterrddgs. Only in the communication

6 The experimental script provided here is for sobje— order 1. The scripts for subject 2 and sutferead
differently following the endowment variations iraffle 2. The order 2 scripts differ from order ligsrin
terms of arrangements of rounds as indicated ineTabCopies of these scripts are available onasiju

194



group were subjects allowed to interact duringekperiment for the given 5-minute break.
Otherwise, no interaction between subjects waswalib (see annexure A2 for the

experimental script).

A post-experimental survey was conducted, aftethallrounds of the game had been played,
with each and every subject who participated indkperiment using a short questionnaire
(see annexure A3 for the post-experimental quesdina). Some key questions in this post-
experimental questionnaire focused on gender, edig;ation level, employment status and
marital status of subjects. Information on whetier subject is a decision maker, receives a
social grant or is employed, and shares his/heonmec with family members, was also
captured. Another section of the questionnaire ises10-item sections from the Family
Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales (FAQ¥Bto gather information on family
communication (FCS) and satisfaction (FSS) (Hamilko Carr, 2016), and assess the link
between family communication and family satisfacticith cooperation within householéfs.
Data was also collected on trust in community aachify, while a dictator game-like
guestion was used as proxy for altruism. The gomestire was completed at the end of the
experiment to prevent a scenario where reflectmmanswers would influence game-play, in
particular questions on decision-making and shaoihgesources. Both the game and post-
experimental questionnaire were completed in peivaand with an individual

experimenter/interviewer.

As the experimenters were completing the post-exygartal questionnaires with subjects,
the team leader captured the information regarsdlirmgects’ contributions for each round and
calculated the possible pay-offs (in Excel). Thbjscts were then asked to come together to
randomly select the winning round. Nine cards numdbd to 9 were shuffled and one of the
subjects was asked to pick the winning round. Gthe¢ winning round was selected, the
subjects went back to their respective stationd€) to be paid privately as per the selected
round. In other words, subjects were paid in reanay for actual choices made in a
randomly selected round of the game. As alluded this section, subjects played the games
in private, completed the questionnaires in privated were paid their winnings in private.
This approach is thought to have minimised, altlouogt eliminated ex-post conflicts. In

addition, experimenters emphasised the privach@ftiecisions and responses of the subjects

" The questions relating to FCS and FSS are inclimlite post-experimental questionnaire in anne&e

195



as articulated in the consent form. However, anourgl of the experimental outcomes by

subjects could not be guaranteed as winnings werash.

The minimum possible pay-off per subject was R3@ab@ the maximum possible pay-off
was R2502 For practicality of payment purposes, pay-offs evasunded up to the nearest
R10. Given that the game and post-experimentaltiquesire took approximately 2 hours to
complete, the minimum possible pay-off of R40 waseasonable compensation for a
subject’s time as it is more than half a day’s mimm wage in South Africa. Table 3 presents
a summary of actual payments for both communifiég. table shows a minimum of R50 per
subject for both communities, while urban Bloemé&nt reported a higher maximum
payment of R150 per subject in comparison to riMale’s payment of R140 per subject.
The average payments per subject are R95 and R30fan Bloemfontein and rural Alice,

respectively.

[Table 3 about here]

6. Thematic analysis and results

The experimental results for each thematic arealismissed in relation to key themes. The
level of cooperation within an extended family isewed as a function of socio-
demographics, inter-generational household stractigocio-economic factors, income
heterogeneity, financial decision-making, commutiiecg family circumstances, and other
social preferences:irst, patterns of cooperation are described togethtr thie essence of
order effects if anySecond following a three-pronged analytical approach fioe main
themes, a comparison of the two communities isigeal; and this is followed by a bivariate
analysis of cooperation across each factor andlavamiate regression analysis establishing
whether the specific thematic factor(s) predictp=ration.

A Random Effect (RE) model is employed in the emplrstrategy because the nine rounds
played by each subject provide the necessary tomgonent needed to estimate a panel data

model. The regression function is specified as:

18 The minimum figure could only materialise for ebet in a situation where that particular subjstetrted
with an endowment of R50 in the round selectedpfyment, and had placed the whole amount in théiqoub
accounts and yet s/he would be playing with fullgefriders. Likewise, a pay-off of R250 could ofig
achieved if the round selected for payment haglréhdowments of R100, with the subject concerpeidg a
fully free-rider and having had both of his/hertpars fully cooperative.
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PC, = a + S ThematicFator + ¢gX, + & ..cooveeeennn. iv)

,where PG is the percentage contribution by subject “i” tepeecific recipient in Round “k”,
anda represents the constant. The outcome variablasescthat are not specific to sender-
recipient pairings is the percentage contributmthe common pool by subject “i” in Round
“k”. PCik in this case was obtained by summing up each stidbjeontributions to the green
and red cups (public accounts) and dividing theiregby the specific endowment in that
round. The cases that are specific to sender-esttipairings have RCrepresenting the
percentage contribution to the specific cup (pubdiccount). The ThematicFactor
corresponds to the determinants of cooperatioresgmted by each of the above themes. The
vector X represent control variables (order, round, andbsdemographics: age, gender, and
education level). The componesik represents the random variable (error term) taptures

the unmeasured (and unmeasurable) factors thatimflagnce the percentage contribution.

As always, it is assumed ttﬁu"N(Qaz ). Each set of potentially relevant explanatory

variables is first analysed separately from thesxho establish the relevance of specific
factors, using a more parsimonious model specificatJltimately, all significant factors are
examined in a single joint regression functionhia aggregated analysis in section 7, this is
to assess the robustness of the findings repartdteithematic analysis.

Specifically, the current study, based on thedii@re, suggests the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis lcontributions decline over time.
Hypothesis 2females are more cooperative than males.

Hypothesis 3the younger generation is expected to be moreeratipe in the game, giving
more to their elders, while the elders as decismakers keep more to themselves for family
spending.

Hypothesis 4cooperation is higher where social ties are mooagunced and decline with

increased social distance.
Hypothesis 5cooperation is positively associated with endowinseze
Hypothesis 6communication is expected to boost cooperation.

Hypothesis 7subjects reporting finance pooling are more coaipey
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Hypothesis 8cooperation is greater where family trust is ggeat
Hypothesis 9cooperation increases with altruism
Hypothesis 10cooperation is greater where public trust is highe

6.1 Cooperation

Each bar in Figure 2 shows the average percentagéhmution in a given round for the total
sample. The figure shows that the average cooperatiross the rounds of the game ranges
from 45.8% (Round 8) to 55.2% (Round 1). Coopenmatiterefore, is limited. There is a
slight downward trend in cooperation as the roumdgyress. Subjects tend to give more in
the early rounds of the game and less in laterdsune. contributions as expected decay
over repeated rounds. Yet, there is no evideneedoéstic end-game effect.

[Figure 2 about here]

Figure 3 shows the contribution level at approxehat0% of the endowment across the
rounds for the two sub-samples. This result cooedp with the literature and suggests that
cooperation is limited. For instance, Chaudhuri 120 states that VCM participants
contribute an average 40% to 60% of their endowraedtthat contributions tend to decline
steadily when players interact repeatedly over mber of rounds. Except for Round 7,
contributions in rural Alice are generally loweathin urban Bloemfontein. The downward
trend in contributions as one approaches the erntieofjame is a common feature in both
communities. This, Figure 3 resonates well with ibgults obtained by Munro et al. (2014)
in their study on autonomy and efficiency in cogpls which they report that investment
rates are generally higher in urban locations thauaral areas. The differences in the current
study are statistically significant for Rounds 2@ only. The cooperation levels reflect a
failure of total surplus maximisation by South A&fn families. There is clear evidence,
moreover, of limited cooperation. Nevertheless,db& clearly show a level of cooperation

that merit attention.
[Figure 3 about here]

In order to assess the Round effects, the catejorariable “Round” was substituted in
equation “iv” taking the position of “thematic fact. Table 4 shows the results for each
community as well as for the total sample. The ganérend in the results is that

contributions decay as subjects proceed with ptagiie rounds. A consideration of Round 1
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as the baseline indicates that the urban Bloemiordample’s decay is significant from
Round 6 onwards. Rural Alice, however, shows tlgaiBcance of decay for all the rounds,
except Round 5 and 7. Controlling for community tme aggregated data shows that
contribution decay is significant at 5% for Rourfis? and significant at the 1% level for
Rounds 6-9. Only Round 5 fails to achieve staissggnificance, although the sign remains
negative. VCM games in real-life extended familytisgs, therefore, support contribution
decay, an outcome similar to findings from studiescouples and strangefsefr & Géachter
2000; Croson, 2007; Oprea et al., 2014). When Roefidcts are adjusted for, the
community dummy is statistically insignificant, ghueflecting that cooperation does not

differ along community lines.

[Table 4 about here]

Result 1a: Average contributions are limited and vary betwdBrb7%.

Result 1b: Contributions decay over rounds in both urban Biéentein and rural Alice.

6.2 Design: order

As indicated in Table 2, the experimental roundsrararranged for one half of the sample.
The summary tables for the variables of interesiciwvare compared by order, show a strong
balance between the two orders [see Tables B1@3, the differences between the median
values of employment income in urban Bloemfontsimaring of employment income, and
mean and median household size in rural Alice shovbalance with differences that are
statistically significant, though at only a 10%édé&vThere is also balance on sender-recipient
relationship by order in urban Bloemfontein, ruddice and in the total sample [see Tables
B4-B6]. Some order imbalances were reported forseder-recipient gender pairings in
urban Bloemfontein but not in rural Alice [see TeblB7-B8]. Finally, sender-recipient
gender pairings show some imbalances in the tatapte [see Table B9].

In the RE model however, where Order is the prediot cooperation, no Order effects were
detected for the total sample and sub-samples wbatrolling for Round and community
effects. Table 5, therefore, suggests that theneoigvidence in the data to suggest that
cooperation is influenced by the order in whichrmadsi were played. Subjects, it seems, were

randomly selected into orders and there are na @fflects in the data.

[Table 5 about here]
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6.3 Socio-demographics

The impact of socio-demographics is important ie #tudy of efficiency in households
(Cochard et al., 2016). The analysis focused oratee gender and education of the subject
as well as the number of household members 16 peaskler. A comparison of both the
median and mean of age shows that urban Bloemfohi&s younger subjects compared to
rural Alice and the differences are statisticaligngficant (at 1%). Significant differences
between the two communities are also noted iniogldb education, with rural Alice having
subjects that are more educated than those in iBlmemfontein.A priori, higher education
levels are expected in the urban community. Onesiples explanation for the difference
could be that the educated in urban Bloemfonteireveenployed and at work and therefore
less likely to participate in the experiment. Hoervit is evident in rural Alice that
unemployment is very high with even the educatathdoat home, hence, they ended up
participating in the experiment. Approximately sewe ten subjects in the sample are female

and the households have an average number of fennbers of age sixteen and above.
[Table 6 about here]

The higher percentage of females in both sub-samm#lects that the female to female
sender-recipient pairing is dominant in the expentn at approximately 50%. This is
followed by the female to male (male to female) @ahd male to male pairing, which
comprise only 6%. As Table 7 shows, the differenicethe distribution of these sender-

recipient gender pairings are significant at thelédel.
[Table 7 about here]

Whilst significantly higher cooperation by malestiee norm for both communities, the
subjects in urban Bloemfontein are generally maveperative than those in rural Alice
(Table 8). The results are in contrast to thosé/olina et al. (2013), which show a higher

cooperation by females.
[Table 8 about here]

Interestingly, Table 9 shows that in urban Bloendan male cooperation is on average
higher than that of females, irrespective of thedge of the recipient, whereas for females,
cooperation is higher only when the recipient ishaf same sex. Such behaviour by females,

where they cooperate more with same sex subjecis,line with Ambler’s (2016) study on
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South African pensions and household decision-ngakiat involve grandmothers. Ambler
(2016) found that female eligibility for the oldeagension improves the nutritional indicators
for girls but not for boys. Nonetheless, cooperatetween males in rural Alice is relatively

lower than that in urban Bloemfontein.
[Table 9 about here]

The RE model reported in Table 10, where the sdemographic factors constitute the
theme, shows that the gender of the sender stamdasothe one statistically significant
predictor. The negative signs of the coefficierffsra that women are less cooperative than
men. Having tertiary rather than no education ihaar Bloemfontein is also reported as
positively impacting on the cooperation by the sabjbut only at the 10% level. The gender
differences in the results are similar to thoseoregul by Iversen et al. (2011) and Munro et
al. (2014). Iversen et al. (2011) establishes fifvaales contribute less to the household pool
than males. Munro et al. (2014), in their couplperkment, find that males invest more and
are more generous to their partners, whereas feraaéemore willing to invest in a common
pool only when their income is earned through wagkiand when assets are publicly
observable. In this experiment, the gender resaly wery well also be an artefact of the
gender composition of the different generationghwbunger generations comprising more
males and older generations more females, givenythanger generations are shown to be

more cooperative.
[Table 10 about here]

lversen et al. (2011) point out, in their refleation the gender differences on cooperation
that, such an outcome may not be taken as a @pectiSen’s (1990) conjecture that females
identify more closely than men with household iests. Rather, the results may be
associated with the expected norm in developingn@tdes in which males are expected to
be providers of resources while females are resplenfor the day-to-day chores in the
household. In the current study, that norm auguei with the higher level of financial
decision-making among females, reported at 79.2#pewed to that of males which stood at
46.5%.

Result 2: Males are more cooperative than females in botmanrBloemfontein and rural

Alice.
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6.4 Inter-generational household structure

The nature of this study underscores the importapiceknowing the subjects’ inter-
generational relations. Table 11 presents the stghjaverage age by family relation. As is
expected, age differences tally with inter-general dynamics, with grandchildren in the
total sample being the youngest and having an geesge of 21 years, while grandparents
are the oldest and with an average age of 67 y@aeschildren’s average age is 34 years,
while the parents’ is 60 years. The “other-famitgtegory constitutes all other relations and
the average age in this category is 43 years. Thgdas in rural Alice are older than those
from urban Bloemfontein across all the relationgha household, and the differences are
statistically significant at the 1% level, excepthathe grandchildren’s average age, which is
statistically different at the 5% level. This caerlpaps be attributed to a cohort effect of the

old apartheid custom where the economically agetiee in the rural homelands.
[Table 11 about here]

According to Tables 12, 13a and 13b, females arstlgngparents or grandparents, while
males are mostly grandchildren or childf@nThis pattern is prevalent and statistically
significant in both sub-samples. Table 13a alsonvshthat the “other-family” percentage is
38.1% (21.5%) for males and 23.1% (14.6%) for fewmah urban Bloemfontein (rural

Alice). Thus, urban Bloemfontein generally has athér-family” component that is greater
than that of rural Alice, which suggests that faesilare relatively more extended. One
possible explanation for the trend is that the éotfamily” relatives migrate to cities and join

these families in urban areas in search of beti@n@mic opportunities.

[Tables 12; 13a and 13b about here]

Both urban Bloemfontein and rural Alice show thia¢ fplay between parent and child is
dominant, followed by the play between grandchildend grandparents, and lastly the
“other-family” (Table 14). However, the “other-falyii play, for reasons noted above, is

more pronounced in urban Bloemfontein.

[Table 14 about here]

9 The central player in the experiment is the madmarfcial decision-maker. However, the parent and
grandparent roles are played mostly by femaleoth bommunities due to the ‘absent fathers’ phemamen
South Africa, on the one hand, and the realityeshdles being main financial decision-makers, onater
hand (Table 13b).
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A disregard of the “other-family” in Table 15, shewhat grandchildren generally have
greater proclivity for sharing with grandparentslidwed by children sharing with parents,
then parents with children, and lastly grandparentls grandchildren. The gap between the
cooperation shown by children and parents for hotlan Bloemfontein and rural Alice is
narrower than that between grandparents and grddadah particularly in rural Alice. This
heterogeneity in inter-generational cooperatiostagistically significant at both community-

specific analysis and the total sample.
[Table 15 about here]

Molina et al. (2016) report similar results in thekperiment, which shows that all the age
groups cooperate more when playing with relatiadthough this was more evident for the
youth and for parents than for grandparents. Ong argue, from a comparison of the
grandparents’ cooperation with grandchildren anck wersa, that the evolution of social
norms is guided by the fact that minors are tawghéncouraged to give more to elders,
whose responsibilities within the household incla@eision-making. Elders, however, keep
more to themselves as they have to spend for anfebalf of the family. This is not
surprising in South Africa and particularly in treample where grandparents and parents
often receive child support grants on behalf of aren One may argue that the societies in
these two communities have created and pass oal smriventions that respect guardians
and here it is shown by cooperating more with gaas and thereby giving guardians

financial responsibilities.

The results in Table 16 from an application of fRE model to test the significance of
sender-recipient relationship pairings when cohtrglfor order, round effects and socio-
demographics, and where parent-child pairing isdabmparison group, show significantly
lower cooperation between grandparents and gralddehifor both urban Bloemfontein and
rural Alice. The results also reveal a lower coafien by the “other-family” to the “other-
family” for rural Alice. Nonetheless, the rural A& results attest to a positively and
statistically significantly greater cooperationweén grandchildren and grandparents, as well
as between children and parents than that betwaemts and children. The sender-recipient
relationship pairings for the whole sample areistiaally significant and the signs of the
coefficients are in tandem with priori expectations of social conventions passed on to
younger generations by older generations. Minoestanght to respect and trust their elders
and guardians, while the elders keep more to thieeséo safeguard the resources and put
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them to uses that potentially benefit the wholeilanHigher cooperation in grandchildren
and children in comparison to that between graretgarand parents, is in contrast to that of
Peters et al. (2004), where parents are more stitwhether playing with their own children
or other youngsters. Nonetheless, children in Begeal. (2004) exhibit higher cooperation

when playing with family members, an outcome simidathe current study.
[Table 16 about here]

That the “other-family” to “other-family” player réng shows a statistically significantly
lower cooperation (in rural Alice and the total @@ in comparison to other relations, is no

surprise as one would expect lower contributiorhwass ties and increased social distance.

Result 3a: Proclivity for sharing is highest for grandchildre followed by children, then

parents and then grandparents in both urban Bloateio and rural Alice.

Result 3b: The gap in cooperation is wider between grandptreand grandchildren as
compared to parents and children.

Result 3c: There is lower cooperation with increased sociatahce in rural Alice.

6.5 Socio-economic circumstances

The socio-economic factors considered in this stndpde employment status; income from
employment; social grant status; grant type; grimebme; number of children being
supported by the subject; number of employed haldahembers, and the number of grant
recipients in the household. The descriptive dtetisfor each community are reported in
Table 17. The unemployment levels in these poorngonities are high. Although urban
Bloemfontein reported a higher percentage of ecacaliy active subjects, more are
unemployed (34.2%) than employed (24.1%). Ruralcélias expected, has a higher
percentage of not economically active subjects3)6than urban Bloemfontein (41.6%).
These differences are significant at the 1% le®al.average, 54% of all the subjects receive
predominantly old age pensions and child suppahtgt with rural Alice having a higher
percentage of old age pensions and urban Bloemifohteving a higher coverage of child
support grants. The difference in grant type behntee two communities is significant at the
1% level. As expected, median employment incontagker in urban Bloemfontein than in
rural Alice. However, it is evident, with regarasthe other socio-economic factors that there

are no statistically significant differences betweeral Alice and urban Bloemfontein.
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[Table 17 about here]

The RE model reveals that socio-economic fact@$n &able 18, do not explain differences
in rates of cooperation. These results are peraaomnsequence of the lack of variation in the

sample with regard to these socio-economic factors.
[Table 18 about here]

6.6 Endowment

A key component of the current experiment is théosyment and its size. Every subject is
endowed with some amount of real money at the béggnof every round and so too are the
other two players. Table 19 shows the average catipe by endowment size and draws a
distinction between “endowment matching” and “endwmt differentials”. Overall,
cooperation, surprisingly, is not associated wiffetences in endowment size. However, the
differences in cooperation by endowment are sigaifi at the 1% and 5% levels, in urban
Bloemfontein, and at the 10% level in rural AliGéhe results from focusing firstly on the
“matching” variable, in urban Bloemfontein, exhilaitpattern of highest contribution when
the sender has a higher endowment than the rec@0et0); followed by equal but lower
endowments (10:10); when the sender has a lowesvandnt (10:20), and lastly when the
players’ endowments are equal but higher (20:28 fesults are different for rural Alice.
Here, having a lower endowment (10:20) has the dsgltontribution; followed by the
matching of equal and lower endowment (10:10); egnd higher endowment (20:20), and
lastly when the sender has a higher endowment @20:The result, however, is only

significant at the 10% level.

A clear-cut sign of the effect of the size of thlewment is shown in urban Bloemfontein
with the results, as expected, showing that whensénder has a larger endowment, s/he
gives more compared to a situation of equal endawniéhe equal endowment situation in
turn shows higher cooperation compared to the ¢omdiwhen the sender has a smaller
endowment. The pattern that can be discerned & Alice for both of these endowment
variables, though not clear, is more cooperatiortheyless endowed than those with higher

endowments.

[Table 19 about here]
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The results in Table 20 are obtained when RE maatelsised to assess how endowment size
influences cooperation. The urban Bloemfonteinltesiorrespond witla priori expectations

in almost all cases. The coefficients for the seésdendowment and recipient’'s endowment
carry the expected signs and are statistically ifsigmt (p < 0.01). As the sender’'s
endowment increases, cooperation increases, but Wigerecipient’'s endowment increases,
cooperation by the sender falls. Compared to aalespndowment (comparison group), lower
endowment holders show significantly lower cooperat The same behaviour, i.e. lower
endowments translating into lower cooperation, anfcmed with the ‘sender-recipient
endowment pairing’ variable. The sender with a loedowment than the recipient exhibits

less cooperation.

The above results from urban Bloemfontein cledhysirate the endowment size effect. The
subjects’ cooperation varies in accordance to diffees between their own and their
partner's endowment. The endowment size effectsptayt in a situation where individuals
with less (more) give less (more) to those with enfless) (Fehr & Schmidt, 1999). This
outcome supports arguments regarding aversion tairoass or inequality. According to
Fehr and Schmidt (1999), when subjects with move giore, then there is some evidence of
an inequality effect or more specifically, an av@msto unfairness or inequality. Fehr and
Schmidt (1999) also explain that subjects may lmeduity averse”, i.e. they experience
“guilt” if they receive a payoff that is higher thathers (advantageous inequity), while they
experience “envy” if they receive payoffs that dosver (disadvantageous inequity). In
general, the results for urban Bloemfontein argastance with Hofmeyr et al. (2007) who

found that differences in endowment size do notenaimong secondary school children.

It is observed that when the recipient’'s endowmeoteases in rural Alice, the sender’'s
cooperation in turn increases. Having a larger emdent results in less cooperation
compared to equal endowments and this is signifiaathe 1% level. Senders with higher
endowments exhibit less cooperation when comparéd ‘@qual endowments at a lower
value”. A possible explanation could be that thevdo endowed actually cooperate more
hoping and expecting cooperation from the highlgaamed, which will result in raising the

surplus for all. The highly endowed could howes finding it difficult to let go of more as

their endowment affords them substantial earnings.

[Table 20 about here]

206



Result 4: The endowment size effect is observed in urbapnitantein, but not in rural

Alice. There is evidence of inequity aversion amanhbgn Bloemfontein subjects only.

6.7 Financial decision-making

Table 21 provides an overview of financial decismaking and sharing of income and
money, with a comparison being drawn between ullaemfontein and rural Alice. The
nature of decision-making dynamics is very différenurban Bloemfontein and rural Alice.
The percentage of main decision-makers in the anipks is approximately the same
(33%). Rural Alice reported a higher percentaggoait decision-makers (43.6%), while
urban Bloemfontein has a higher percentage of remistbn makers (37.3%). The differences
between the two sub-samples are significant ail¥adevel. The other variable exhibiting a
1% level of significance is the “grant income shamith urban Bloemfontein reporting a
higher percentage of sharing of grant income, pbssiue to the larger share of child support
grants. “Money sharing” exhibits no discernible tpat. Finance pooling in urban
Bloemfontein shows that more than 90% of the subjare of the view that there is pooling
of all or some of the household finances, whergagraximately 60% of rural Alice
contemplate that there is pooling of all or somehef finances within their households. For
the small percentage of subjects who are emplajedrban Bloemfontein subjects reported
sharing that money, while in rural Alice, 84% refjedron sharing their employment income,
the difference being significant at the 5% levell iA all, there is a significantly greater
degree of sharing of resources in urban Bloemfarttean in rural Alice.

[Table 21 about here]

A consideration of the cooperation and decisionintkesponsibility shows that the main
decision-makers in urban Bloemfontein (Table 2préed the highest average cooperation
followed by non-decision-makers and finally thenfailecision-makers. Non-decision-makers
in rural Alice, as expected, reported the highexsiperation, followed by main decision-
makers and lastly joint decision-makers. Theseedkfices in each community are
respectively significant at the 10% and 1% levédie Treports regarding “money sharing”,
although varied in both communities, indicate th#trmative sharing (everything, most,
some) shows more cooperation than those that egpdittle or no sharing at all. The
differences are significant at the 1% level. Altgbuthe differences in cooperation between
subjects who reported pooling all, some or nonefiinances are significant at the 1% level

in both communities. Hence, the results conflicthvthea priori expectation of a positive
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correlation between cooperation and income pooliagthose that reported no pooling are

more cooperative than those that reported somenapol
[Table 22 about here]

When the financial decision-making and sharingalaés are entered into the RE model as
explanatory variables (Table 23), the results stivat being a financial decision-maker in
urban Bloemfontein raises the cooperation of thlee possibly being a sign of leading by
example Potters, Sefton & Vesterlun@007). However, statistically speaking, the resuil
weak (p < 0.10). In rural Alice, the data suggélsésopposite, as it shows that a subject who
is a financial decision-maker shows less cooparafline financial decision-maker could be
keeping more to herself/himself as s/he has th@oresbility to make decisions on
expenditures. Soa priori, it is expected of the decision-maker to keep mtwe
herself/himself. However, the subject’s cooperatess, as expected, increases when the
subject is playing with the financial decision-malke rural Alice. With regard to finance
pooling, only in rural Alice, where those that pawed pooling of all rather than no finance
pooling, is cooperation greater and with a diffeeerthat is significant at the 5% level.
“Money sharing” by senders is in line wighpriori expectations for urban Bloemfontein, i.e.

those who reported sharing more are more cooperativ
[Table 23 about here]

Result 5a: In rural Alice, more is kept by financial decisiamakers and more given to
financial decision-makers. In urban Bloemfonteinaicial decision-makers are cooperative

and give more than non-decision-makers.

Result 5b: Subjects in rural Alice are more cooperative wtiae household’s financial
resources are pooled.

Result 5c: In urban Bloemfontein, subjects who share morethgfir money with the

household are more cooperative.

6.8 Communication

The requirement in studies of an experimental eaitithat balance be achieved between the
treatment and control groups and in this study #swachieved completely in urban
Bloemfontein [Table B10]. The other variables shoalance in rural Alice, save for gender

and mean giving in the dictator game where themairsmal bias (i.e. differences are only
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significant at the 10% level) [Table B11]. In thentbined sample, there is more females than
males in the treatment group. The difference, h@nds weakly significant (p < 0.10) [Table
B12]. With regard to the sender-recipient relattopsurban Bloemfontein reported balance
as shown in Table 24. However, Tables 25 and 2% shweak balance in rural Alice and for
the total sample (p < 0.10). The treatment growtuae fewer parent-child player pairs and
more grandparent-grandchild player pairs than trerol group, potentially underestimating
cooperation in the treatment group as cooperateiwden grandchildren and grandparents
are lower than between children and parents.

[Tables 24-26 about here]

Tables 27-29 show that there is no balance, in bothmunities, between the treatment and
control group in the sender-recipient gender pgginFemale-to-female pairings are more
prevalent in the treatment than in the control groGorrespondingly, the male-to-male
pairings and the discordant pairings are more commahe control group. Therefore, the
fact that there is no balance with regard to thedge of sender-recipient pairings means that

the regression results require special scrutiny.
[Tables 27-29 about here]

A comparison of cooperation observed in the treatra@d control groups, drawn between
Round 1 and Round 9 of the VCM game, was madeviestigate the communication effect.
The two rounds (Rounds 1 and 9) are used for casgrabecause the three subjects have the
same endowment (R50 or ten R5 coins). In addifRoynd 9 follows on the communication

treatment.

The total sample (Figure 4), as is expectea @niori grounds, has no difference between the
treatment and control groups in Round 1. The awempperation and the 95% confidence
intervals for both groups are almost identical. Thet for equality of means show no
significant differences. There is balance, themfdretween the communication and no-

communication groups.

A comparison of cooperation in Round 1 and Roumn the treatment group shows a sign of
marginal contribution decay. The test for differeedetween the means gives a p-value of
0.025. The control group shows a much more markedsanificant decline in contributions
between rounds 1 and 9. The test for equality bewtbe two means report a 1% level of

significance. The presence of a communication effecsupported by the comparison
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between the treatment and control groups in Round@h@ average contribution for the
treatment group is greater than that of the comrolip and the difference between the two is
significant at the 1% level. Therefore, an examamatof the total sample shows that
communication reduces contribution decay, as fodmpnd®prea et al. (2014), and promotes

sustained cooperation.
[Figure 4 about here]

An analysis of the treatment effect by communitysilrates that only the results for urban
Bloemfontein mirror those of the total sample. Haseline balance is reflected in Figure 5
through the levels of average cooperation and ttaifidence intervals in Round 1. The test
for differences show a p-value of 0.180. The congparof the treatment group (Round 1 vs
Round 9), reflects a considerable overlap of camicd intervals. Average cooperation is
similar (p = 0.299). In this regard, as reportedQprea et al. (2014), communication again
reduces contribution decay. A different scenariwvithessed with the control group, where
contribution decay by Round 9 is significant (p €1). A comparison of the treatment and
control groups in Round 9 provides support foreatiment effect. The difference between the
two groups is substantial and the control grouphatsha very low level of cooperation. The

test for equality of means between the treatment @mntrol groups is thus, statistically

significant (p < 0.01).
[Figure 5 about here]

Figure 6 draws the same comparison for rural Alidee figure confirms that there is balance
in Round 1 between the treatment and control gr@¢pps 0.184). The confidence intervals
clearly overlap. However, cooperation declines imitthe treatment group (Round 1 vs
Round 9). The decline is significant at a p-valfi®.036. The decline is also significant for
the control group but at the 1% level. Unlike itvam Bloemfontein, there is no evidence of a
treatment effect in rural Alice. The treatment gr@uaverage contribution rate and the
control group’s average contribution rate are ngniicantly different in Round 9. In other

words, contribution decay occurs in both the treatiand control groups.

[Figure 6 about here]

Related to the communication treatment is the FAQ¥3~amily Communication Scale
(FCS) that elicits self-reported perceptions ofifgraommunication [see annexure A3]. The

two outcomes, one continuous and the other catjprare reported in Table 30. The
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difference in the mean communication scale (%) betwthe two communities is statistically
significant. The subjects in rural Alice reportedher levels of family communication than
those in urban Bloemfontein. The differences in thedian communication scale and
communication type are not significant. Generdlgth communities reported relatively high

levels of perceived family communication.

[Table 30 about here]

The results from entering communication variableso ithe RE models show that

communication is a key driver of cooperation inamBloemfontein. These results are as
expected. Cooperation increased by 6.1% afterubgsts had been given the opportunity to
take five minutes to discuss their decisions at pibaultimate round of the experiment.
Positive perceptions of family communication alsa la positive impact on cooperation. The
urban Bloemfontein sample also reflects a posisind significant difference between those
who perceive that family communication is “modetaad those that perceive that family
communication is “more than moderate” when compated“less than moderate”.

Cooperation in urban Bloemfontein, therefore, isifpeely associated with communication

on all three measures of communication, includimegexperimental treatment. The results for

rural Alice, where family communication was betteowever, were not found significant.
[Table 31 about here]

Result 6a: Communication inhibits contribution decay in urbBloemfontein.

Result 6b: In urban Bloemfontein, family communication enleancooperation.

Disaggregated RE regression results are presamfabiles 32-34 in order to explore further
how communication, both as an experimental treatraed as a self-reported scale, impact
on cooperation among different generations. TaBlsl®ws that the Family Communication
Scale (FCS) in urban Bloemfontein is positively aighificantly associated with cooperation
across all relationship pairings, the one exceplieimg children and parents. However, the
results from rural Alice reveal that communicatlmas a negative and significant association
with cooperation, especially for the grandparertt grandchild sender-recipient pairs as well
as for the “other-family” pairs. The negative cio@éints for communication in rural Alice
can be linked with the experimental results frorkiela and Ozier (2011), which show that
women were especially willing to pay to hide endeemts and winnings, particularly when
relatives were in the same session. The experimgeataphasised the privacy of earnings to
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subjects, hence, the experiment in Alice couldroffie opportunity to hide resources in an
environment where family communication is very highen (2006), Ashraf (2009), and

Castilla and Walker (2013) explored and found thsspbilities, among spouses, of a Pareto
sub-optimal allocation of resources as a resudtsygfmmetric information.

The aggregate results for the different sendepreati relationships do not paint a clear
picture. This is because the results for the twmroanities are at odds, i.e. communication

impacts positively on cooperation in urban Bloentéam, but negatively in rural Alice.
[Tables 32-34 about here]

A plausible explanation for the urban Bloemfontesult (Table 32; see also Table 15), i.e.
communication leading to higher cooperation betwgrments and children, between
grandparents and grandchildren and not vice vemdd be the social ties and closeness that
exist between parents and their children, as veebetween grandparents and grandchildren.
Communication as a proxy of social ties and closgné an inter-generational context,
works downward rather than upward. Despite childeedd grandchildren being more
cooperative as reflected in Table 15, their codpmradoes not depend on communication.
Probably the social conventions to trust eldersxgdained earlier in the paper, are stronger
and by itself explain cooperation by the childrex grandchildren. No plausible explanation
exists for the rural Alice results (Table 33), exicthe hiding effect alluded to by Jakiela and
Ozier (2011). Hiding is quite likely given that pats and grandparents are predominantly
female financial decision-makers, who may keep nmomey for other useful expenditures

and given the privacy of the experimental outcomes.

Result 6¢. Where family communication is more favourable, pswation by parents and

grandparents with children and grandchildren istmigput only in urban Bloemfontein.

6.9 Family circumstances

The average household has 5 to 6 members, whigHaigvely large but expected given the
inter-generational nature of the households irsthdy. Forty percent (twelve percent) of the
subjects in Alice (Bloemfontein) are married ane thifference between the two communities
is significant at the 1% level. The mean and medi&CES IV Family Satisfaction Scale

(FSS) scores in both communities are consideraly fisee annexure A3]. Extended
families in rural Alice, however, appear more “gld#®gether” than extended families in

urban Bloemfontein, thus reporting higher self-mpd levels of family satisfaction. As a
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categorical variable, family satisfaction shows shene trend between both communities, i.e.
family satisfaction being higher in rural Alice tharban Bloemfontein. The latter difference

in family satisfaction between the two communi@ggin is significant at the 1% level.
[Table 35 about here]

A regression analysis of the relation between cradfm and family circumstances, using the
Random Effects (RE) model (Table 36), suggests ¢haperation is raised by a margin of
9.5% when the sender in urban Bloemfontein andural Alice is married, an impact that is
significant at the 1% level. The results may beefiection of increased social ties with
marriage. Family satisfaction is, however, not asged with cooperation in either

community.
[Table 36 about here]
Result 7: In urban Bloemfontein, marital status impacts pesly on cooperation.

6.10 Trust and altruism

Two questions on trust were posed in the post-éxgertal questionnaire (see annexure A3).
One question, using a 7-point scale, focused orstitgects’ perceived trust of the general
public. The other question focused on trust wittle family, with the four categories
collapsed into two, i.e. ‘completely’ and ‘not coleely’. The post-experimental
guestionnaire also posed a question on how muchubject would give to a stranger if they
were given R100 by someone. The response to thaignevas used as a proxy measure of

altruism.

The summary of the trust and altruism variablegpaesented in Table 37. Trust in the family
is extremely high. Ninety four percent (94%) of gwbjects in urban Bloemfontein reported
that they completely trust their fellow family meerb in comparison to the 78% in rural
Alice. The differences between the two communitiesnedian public trust and in family
trust are significant (p < 0.05). Interestinglyjpa trust is higher in the rural than urban area,
but family trust is lower. Such differences are exted when one considers the striking
differences between rural and urban life in theig&in context. In rural communities, an
individual is part of the whole society, with thenemunity to which the individual belongs
being able to influence the individual's own beigd responsibilities. Thus, public trust is

expected to be high in rural communities. The sibmais different with urban life, where
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close family, i.e. the members of the householdmnfdhe base of social and economic

activities. Under such circumstances, family tigsgxpected to be higher.
[Table 37 about here]

Table 38 shows that there is a significant but tiegassociation between cooperation and
family trust in rural Alice. The subjects that weareore trusting of their family members
exhibited lower cooperation. However, the urban eBifontein results do not show a

significant association between the two outcomes.
[Table 38 about here]

RE regression models were employed (Table 39)deraio gain some sense of the influence
of trust and altruism on cooperation. The resuisasthat there is, in urban Bloemfontein, a
positive and significant association of public traed altruism with the level of cooperation
as observed in the experiment. The associatiognsfisant at the 1% level and the results in
line with a priori expectations. Although the results show a weakifsignce (p < 0.10) in
rural Alice, the link between altruism and coopemtis in line with expectations, i.e.
positive. However, the negative and significant lgutsust result in rural Alice does not fit

with a priori expectation.
[Table 39 about here]

Result 8a: The association between cooperation and altruisnpasitive, both in urban

Bloemfontein and rural Alice.

Result 8b: Cooperation is positively associated with pubtigst in urban Bloemfontein, but
negatively so in rural Alice.

The experiment, therefore, highlights the imporeanta wide array of factors in explaining
cooperation. These factors vary with each commuartg, among others, emphasise the

relevance of inter-generational relations and comuoation.
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7. Aggregate analysis and results

In order to assess the robustness of the abovésieduee joint regression functions that
include all the reported statistically significaxXplanatory variables in any of the two sub-

samples or the pooled sample were estimated (B&ble

In the case of the urban Bloemfontein sub-sampke résults that confirm the output of the
parsimonious thematic analyses include female senoleing less cooperatiy@®esult 2)
grandparent-to-grandchild play reflecting a sigr@fit and negative effect on cooperation as
compared to the parent-to-child play (baseliffRg¢sult 3a) and cooperation declining with
lower endowment sizéResult 4) The joint regression function for the urban Bldentein
sub-sample also maintained significant results ahmunication enhancing cooperation
(Result 6a) higher cooperation among married send&ssult 7) and altruism and higher

public trust among senders enhancing cooper@esult 8a and 8b)

For the joint regression function for the ruraldslisub-sample, the relation differential ‘other
family to other family’ exhibits less cooperationthvincreased social distan¢Result 3c)
and less cooperation from senders when they hagerlandowments as compared to having
equal endowmentd&Result 4) In addition, the financial decision-making respbility of the
receiver remained a statistically significant pesitdriver (Result 5b)and the sender’s public

trust remained a statistically significant negativiver, of cooperatio(Result 8b)

Putting the sub-samples together, the results stitaw being a female sender lowers
cooperation (Result 2) Relational differentials are confirmed to infleen levels of
cooperation in that, compared to parent-to-chilypthild-to-parent play and grandchild-to-
grandparent play have positive coefficients, whergeandparent-to-grandchild play has a
negative coefficien{Result 3a) Other confirmed results in the pooled sampleuidel less
cooperation by the less endow@ksult 4) more cooperation by married send@gsult 7)

and more cooperation by senders who are moresltr(iResult 8a)

8. Contribution

The study is novel and contributes to the body mdwedge in this field in a number of

ways.
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First, the study experimentally disentangles the soursEscooperation in an inter-
generational setting. Specifically, the study révehe characteristics of, and drivers of
cooperation within a real-world three-generationtisg. The study recruits real-world
subjects related as grandchildren, children, paregrandparents or other family, to play a
Voluntary Contribution Mechanism (VCM) game. Theyonomparable research is that of
Peters et al. (2004) and Molina et al. (2016). Ttisdy, however, is the first one to be
conducted in a developing country.

Secondthe three-generation subjects who were recrutgday the VCM reside at one place
and share food from the same pot. Each househsldgects stay together and share
resources, not only because it was a pre-conditioselection into the experiment, but also
because the experiment was carried out in the sishjpackyard. This is different from

Molina et al. (2016) who recruited subjects onfioea web-based experiment.

Third, the experiment is relatively high in realism. T8tady employs a “mobile lab-in-the-
field” experiment where subjects from one houselpdy at their home. The experimenters
moved from one household to another, with theiraagius ready, thus enabling them to play
the game if and when they get to a household tlesepits a three-generational arrangement.
The experiment does not use conventional subjstisi€nts) but subjects from a naturally
existing setting of households that have three orengenerations. Playing at the subjects’
home and within a natural setting of extended famliminates the contamination associated
with the artificiality of being away from home amiaying in the (computer) laboratory.
Relatives in the game are not artificial laboratmhatives but real-life relatives with a social
bond.

The fourth novelty relates to the type of subjects. The stibjevere recruited from two poor
urban and rural communities, with each trio of lehadd subjects including a financial
decision-maker. The other two subjects, where ptessiwere selected on the basis of
receiving a social grant and/or being employed.other cases, the other subjects were
selected solely based on their relationship wita thain financial decision-maker. The
inclusion of the financial decision-maker and otreource earners allows the assessment of
cooperation levels of financial decision-makers armgther or not, none-financial decision-

makers cooperate with financial decision-makensaor extended families.

The fifth novelty of the study relates to the use of reaheyo In addition to following the

convention in Economics experiments where the stbjeceive real pay-offs in accordance
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with the principle of incentive compatibility (Herg & Ortmann, 2001), the experimental

subjects used real money and not experimentaleyrer tokens, during the play.

Finally, the study investigates a communication treatnreat VCM beyond the laboratory,
the first in the South African context. The resultawn from a study of urban Bloemfontein
show that communication as a treatment mattergenfield. Such an outcome, is to some

extent, a confirmation of results travelling fronetlab to the field.

9. Limitations

The study has various limitationSirst, one may consider that the endowment sizes of R50
and R100 are not incentive compatible. Howeverjngivsuch an amount to poor South
Africans for engaging in an experiment that takgsraximately two hours, can be argued as
sufficient enough for the subjects to reveal tmeal preferences. Fifty rand (R50) is more

than half a day’s minimum wage in South Africa.

Experimenter effects and experimenter demand sfi@a thesecondpotential limitation to
the study. The field experiment in each communigswonducted by a different team of
experimenters, which may, due to inconsistenciegmplementation, explain in part the
differences observed between communities. Usinfgreéiit experimenters, however, could
not be avoided given that the two communities speakdifferent languages. The nature of
the experiment also meant that for every game gldyethree subjects from each selected
household, three experimenters had to read thptgoritheir respective subjects. Thus, the
presence of experimenter-subject effects, whermxperimenter, knowingly or unknowingly,
gives cues to the subjects during task construalz¢/Z 2010), could not be ruled out. In
addition, playing VCM with extended families mayvkasubject-subject effects, especially
when the subject’'s behaviour is guided by how dfedeves her/his relatives expect
herself/himself to behave (Zizzo, 2010). The natfrthe game and its implementation may,
therefore, have compounded the likelihood of expenter demand effects. The subject-
subject effects, however, could in the contextlo$ texperiment, be considered a strength
rather than a weakness, as it reflects better éhbty of inter-generational choices of this

nature.

The experiment, in ththird instance, gave only a general instruction of compation to

the treatment group and not what to discuss exdctting the five minutes communication

217



break [see annexure A2]. Neither did the experiemsnbbserve the kind of communication
that took place in order to gather qualitative fesaxk, this to ensure privacy. That the
instruction is not specific enough may have reduttesl impact of communication. The

treatment effect detected in this study may theesbe underestimated. It also is important to
mention that information on average group contidng was not shared with subjects during

each round as it confounds the effects of the comcation treatment.

The fourth limitation to the study pertains to low literacgdaespecially the low numeracy
levels among subjects (see Table 6). As a resubjests may not have been knowledgeable
enough to follow the instructions read out by tkpezimenters.

A fifth possible limitation of the current study is thenigé effect”. The reality that the
experiment adopted a “mobile lab-in-the-field” apgeh means that each household played
the game at a different time. Households also @pdied in the experiment on different days,
with an average of three households intervieweddpgr Playing in the morning may have
different effects on subject behaviour than playimthe afternoon. Playing early in the week
may also have different effects on subject behawaumnpared to playing towards or during
the weekend, as may playing in the middle or tovtaedend of the month. Such variations of
time of play and days of play, however, could net &voided as subjects from each
household played the game within the household'd.y@nally, the other limitation related
to the “time effect”, relates to the playing of thame over a period of 2-3 weeks, where the
possibility of contamination or spill-over exists #ne word about the experiments may have

spread in the community and influenced subjecspoeses.

In the sixth instance, the experimental results may be influérme social desirability bias
(SDB), which is the tendency of research subjextsie socially desirable responses that are
not reflective of their true feelings (Grimm, 201@DB may impact on the contributions
made by subjects to the public accounts in expeataif what the experimenters and other
family members believe they should contribute. Mgpecifically, the degree of cooperation
may be overestimated as the subjects may expecexperimenters to anticipate their
contributions to be made into the common pool. &@ample, the responses to the FCS and
FSS questions, and those to the “dictator gamestgue may also be influenced by SDB,
when subjects present a ‘desirable image’ of tHamilies and themselves to the

experimenter.
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A seventhpossible limitation of the current study is italmlity to bring the ex-post sharing

rule that exists in these families to the fore. Fstance, if it is the case that the grandchild
knows that the parent and the grandparent willeskiair earnings equally after the fact, the
grandchild may be more inclined to cooperate, magbse s/he is inherently cooperative, but
because s/he is relying on an ex-post sharing flesuch case, there is a suspicion that
participants may be playing a meta-game. Thoughcoéd have posed questions on these
matters to subjects, the amount of time requiredldy the game as well as completing the
post-experimental questionnaire, precluded theecttin of such information in this

experiment.

Finally, there is a limitation to the generalisation af tturrent results for three reasons. One
reason is that the study focuses only on two poorounities in a large country. The second
reason is that the sample size of three hundrg@asldfrom one hundred households may be
considered too small a sample to allow generatisatFinancial constraints, however,
precluded a bigger sample and inclusion of more noanities. The last reason is the
presence of potential selection bias, i.e. the tla&t the households and their three selected
subjects need not be fully representative of hoolsish specifically so of the negotiation
processes in larger households. For example, axfeximent was conducted during the day
and for the main part during the week, householthbrexs who are employed or occupied

otherwise during the day or weekend, may be ungersented.

10. Conclusion

The experiment documented evidence of a lack gflgsimaximisation in extended families,
an outcome common to VCM studies with couples (A5H009; Iversen et al., 2011; Mani,
2011; Munro et al., 2011; Kebede et al., 2014; Must al., 2014; Lopez et al., 2015;
Cochard et al., 2016). Complete selfishness, homeéselso not the dominant outcome as
average contributions lie between 45% and 57% efetidowment. Such results are in line
with literature on public goods games (Chaudhuii, 1.

The South African context, in both the urban areriral setting, suggested the power of an
inter-generational transmission of social convargioGrandchildren and children showed
higher appetite for sharing as compared to gramaparand parents. The gap in cooperation

increases as inter-generational distance incrdagbsn urban Bloemfontein and rural Alice.
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Communication emerged as a key factor. First, lbybiting contribution decay (Andreoni,
1995; Ledyard, 1995:ehr & Gachter2000; Croson, 2007; Oprea et al., 2014), andrgkco
by raising parents and grandparents’ cooperatioergtiamily communication is more
favourable, especially in urban Bloemfontein. Fartihesearch is needed to establish why
communication enhanced cooperation in urban Bloatafo but not in rural Alice. More
robust results in this regard may support polictest enhance family communication and
cohesion, such as preventative and developmentalsgork programmes more generally,
and in particular training in marriage and paremtskills, as is evidenced from a range of
meta-analysis studies (Hawkins et al., 2008; Kahiiret al., 2008; Schrodt, Witt &
Messersmith, 2008; Blanchard et al., 2009;).

An experimental test for income heterogeneity poeduinteresting results. An endowment
size effect was observed in urban Bloemfontein. e\, this is not the case in rural Alice.
One may argue that, since family trust is higheth@ urban than in the rural area, urban
subjects accede to inequity aversion (Fehr & Schnii€i99). The results imply that the
benefits of an economic opportunity (e.g. earnimgpme or receiving a social grant) by one
family member may cascade to all family membershaseconomically empowered family
member succumb to the “advantageous inequity” @ssat with such an economic
opportunity to earn income. In contrast, rural Alidoes not show inequity aversion. Rather,
subjects with higher endowments tend to keep morver@as those with low endowment give
more. These results are in line with the role effihancial decision-maker who tends to keep
more and is given more. The role played by thenfoel decision-makers in rural Alice, as
household heads and recipients of social granist pmthe fact that there is trust placed in
the financial decision-maker. That the financiatid®n-makers in urban Bloemfontein give
more may also not be a misnomer as it may be idga game choice where giving is

construed as expenditure on others.

The current study provides a basis for further isgidOnly one form of communication was
adopted, the “discussion” form. A variety of comrnoation forms has so far been applied in
the conventional laboratory setting. An improvemierthe instruments developed thus far, to
allow application of other forms of communicatioruce as imperfect monitoring,
identification and commitments in the field, isledlfor. In addition, there is a need to assess
if the communication that was allowed in the cutrerperiment had positive or negative
effects (Kumakawa, 2013). What's more, the datasdoet allow the development of a

detailed typology of different family communicatistrategies, aspects that may play a

220



significant role in understanding cooperative bébav within family groups. Further

research that focuses on these complexities imdgtefamilies is therefore called for.

The results established the importance of soces for grandparents and parents, social
conventions for grandchildren and children, andt th@ancial decision-makers are less
cooperative in rural Alice, but more cooperativeunban Bloemfontein. Further studies that
allow an in-depth analysis of the association betwé&nancial decision-making and trust
may shed light on the complexities of intra-houséhdecision-making in the extended

family.

Although the current experimental design has theaathge of playing the game at the
subjects’ backyard, the design does not clearlyicate inter-generational factors from
familial effects. Further studies that add a treattmwhere inter-generational strangers play
against each other would allow one to separataytfamilial/genetic effect from an inter-
generational effect. This can only be possible wtiéierent family members are brought to

one place and paired accordingly, an artificidlitst the current study attempted to avoid.

Socio-economic circumstances were found not to play role in explaining cooperation
within extended families. This may not come as @rsse given that the poor households
which were selected by design into the study arg ilemogenous. Further studies should
include middle and higher income households. Aicapibn of the current study, with larger
sample sizes and in different communities and pbssiifferent countries provides another
avenue for future research. A field experiment gwhpares subjects’ perceptions of other
co-players’ contributions and the actual contribné made in the game, is relevant in

advancing the work presented in this paper.

Another avenue of future research involves theuarice on cooperation, of social value
orientations (SVO), i.e. “the weights people assigrntheir own and others’ outcomes in
situations of interdependence” (Bogaert, Boone &lBrek, 2008; Balliet, Parks & Joireman,
2009). There is a need, therefore, to adopt meshemthat measure the influence of SVOs
into the methodology, as a way of separating tmespcials’ and the ‘proselfs’ by personal

trait. Such an approach is especially relevanténfield setting, with natural subjects.
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Table 1: Summary of key published studies on coopation

o

JS

m

Author, Place and Experiment and Subjects & currency Aims/Objectives Main findings
(year) Country game type sample sizes
Ashraf, Mindanao, Framed field; 146 couples Real money, Eliciting causal effects In line with the model of a contract
(2009) Philipines Modified VCM (Pesos) of spousal about financial management of the
varying privacy, observability and household;
communication, communication on Men more likely to deposit money int
negotiations financial choices their own private accounts in Private
or commit it to consumption in Public;
Negotiation condition: money turned
over to spouse responsible for saving
decisions.
Iversen et al.| Rural areas | Framed field; Variants| 240 couples Real money| Whether total surplus | Spouses do not maximize surplus frd
(2011) of Uganda | of Public Goods (Ugandan is maximized, location| cooperation; spouses perform better
Games/VCM shilling) makes difference, when women are in charge of
household efficiency i$ allocating the common pool; women
independent of the contribute less to the common pool
person in control of | than men and opportunism is
resources, women widespread.
contribute more,
spouses behave
opportunistically
Mani (2011) | Andhara Modified Public 300 couples Real money Measuring relative For both men and women, their
Pradesh, Goods game (Rupees) importance of key spouse’s access to information does
India factors that influence | not affect efficiency. Partners are

efficiency of
household investment
decisions

willing to sacrifice efficiency for
sgreater personal control over
household income. Non-economic
factors e.g. identity, have a role in
explaining behaviour by partners.
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Kebede et (Rural & Framed field; Variants| 1200 couples Real moneyl Examining household | Efficiency decisively rejected in all
al., (2014) urban areas: | of VCM: varying (Birr — efficiency among treatments; information improves
Ethiopia initial endowments, Ethiopia) married couples efficiency in some treatments; doubts
power to allocate, on pareto efficiency in household
information level. models.
Munro et al., | North & Framed field; 1200 couples Real moneyl Examining efficiency | Large-scale and robust evidence of
(2014) South of Modified VCM with (Rupees) of family decision- inefficiency and hiding of assets whe|
India treatments mimicking making possible;
earning endowments, Men invest more and more generoug
public endowments, their partners;
responsibility for Women into the common pool when
allocation. their income is earned through
working and when assets are publicly
observable.
Lopez et al., | Bogota, Repeated VCM 60 couples Real mongyExamine the salience | Efficiency is not obtained; when
(2015) Colombia (Pesetas) of family versus spouses contribute from the same
outsiders; analyse if | budget, they converge on the strateg
cooperation in the that invest everything to household
family is affected by | pool and little to stranger pool;
the nature of Subijects still contribute more to
opportunities for household pool than stranger pool
cooperation outside | when using separate non-fungible
family budget.
Cochard et | Toulouse, Framed field; 100 couples Experiment| Testing willingness to | Defection of 1 out 4 participants; lack
al., (2016) France Prisoner’s dilemma currency cooperate and share | of preferences for joint income

spouses and between
strangers

converted to
Euros

income men and
women

maximization, having children and
being married lead to higher defectio
rates in the social dilemma

>
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Figure 1: Game Structure

s
./ AN
-_=

Source: Author’s schematic presentation of the game

231



Table 2:

Endowment (Rand), by round and order

Order 1 Order 2

Round | Subject1l | Subject2| Subject 3 Round Subje@t| Subject 2| Subject 3
1 50 50 50 1 50 50 50
2 100 50 50 5 100 100 50
3 50 100 50 6 100 50 100
4 50 50 100 7 50 100 100
5 100 100 50 2 100 50 50
6 100 50 100 3 50 100 50
7 50 100 100 4 50 50 100
8 100 100 100 8 100 100 100
9 50 50 50 9 50 50 50

Table 3: Actual pay-off per subject

Community Pay-offs (ZAR) Sample size

Mean Median Minimum Maximum (n)

Bloemfontein 95.06 90 50 150 150

Alice 90.80 80 50 140 150

Total 92.93 90 50 150 300
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Figure 2: Average cooperation by round — total
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Table 4: Round as a predictor of cooperation

Explanatory variables Bloemfontein Alice Total
Community - - -2.35
(1.12)
Round effect (baseline: round 1)
Round 2 -1.93 -3.66" -2.80"
(1.17) (1.97) (2.25)
Round 3 -2.66 -3.06 -2.86"
(1.38) (1.76) (2.22)
Round 4 -2.53 -3.00 -2.76"
(1.42) (1.79) (2.27)
Round 5 -1.56 -2.16 -1.86
(0.95) (1.35) (1.63)
Round 6 -4.26 -7.96" -6.11™
(2.37) (4.49) (4.81)
Round 7 -5.96" -2.46 -4.21"
(3.15) (1.42) (3.26)
Round 8 -10.16 -8.46™ -9.31™
(4.28) (4.29) (6.06)
Round 9 -6.86" -7.13" -7.00™
(3.10) (4.07) (4.98)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parenthesefq ¥ 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; cooperation is
measured as the sum of percentage contributionsti@ public accounts for each round; communitya is

dummy variable; ‘round’ is a categorical variable.

Table 5: Order as a predictor of cooperation

Bloemfontein Alice Total
Community - - Yes
Round Yes Yes Yes
Order 2.23 0.66 1.45
(0.70) (0.24) (0.69)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parenthesetp ¥ 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; cooperation is
measured as the subject’s sum of percentage cofbriis into the public accounts for each round; camity
is a dummy variable; ‘round’ is a categorical vhl& ‘order’ is a dummy variable representing twifedent

arrangements of rounds as shown in Table 2.
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Table 6: Socio-demographic characteristics

Community
Bloemfontein Alice t-value/Chi2 Total
Age (years) Mean 39.46 48.16 3745 43.81
Median 35.00 47.00 7.68 425
Gender female 0.72 0.70 0.25 0.71
None 6.67 2.67 4.67
Grade 1-7 27.33 29.33 28.33
Education level Grade 8 - 11 46.00 35.33 11.73 40.67
Grade 12 18.00 24.67 21.33
Tertiary 2.00 8.00 5.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Household Mean 4.22 4.42 0.77 4.32
members aged 16 | Median 4.00 4.00 0.17 4.00
Sample (n) 150 150 300

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1

Table 7: Sender-recipient gender pairings, by commmity

Community (%)

Bloemfontein Alice Chi2 Total
Male-male 7.33 4.67 6.00
Male-female 20.67 24.67 22.67
Female-male 20.67 24.67 42,94 22.67
Female-female 51.33 46.00 48.67
Total 100 100 100
No. of observations 300 300 600

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1;

Table 8: Cooperation level, by gender

Bloemfontein n Chi2 | Alice n Chi2 | Total| Chi2

Gender| Male 57.75 42 99T | 54.41| 44 6.37" | 56.04| 9.91™
Female 50.13 108 48.0% 106 49.10

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; cooperation lelis the average of subjects’ sum of percentage
contributions into the public accounts for ninends.
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Table 9: Average Cooperation, by sender-recipientender pairings

Sender- Community

recipient Bloemfontein F-test Alice F-test Total F-test
Male-male 29.31 23.17 26.92

Male-female 28.70 27.97 28.30
Female-male 22.34 24.11%** 23.05 14.71%* 22.73| 33.05***
Female-femalg 26.20 24.54 25.42

Total 26.15 24.95 25.55

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; each pair creet 18 observations as subjects reciprocate arghthe
has 9 rounds. Frequency of pairs can be calcukated Table 7. Cooperation is measured as the p&rgen
contribution into a specific public account for baound.

Table 10: Socio-demographic characteristics as préctors of cooperation

Socio-demographic factors Bloemfontein Alice Total
Community - - Yes
Order Yes Yes Yes
Round Yes Yes Yes
Age of the sender (years) -0.07 -0.03 -0.06
(1.04) (0.43) (1.18)
Gender of the sender: female -6.51** -6.40* -6.41%**
(2.06) (1.90) (2.88)
baseline: None
Grade 1-7 2.32 -11.19 -2.41
(0.43) (1.31) (0.52)
Grade 8 - 11 -0.15 -6.56 -1.67
Education level of (0.03) (0.73) (0.37)
the sender Grade 12 2.68 -3.99 1.00
(0.39) (0.40) (0.18)
Tertiary 9.52* 0.49 6.42
(1.92) (0.05) (1.29)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parenthesep. £0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Breusch and Pagan
Langrangian multiplier tests are significant at 1248l models reported here are Chi2 significant &b.1
Cooperation is measured as the sum of percentaggibrdions into the public accounts for each rgund
community is a dummy variable; ‘round’ is a catégalrvariable.

Table 11: Average age, by relation

Bloemfontein Alice t-tests for| Total
averages
Relation Average No. of Average age No. of
age (years)| observations (years) observations

Grandchild 20.63 60 21.39 64 2.00* 21.05
Child 31.08 60 36.78 64 7.02%** 34.02
Parent 57.55 49 63.92 61 7.09%*F 60.83
Grandparent 62.08 49 71.86 61 13.82*F* 67.5(
Other family 30.10 82 46.32 50 15.59**¢ 36.25
Total 39.46 300 48.16 300 14.70**F 43.81

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table 12: Gender, by relation - total

Relation Male Female Chi2
Grandchild 25.00 15.65
Child 24.42 19.16
Parent 9.88 25.00 310.07***
Grandparent 11.05 21.26
Other family 29.65 18.93
Total 100.00 100.00
Sample (n) 86 214
Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
Table 13a: Percentage of each relation, by gendend by community
Relation Bloemfontein Alice

Male Female Chi2 Male Female Chi2
Grandchild 21.43 14.35 28.41 16.98
Child 23.81 18.52 181.4*** 25.00 19.81
Parent 8.33 24.54 11.36 25.47| 136.25***
Grandparent 8.33 19.44 13.64 23.11
Other family 38.10 23.15 21.59 14.62
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Sample (n) 42 108 44 106
Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
Table 13b: Percentage of each gender, by relatiomd by community
Relation Bloemfontein Alice

Male Female Total Male Female Total
Grandchild 36.73 63.27 100.00 40.98 59.02 100.00
Child 33.33 66,67 100.00 34.38 65.63 100.00
Parent 11.67 88.33 100.00Q 15.63 84.38 100.00
Grandparent 14.29 85.71 100.00 19.67| 80.33 100.00
Other family 39.02 60.98 100.00 38.00 62.00 100.0(
Chi2 181.40*** 136.25***
Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
Table 14: Sender-recipient relationship pairing, bycommunity

Community (%)
Bloemfontein Alice Chi2 Total

Parent-child 20.00 21.33 20.67
Child-parent 20.00 21.33 20.67
Grandparent-grandchild 16.33 20.33 95.70" 18.33
Grandchild-grandparent 16.33 20.33 18.33
Other family 27.33 16.67 22.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
No. of observations 300 300 600

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table 15: Average cooperation, by sender-recipiemelationship

Sender-recipient Community

relation Bloemfontein F-test Alice Chi2 Total Chi2
Parent-child 25.47 24.19 24.81
Child-parent 28.07 27.41 27.73
Grandparent- 23.78 13.72%** 22.25 | 42.27* 22.93| 48.44%*
grandchild

Grandchild- 29.29 30.01 29.69
grandparent

Other family-other 24.78 19.92 22.94

family

Total 26.15 24.95 25.55

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; cooperation imeasured as the percentage contribution into &fpec
relational public account for each round.

Table 16: Inter-generational household structure as predictor of cooperation

Bloemfontein Alice Total
Community - - Yes
Order Yes Yes Yes
Rounds Yes Yes Yes
Socio-demographics Yes Yes Yes
Relation differential: (parent-child)
Child-parent 1.98 4.15** 2.71%
(0.93) (2.13) (1.98)
Grandparent-grandchild =171 -2.20* -1.90**
(2.07) (1.74) (2.49)
Grandchild-grandparent 3.20 7.29%** 4. 74%%*
(1.50) (3.48) (3.16)
Other family-other family -1.43 -3.65** -2.42*
(0.67) (2.05) (1.82)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parenthesep. £0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Breusch and Pagan
Langrangian multiplier tests are significant at X®6operation is measured as the percentage cairidato a
specific relational public account for each round.
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Table 17: Socio-economic circumstances

Community
Bloemfontein Alice t-value/ Total
Chi2

Employed 24.16 16.67 20.40
Employment status| Unemployed 34.23 16.00 21.03" 25.08

Not active 41.61 67.33 54.52

Total 100 (149) 100 (150) 100
Employment Mean 3,178 (36) 1981 (25) 0.78 2,687
income Median 1,800 (36) 600 (25) 4554 1,200
Grant recipient Yes 0.53 (149) 0.56 (145) 0.6( .540
Grant income Mean 1,230 (79) 1260 (81) 0.24 1,245

Median 1,400 (79) 1500 (81) 0.08 1,500

Old age 40.51 65.00 52.83
Grant type Child support 46.84 33.75 13.68" 40.25

Other 12.66 1.25 6.92

Total 100 (79) 100 (81) 100
Children supported] Mean 2.04 (147 2.18 (150 50.5 2.11

Median 2.00 (147) 2.00 (150) 1.42 2.00
Household Mean 0.80 (50) 0.52 (50) 1.65 0.66
members employed Median 1.00 (50) 0.00 (50) 0.64 0.00
Household Mean 1.74 (50) 1.92 (50) 0.96 1.83
members receiving| Median 1.00 (50) 2.00 (50) 0.93 2.00
social grants

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; sample size feach characteristic is included in brackets

Table 18: Socio-economic circumstances as predictoof cooperation

Regression Bloemfontein Alice Total
Community - - Yes
1,2 Order Yes Yes Yes
Rounds Yes Yes Yes
Socio-demographics Yes Yes Yes
1 Employment status: (unemployed)
Not economically active 0.78 3.74 2.47
(0.20) (0.78) (0.82)
Employed 1.79 0.90 1.58
(0.43) (0.16) (0.47)
No. of observations 2,628 2,700 5,328
2 Financially dependent children 0.89 -0.87 0.10
(1.36) (0.91) (0.17)
Grant recipient -3.25 6.60 1.06
(0.94) (1.14) (0.34)
No. of observations 2,628 2,610 5,238

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parenthesep. £0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Breusch and Pagan
Langrangian multiplier tests are significant at 1%6operation is measured as the subject’'s sumrokpege
contributions into the public accounts for eachnchu'Financially dependent children’ represents hamof
children supported by the subject. ‘Grant recigiena dummy for receiving a grant or otherwise.

239



Table 19: Average cooperation, by endowment size

Endowment Communit
Bloemfontein F-test Alice F-test Total F-test

10:10 26.81 25.27 26.04
Matching 10:20 25.18 25.83 25.50
(number of | 20:10 27.36 4.73%** 23.85 2.11* 25.60 1.79
RS coins) 20:20 24.92 24.71 24.82

Total 26.15 24.95 25.55
Differential Smaller 25.18 25.83 2.90* 25.50
(in number | Equal 26.05 3.77** 25.05 25.55| 0.01
of R5 coins) | Larger 27.36 23.85 25.60

Total 26.15 24.95 25.55

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Cooperation imeasured as the percentage contribution into afspec

public account as determined by the endowmentcgimebination for each round.

Table 20: Endowment as a predictor of cooperation

Regression Bloemfontein Alice Total
Community - - Yes
1,2,3,4 Order Yes Yes Yes
Rounds Yes Yes Yes
Socio-demographics Yes Yes Yes
1 Sender’s endowment 0.17%** -0.08 0.04
(3.46) (1.44) (1.18)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400
2 Recipient’s endowment -0.15%** 0.21*** 0.03
(2.71) (3.08) (0.65)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400
3 Endowment differential (baseline: equal)
Smaller -2.01%** -0.10 -1.05**
(2.71) (0.13) (1.99)
Larger 0.16 -2.08*** -0.95**
(0.29) (3.71) (2.33)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400
4 Sender-recipient endowment comparison (basediqeal at lower value)
Sender endowment is lower -1.80* 1.25 -0.27
(1.95) (1.23) (0.39)
Sender endowment is higher 0.37 -0.72 -0.17
(0.51) (0.96) (0.33)
Equal at higher value 0.41 -2.71%* 1.56**
(0.41) (2.29) (2.00)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parentheseq. £0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Breusch and Pagan

Langrangian multiplier tests are significant at X86operation is measured as the percentage cairiliato a
specific public account as determined by the endemtraize combination for each round.
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Table 21: Financial decision-making

Community
Bloemfontein Alice t-value/ Total
Chi2
None 37.33 22.82 30.10
Decision-making | None-main 29.33 43.62 9.4Z" 36.45
Main 33.33 33.56 33.44
Total 100.00 (150) 100.00 (149) 100.0(
Employment Yes 1.00 (36) 0.84 (25) 257 0.93
income sharing
Everything 22.22 14.29 19.30
Employment Most 38.89 28.57 35.09
income sharing | Some 25.00 28.57 2.38 26.32
category Little 13.89 28.57 19.30
Total 100.00 (36) 100.00 (25 100.00
Grant share Yes 0.97 (76) 0.85 (81 272 0.91
Everything 32.43 34.78 33.57
Grant sharing Most 33.78 30.43 32.17
category Some 22.97 28.99 3.69 25.87
Little 10.81 4.35 7.69
None 0.00 1.45 0.70
Total 100.00 (76) 100.00 (81 100.00
Everything 20.67 13.33 17.00
Most 39.33 28.00 33.67
Money sharing | Some 14.67 48.67 48.59" 31.67
Little 24.00 6.67 15.33
None 1.33 3.33 2.33
Total 100.00 (150) 100.00 (15Q) 100.0(
All 40.67 18.67 29.67
Finance pooling | Some 52.00 40.67 49.03" 46.33
None 7.33 40.67 24.00
Total 100.00 (150) 100.00 (15Q) 100.0(

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; sample size feach characteristic is included in brackets
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Table 22: Average cooperation, by financial decisremaking factors

Bloemfontein F-test Alice F-test Total F-test
None 52.68 59.08 55.10

Decision- | None-main 50.66 2.82 40.89 | 176.87" 44.84 116.83"
making Main 53.21 55.74 54.47
Total 52.27 50.02 51.95
Everything 53.67 50.77 52.53
Most 56.79 49.33 53.69

Money | Some 47.80 26.89" 50.83 | 2.86" 50.13 16.78"
sharing | Little 47.17 44.94 46.69
None 37.77 47.88 45.00
Total 52.27 49.91 51.09
All 53.74 53.84 53.77

Income | Some 50.96 4.69™ 48.85 | 8.55" 50.03 15.00"
pooling None 53.33 49.18 49.81
Total 52.27 49.91 51.09

Notes: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; Cooperation imeasured as the subject’'s sum of percentage

contributions into the public accounts for eachnchu
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Table 23: Financial decision-making and money shang as predictors of cooperation

Regression Bloemfontein Alice Total
Community - - Yes
1,2,3,4,5 Order, Rounds, Socio-demographicg Yes Yes Yes
1 Sender is a financial decision-maket 2.98* -5.04** -0.32
(1.73) (2.44) (0.23)
No. of observations 2,700 2,664 5,364
2 Recipient is a financial decision- 0.57 6.37*** 2.94%**
maker (0.58) (5.80) (3.70)
No. of observations 2,700 2,664 5,364
3 Finance pooling perception by sender (None)
Some 0.29 -0.08 0.34
(0.07) (0.03) (0.14)
All 1.98 6.88** 4.08
(0.47) (2.15) (1.49)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400
4 Sender’'s money sharing with household in ger{dlahe)
Little 10.45*** -0.96 2.41
(2.90) (0.12) (0.55)
Some 13.32* 5.25 7.69*
(1.88) (0.90) (1.72)
Most 19.74%* 4.36 9.81**
(4.03) (0.71) (2.15)
Everything 20.11%** 5.84 11.27**
(6.48) (0.83) (2.39)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400
5 Employment or grant income sharing 9.29 -4.57 -1.28
(1.63) (0.96) (0.33)
No. of observations 1,782 1,854 3,636

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parenthese. £0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Breusch and Pagan
Langrangian multiplier tests are significant at I@6operation is measured as the subject’s sumrotptage
contributions into the public accounts for eachnchu

Table 24: Sender-recipient relationship, by commuration — Bloemfontein

Relationship Communication (%)

Yes No Chi2 Total
Parent-child 19.33 20.67 20.00
Child-parent 19.33 20.67 20.00
Grandparent-grandchild 17.33 15.33 4.94 16.33
Grandchild-grandparent 17.33 15.33 16.33
Other family 26.67 28.00 27.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
No. of observations 150 150 300

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table 25: Sender-recipient relationship, by commurgation — Alice

Relationship Communication (%)

Yes No Chi2 Total
Parent-child 20.00 22.67 21.33
Child-parent 20.00 22.67 21.33
Grandparent-grandchild 21.33 19.33 7.87* 20.33
Grandchild-grandparent 21.33 19.33 20.33
Other family 17.33 16.00 16.67
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
No. of observations 150 150 300
Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
Table 26: Sender-recipient relationship, by commurgation — total
Relationship Communication (%)

Yes No Chi2 Total
Parent-child 19.67 21.67 20.67
Child-parent 19.67 21.67 20.67
Grandparent-grandchild 19.33 17.33 1111 18.33
Grandchild-grandparent 19.33 17.33 18.33
Other family 22.00 22.00 22.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
No. of observations 300 300 600
Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
Table 27: Sender-recipient gender pairings, by comuanication — Bloemfontein
Gender pairings Communication (%)

Yes No Chi2 Total
Male-male 6.67 8.00 7.33
Male-female 18.67 22.67 20.67
Female-male 18.67 22.67 23.54" 20.67
Female-female 56.00 46.67 51.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
No. of observations 150 150 300
Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
Table 28: Sender-recipient gender pairings, by commnication — Alice
Gender pairings Communication (%)

Yes No Chi2 Total
Male-male 1.33 8.00 4.67
Male-female 21.33 28.00 24.67
Female-male 21.33 28.00 147.30" 24.67
Female-female 56.00 36.00 46.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
No. of observations 150 150 300

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table 29: Sender-recipient gender pairings, by comuonication — total

Gender pairings Communication (%)

Yes No Chi2 Total
Male-male 4.00 8.00 6.00
Male-female 20.00 25.33 22.67
Female-male 20.00 25.33 129.55" 22.67
Female-female 56.00 41.33 48.67
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
No. of observations 300 300 600

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1

Figure 4: Cooperation, by communication: Round 1 v&kound 9 - total
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Notes: R1-NC = Round 1 in no-communication groufp:dR= Round 1 in communication group; R9-NC =
Round 9 in no-communication group; R9-C = Round 8dmmunication group.
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Figure 5: Cooperation, by communication: Round 1 v&Round 9 — Bloemfontein
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Notes: R1-NC = Round 1 in no-communication group:dR= Round 1 in communication group; R9-NC =
Round 9 in no-communication group; R9-C = Round 8dmmunication group

Figure 6: Cooperation, by communication: Round 1 v&Rkound 9 - Alice
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Notes: R1-NC = Round 1 in no-communication groufp:dR= Round 1 in communication group; R9-NC =
Round 9 in no-communication group; R9-C = Round 8dmmunication group.
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Table 30: Family communication

)

Community
Bloemfontein Alice t-value/Chi2 | Total
FACES IV - FCS | Mean 77.35 82.19 1.97 79.77
scale (%) Median 86.00 88.00 2.29 88.0(
Family Less than moderate 4.67 5.33 5.00
communication | Moderate 15.33 7.33 11.33
type More than moderate 80.00 87.33 7.78 83.6
Total 100.00 100.00 100.0(
Sample (n) 150 150 300
Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1;
Table 31: Communication as a predictor of cooperatin
Regression| Communication factors Bloemfontein Alice Total
Community - - Yes
1,2,3 Order Yes Yes Yes
Rounds Yes Yes Yes
Socio-demographics Yes Yes Yes
1 Communication as a treatment 6.17* -1.11 2.51
(1.93) (0.39) (1.19)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400
2 FACES IV- FCS scale (%) 0.20*** -0.07 0.05
(2.65) (1.31) (1.11)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400
3 Family communication type (baseline: less thadenate)
Moderate 13.08* -10.00 0.81
(1.89) (1.34) (0.15)
More than moderate 15.52** -7.71 2.85
(2.12) (1.62) (0.55)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parentheseq. £0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Breusch and Pagan
Langrangian multiplier tests are significant at 1%operation is measured as the subject’'s sumrokpege

contributions into the public accounts for eachnahu
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Table 32: Communication as a predictor of cooperatin, by relationship - Bloemfontein

Regressions and Parent- Child- Grandparent- Grandchild- Other

Communication child parent grandchild grandparent family

1,2 Order Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

3 Rounds Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Socio- Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
demographics

1 Comni 2.14 4.79 3.86 2.46 2.72

(0.90) (1.56) (1.65) (1.11) (1.16)

No. of 540 540 441 441 738
observations

2 FACES IV- 0.13** 0.09 0.12* 0.08* 0.08*
FCS scale (2.50) (1.25) (1.82) (1.72) (1.94)
No. of 540 540 441 441 738
observations

3 Family communication type (baseline: less thadlenate)
Moderate 11.17* 1.43 17.91%** 4.14 10.57***

(2.07) (0.16) (2.64) (1.27) (3.67)

More than 15.48*** 6.07 18.90*** 4.93* 7.07**
moderate (3.33) (0.67) (3.29) (1.65) (2.53)
No. of 540 540 441 441 738
observations

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parentheseyp ¥ 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Comm=
communication as treatment. Cooperation is measaseithe percentage contribution into a specifiatiehal
public account for each round.

Table 33: Communication as a predictor of cooperatin, by relationship - Alice

Regressions and Parent- Child- Grandparent- Grandchild- Other

Communication child parent grandchild grandparent family

1,2 | Order Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

3 Rounds Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Socio- Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
demographics

1 Comni -0.30 0.85 -5.25* 1.06 -1.32

(0.13) (0.30) (1.86) (0.49) (0.41)

No. of 576 576 549 549 450
observations

2 FACES IV- -0.02 -0.01 -0.14%** 0.06 -0.09
FCS scale (0.82) (0.30) (3.47) (1.47) (1.21)
No. of 576 576 549 549 450
observations

3 Family communication type (baseline: less thadenate)
Moderate 2.16 0.56 0.84 -5.15 -14.00*

(0.50) (0.10) (0.28) (0.85) (1.96)

More than -2.54 0.95 -10.77%** 1.43 -14.02%**
moderate (0.82) (0.17) (4.58) (0.37) (4.14)
No. of 576 576 549 549 450
observations

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parenthesep ¥ 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Comm=
communication as treatment. Cooperation is measasetthe percentage contribution into a specifiati@hal
public account for each round.
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Table 34: Communication as a predictor of cooperatin - total

Regressions and Parent- Child- Grandparent- Grandchild- Other

Communication child parent grandchild grandparent family

1,2, | Community Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

3 Order Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Rounds Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Socio- Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
demographics

1 Comni 0.48 3.11 -1.96 2.00 1.66

(0.28) (1.55) (1.04) (1.21) (0.84)

No. of 1,116 1,116 990 990 1,188
observations

2 FACES IV- 0.02 0.04 -0.05 0.07** 0.03
FCS scale (0.86) (0.79) (1.35) (2.12) (0.76)
No. of 1,116 1,116 990 990 1,188
observations

3 Family communication type (baseline: less thadlenate)
Moderate -3.21 -0.74 -1.40 -2.30 6.29

(0.70) (0.11) (0.31) (0.64) (1.54)

More than -0.41 3.12 -5.97* 2.35 4.02
moderate (0.13) (0.46) (1.95) (0.80) (2.07)
No. of 1,116 1,116 990 990 1,188
observations

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parentheseyp ® 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Comm=
communication as treatment. Cooperation is measasetthe percentage contribution into a specifiati@hal
public account for each round.

Table 35: Family circumstances

Communit
Bloemfontein Alice t-value/ Total
Chi2
Household size Mean 6.04 (50) 6.34 (50 0.6] 6.19
Median 5.50 (50) 6.00 (50) 0.64 6.00
Marital status Yes 0.12 (150) 0.40 (150 563| 0.26
FACES IV - FSS Mean 67.53 (150) 76.96 (149 3714 72.22
scale (%) Median 71.00 (150) 87.00 (149 1782 | 79.00
< moderate 14.67 12.75 13.71
Family satisfaction Moderate 22.00 6.04 19.38" 14.05
type > moderate 63.33 81.21 72.81
Total 100.00 (150)] 100.00 (149) 100.0p

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; sample size(i) brackets
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Table 36: Family circumstances as a predictor of aperation

Regression| Family circumstance Bloemfontein Alice dtal
Community - - Yes
1,2 Order Yes Yes Yes
Rounds Yes Yes Yes
Socio-demographics Yes Yes Yes
Household size 0.46 -0.69 -0.13
(0.60) (1.26) (0.29)
Marital status for the sender 9.54x** 8.17 8.04**
(2.66) (1.56) (2.58)
1 FACES IV — FSS scale (%) 0.05 -0.06 -0.004
(0.79) (1.23) (0.11)
No. of observations 2,700 2,682 5,382
2 Family satisfaction type (baseline: less than enatt)
Moderate 1.42 -8.58 -1.74
(0.33) (1.18) (0.52)
More than moderate 2.01 -4.46 -1.20
(0.46) (1.33) (0.44)
No. of observations 2,700 2,682 5,382

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parentheseq. £0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Breusch and Pagan
Langrangian multiplier tests are significant at 1%ooperation is measured as the sum of percentage
contributions into the public accounts for eachnchu

Table 37: Trust and altruism

Community
Bloemfontein Alice t-value/ Total
Chi2

Public trust Mean 4.56 4.70 0.52 4.63

Median 5.00 6.00 4.33 5.00
Family trust Completely 0.94 0.78 4718 0.86
Dictator game Mean 16.82 13.57 1.60 15.20

Median 10.00 10.00 1.11 10.00
Sample (n) 150 150 300

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1

Table 38: Average cooperation, by family trust

Bloemfontein Chi2 Alice Chi2 Total | Chi2
Family | Completely 52.77 49.34 51.21
trust Not completely 43.26 0.98 52.04| 2.47" 50.2p 0.98
Total 52.27 49.91 51.09
No. of observations 1,350 1,350 2,700

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1; cooperation measured as the sum of percentage contributioas int
the public accounts for each round.
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Table 39: Trust and altruism as predictors of coopeation

Bloemfontein Alice Total
Community - - Yes
Order Yes Yes Yes
Rounds Yes Yes Yes
Socio-demographics Yes Yes Yes
General public trust by sender 2708 -2.59™ -0.32
(3.66) (3.81) (0.60)
Family trust by sender 7.96 -2.84 -0.54
(1.45) (0.84) (0.18)
Measure of altruism (dictator game) g:16 0.14 0.17"
(2.49) (1.86) (3.38)
No. of observations 2,700 2,700 5,400

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parenthese. £0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Breusch and Pagan
Langrangian multiplier tests are significant at 1%ooperation is measured as the sum of percentage

contributions into the public accounts for eachnchu
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Table 40: Determinants of intra-household cooperatin

Explanatory variable Bloemfonte Alice Total
in
Community - - Yes
Order; Rounds Yes Yes Yes
Gender of sender -3.84** -2.39 -2.47%*
(2.57) (1.60) (2.09)
Relation differential Child-parent 5.53*** 2.48 3.56%**
(baseline: parent-child) (3.50) (1.21) (2.93)
Grandparent-grandchild -1.69* -0.65 -2.19%**
(1.86) (0.42) (2.67)
Grandchild-grandparent 6.56*** 2.97 5.83%**
(4.39) (1.24) (4.61)
Other family-other family 1.51 -4.44%* -1.63
(0.84) (2.39) (1.27)
Endowment differential | Smaller -2.01%** 0.008 -1.01*
(baseline: equal) (2.71) (0.01) (1.89)
Larger 0.16 -2.10%** -0.95**
(0.29) (3.68) (2.30)
Sender is a financial decision-maker 1.80 -1.04 -0.34
(0.99) (0.51) (0.27)
Recipient is a financial decision-maker -0.32| 4.41*** 0.74
(0.31) (3.07) (0.97)
Finance pooling Some -0.40 -0.56 -0.67
perception by sender (0.19) (0.41) (0.55)
(baseline: none) All 2.15 1.80 0.92
(1.15) (1.24) (0.79)
Sender’s money sharing Little 2.21 -0.25 -0.41
with household in (0.44) (0.07) (0.19)
general (baseline: none) Some 3.10 2.09 2.76
(0.58) (0.74) (1.36)
Most 6.82 2.38 3.37
(1.46) (0.78) (1.62)
Everything 6.27 0.78 3.63*
(1.35) (0.24) (1.75)
Communication 2.79%* -0.92 0.90
(2.04) (0.65) (0.89)
FACES IV — FCS scale (%) 0.03 0.006 0.02
(0.94) (0.17) (1.15)
Marital status of sender 4. 59%** 3.44* 3.58***
(3.01) (1.65) (2.64)
General public trust by sender 0.99*** | -0.94** -0.10
(3.34) (2.41) (0.38)
Altruism (dictator game) 0.05* 0.04 0.06**
(1.76) (1.03) (2.41)
Sample (n) 2,700 2,646 5,346

Notes: RE regression results; z-values in parenthese. £0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Breusch and Pagan
Langrangian multiplier tests are significant at X%6operation is measured as the percentage cairidato a

specific public account.
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11. Annexure A: Annexure Al: Household rdsr

DECDUITMENT HH-number
Intra-Household Decision-Making Study

Fieldworker: Record the unique household number in the space to the right:

Introduction:

We are researchers from the Department of Economics at the University of the Free State and we are doing
research on how families make decisions with money. Can we ask you a few questions about your family [obtain
permission for screening]?

How many persons who are 16 years or older currently live in this household?

Instruction:

If < 3 persons, say the following: “We are looking at conducting our research with larger households, but thank you
for having spoken to us.” [conclude interview]

If =2 3 persons, say the following: “Can you tell us more about your household? We need this information to
determine if the household qualifies to participate in the research and which specific members of the family will
participate in the study.” [complete Section 2: household roster]
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SECTION 1: ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION

1. Name:

2. Telephone number:

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY:

3. Address:
4. Visits: Visit 1: Visit 2: Visit 3:
4.1 Interviewers’ names: 1. 1. 1.
2. 2. 2.
4.2 Date: 2 |0 2 |0 2 |0
4.3 Outcome: Completed Completed Completed | | | |
Not at home Not at home Not at home

4.4 Other comments:

Postponed or rescheduled

Postponed or rescheduled

Postponed or rescheduled

Partly completed

Partly completed

Partly completed

Refused

Refused

Refused

Moved from study area

Moved from study area

Moved from study area

Vacant dwelling

~N|lo|luBs|lw (N e

Vacant dwelling

~N|lo|lus|lw (N e

Vacant dwelling

~N|lo|luslw (N e

Other (specify below)

Other (specify below)

Other (specify below)
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SECTION 2: HOUSEHOLD ROSTER

SELECTED (FIRST

Instruction: The household includes ALL those persons who meet ALL THREE of the following criteria:

(a) They lived under this ‘roof’ or within the same structure at least 4 NIGHTS PER WEEK out of the past FOUR WEEKS
(b) When they are together they share food from a common source, i.e. they EAT TOGETHER
(c) They CONTRIBUTE to or SHARE in the common RESOURCE POOL

CHOICE) SUBJECT:

1D 1.1 List the FIRST 1.2 What is [NAME’S] relationship to  [1.3 Is [NAME] 1.4 Does [NAME] 1.5 What is 1.6 Is [NAME] Note: For criteria for
names ONLY of all [NAME of person in charge of employed? receive a social [NAME's] age? eligible to the selection of first
those individuals 16 household finances]? grant(s)? participate in the choice subjects, see
years and older who 1= Self experiment? information, below.
are part of the 2 = Spouse/partner
household according to |3 _ chilg (own/adopted) 1.2 relation =
the above definition of |4 = sibling (brother/sister)
a household, STARTING |5 = Parent 1/3/5/6/7
with the person in 6 = Grandparent
charge of household |7 = Grandchild NOTE: For eligibility
finances: 8 = Other family member (e.g. uncle) requirements, see
9 = Maid/servant information below.
10 = Lodger
11 = Other non-related persons
01. Y
02.
03.
04.
05.
06.
07.
08.
09.
10.

Total household size (including persons younger than sixteen years.
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HH-number

RECRUITMENT

Intra-Household Decision-Making Study

Fieldworker: Record the unique household number in the space to the right:

Eligibility requirements:

In order to be eligible to participate in the experiment, a person has to:

(i) be the person in charge of household finances

The additional subjects need to fulfil the following minimum requirement:

(ii) be of the following relation to the person in charge of household finances

parent [=5] / grandparent [=6] OR child [=3] / grandchild [=7]

(iii) selected/preferred subjects from (ii) should fulfil the following additional requirement:
be employed AND / OR receive a social grant(s)

NOTES:
If there are < 3 eligible members, explain that we cannot continue with the research and thank the participants for their time.

If multiple household members fulfil the criteria, randomly select one person from among the qualifying members using the cards with the
relevant household member number as per the household roster completed in Section 2.

If on the day of the experiment, the person in charge of household finances (see Section 2) is absent, schedule another appointment with the
subjects. If the person is absent again, explain that we cannot continue with the research and thank the participants for their time.

If on the day of the experiment, one of the two other selected subjects (see Section 2) are absent, (randomly) select a participant from among the
other eligible members. If there are no additional eligible members, explain that we cannot continue with the research and thank the participants
for their time.

NOTES
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12. Annexure A2: Experimental script

Decision-Making Experiment Script — order 1 — subjet 1
[following completion of recruitment and selectionprocess]
Greetings.
[STEP 1: All 3 participants confirmed present. Introduction]

Thank you for allowing us into your home tod@introduce EXPERIMENTERS and the
assistants.JYou can ask any of us questions during today’'gfamme.

[STEP 2: Label the three cups with subjects’ namesAssign each of the experimenters
to one of the subjects and separate the pairs of garimenters and subjects as you fill
the Experimenter — Subject name sheet. Set chairsnd tables. Subjects get seated.
Experimenters to take the three cups and twenty RBoins to the tables]

[STEP 3: Obtain written informed consent — experimater or assistant give the subject
an informed consent form and read out the informedconsent to the subject — if the
subject had consented, ask the subject to sign tinelevant form and collect a copy of the
signed form — where a subject refuses to participat first establish if there are any other
eligible subjects present within the household, thereplace the person with another
eligible subject — update the name sheets accordiggIf there are no eligible persons
present or no other eligible subjects, then contineito play as if the original subject was
participating in the experiment.]

[STEP 4: Start on the script]

We have visited you today because we want to lebout how people in your family take
decisions. We will ask you to make decisions alwahey. Whatever money you win today
will be yours to keep.

You will be asked simple questions. Questions doahot have a correct/wrong answer, they
are just about the way you think. For example, wikayour favourite coloufask the
subject]? We cannot say that this answer is right or wrdhig. just your opinion and it can
be different from the opinion of others. Howeveisiimportant to think seriously about your
answers because they will affect how much moneywitiumake.

What you need to do will be explained fully in avfeninutes. But first we want to make a
couple of things clear.
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First of all, this is not our money. We belong to aeaash organization, and this money has
been given to us for research.

Secondthis is a study about howou make decisions. Therefore you should not talk with
others unless we tell you to. This is very import&iease be sure to obey this rule because it
is possible for one person to spoil the activity éeeryone. I'm afraid that if we find you
talking with others, we will have to abandon thengaand all of you will not be able to earn
any money here today. Of course, if you have gomestiyou can ask one of us.

Finally, make sure that you listen carefully. You will figle to make money here today, and
it is important that the instructions are clearyou so that you can follow them.

[Step 5: Begin the explanation.]

You are going to play a game with several roundsyo At the end of the experiment, we
will choose one of these rounds at randmmow the cards to be shuffled] Whichever
round is chosen will determine what money you \g#t. At the moment you don’t know
which round is the real one so it's important tg pt&ention for all the rounds. The details of
each round differ and we will explain them as wealgmg.

[Let's talk about the selection of a round for paynent]

We will come together with other players and rantjoselect one round of play from the list
of rounds. The outcome for the selected round wnflbrm the payment for each of you.
Which round will be chosen is a matter of chancéa¥ve are sure about is that you will
receive some money no matter what. How each ofdgmides in the game will influence the
payment. It is therefore encouraged that you magsobns in this game the way you would
in real life.

[Round 1]
[These are the instructions for the first round ofthe game.]

In a moment we will give you each ten R5 coins likis [show the R5 coin]to use for the
first round of the game.

[Pass to the subject the ten R5 coins and three csipwith labels: Self; You & name
L ; You & name 2:. ...See name sheet]

[Name L1:....ooiiiiiiiinines ]and[name 2:...............cceee e e Wl both receive
ten R5 coins. So the same goes for everyone irgémee.

In front of you are three cups: white wifh your name], green With You & name
L ] and red With You & name 2:. P B
You have to divide your ten R5 coins (your R50Wesn the three cups.

Let’s talk about the cups.
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The white cup is your personal cup. We call tBatf’.

The green cup refers to you and [name 1...............................]..We call thatYou &
name Li......coooiiiiiiii s 's pool:

The red cup is about you and [name 2:..............ccecvvvvvvveennnnn ..l . We call that
‘Youand name 2:................eceevvneen. ... 'S poOLL

The cups are labelled as such.

What happens then depends on which cup you putdims and which cup everyone else
puts their coins.

Any coins you put in the white cup are yours. Thathy we call it ‘Self’. If you put one R5
coin in the white cup, you will get R5 from thispctor the round. If you put two R5 coins
you will get R10 and so on. If you put all ten Ros in the white cup you will receive R50.

The other cups are different. We call them ‘podiesause you will be pooling your coins
with other people.

Let's look at the green cup. Any coins you puthis tcup will be added to the coins put in the

same cup byname 1:..........cooiiiiinn s, ] Then we will add half of the sum of those
coins again and splt the amount equally betweenu yand [name
L ]. So if each of you put in one R5 coin, that makesR5 coins in

total in the green cup. We then add one more tahgee R5 coins in totgexperimenter
should show this with his or her hands — take oneon in each hand bring them together
and then add a third coin]. At the end of the experiment round, you will h&/E5 to share

equally with[name 1:........................] or R7.50 each. If you put in two R5 coins each,
that makes four R5 coins in total. We will add 2renand you will share the R30 equally
with [name 1:....................... Jor R15 each. And so on.

The red cup is similar to the green cup. Howeve,gerson you are sharing with is different.
Any coins you put in red cup will be added to tlens put in the same cup hgame
2 ]. We will add half again and split the amount diyuaetween you.
So if each of you put in one R5 coin, that makes R®% coins in total. We add one more to
get three coins. At the end of the experimentwduhave R15 to share equally wifhame

2 ] or R7.50 each. If you put in two R5 coins each thakes four R5
coins in total. We will add 2 more and you will shathe R30 equally witHname
2 ] or R15 each. And so on.

[Experimenter ask if the subject has any questionsjny questions?

So, you can put your coins any way you want: allhefm in one cup or split between cups.
Just remember thghame 1:......................] and[name 2:................ceenn. ] will be
doing the same decision.

Now before we proceed there are two other impottangs | need to tell you:
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First, if this round is chosen at the end of the sesdimen the money you get will be the
money from the coins that you have kdéfitUS the money from the pool witthame

to tell how other people behaved in the experim¥ot won’'t know how they placed their
coins. And, other people won’t know how you plagedr coins.

In a moment | will ask you to place your coins. Bgt let me ask some questions to check
whether you understood the instructions so far.

[STEP 6: Control Questions — recorded on the conti questions sheet]

[First set of control questions]

coins will we add?
Answer: .........twoR5coinsorR10.................

Question 2: How much will you get if there is R30 in total ihe common cup witfname
1 1?

[Record each answer on the control sheet, correcipticipant if necessary]

[ask the second set of control questions if the sjdet had answered one or both of the
first control questions incorrectly]

[Second set of control questions]

Question 3:If [name 1:...........coeeneens ] puts three R5 coins in the cup you share and you
put in three R5 coins, how many R5 coins will welad

Answer: ............ three R5 coins or R15.........

Question 4: How much will you get if there is R10 in the commaup with [name
2 1?

[Record each answer on the control sheet, correcipticipant if necessary]
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[Now round 1 to be played]
[STEP 7: Now ask the subject to place coins as hieéswishes]

Please now place the number of coins you like ohed the cups, as you wish, and we will
record the answers. Please remember that there iigimt or wrong answer, just place the
coins where you like.

[Allow some time then record the amount of coins ireach cup on the record sheet;
check that the sum is 10. Experimenter collect theups and empty the coins from the
cups]

Thank you for playing this round. We are going taypseveral more rounds. In round 1, all
of you started with the same number of coins. Thmds to come are very similar to the one
you have just done, but sometimes you will have enooins than other players and
sometimes less.

[Round 2]

[Instructions for the second round are:]

We will give you twenty R5 coins whildhame 1:..................... ] and [name
2 ] will still both receive ten R5 coingsee name sheet]

Now who has the most COINEINSWET: .......cciiiii i e

And who has the least COINGANSWET: .........ciiiiii e ]

[If answer is wrong correct the subject]

Otherwise the rules are the same. As before, yga ttachoose how to place your coins. The
rules are exactly the same. You can place themheliar you like. The choice is yours.

[Pass to the subject the twenty R5 coins and thremips with labels]

Any coins you put in the green cup will be addedh® coins put in the same cup [[mame
1 ]. Then we will add half of the sum of those coigsia and split the
amount equally between you afmime 1:..............ccooviiiiiii i, ]

And any coins you put in the red cup will be adtiethe coins put in the same cup[bgme
2 ]. Then we will add half of the sum of those coigaia and split the
amount equally between you afmme 2:.............cccoeviiiii i !

Please now place the number of coins you like ohed the cups, as you wish, and we will
record the answers. Please remember that there iigim or wrong answer, just place the
coins where you like.
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[Allow some time then record the amount of coins ireach cup on the record sheet;
check that the sum is 20. Experimenter collect theups and empty the coins from the
cups]

Thank you for playing this round.

[Round 3]

[Instructions for the third round are:]

We will give you ten R5 coins whilgame 1:.................... Jwill receive twenty R5 coins
and[name 2:..........ooveeiiinnnns Jwill still receive ten R5 coinfsee name sheet].

Now who has the most COINEINSWET: .......coiiii i

And who has the least COINGANSWET: ..o e ]

[If answer is wrong correct the subject]

Otherwise the rules are the same. As before, yga ttachoose how to place your coins. The
rules are exactly the same. You can place thenoasligl before or in a completely different
way. The choice is yours.

[Pass to the subject the ten R5 coins and three caigvith labels]

Any coins you put in the green cup will be addedhi® coins put in the same cup [mame
1 ]. Then we will add half of the sum of those coigaia and split the
amount equally between you afmme 1:.............cccooiiiienn . ]

And any coins you put in the red cup will be adttethe coins put in the same cup[bhgme
2, ] Then we will add half of the sum of those coigaia and split the
amount equally between you ajmme 2:.............cocooiiiienn, !

Please now place the number of coins you like ohed the cups, as you wish, and we will
record the answers. Please remember that there iigimt or wrong answer, just place the
coins where you like.

[Allow some time then record the amount of coins ireach cup on the record sheet;
check that the sum is 10. Experimenter collect theups and empty the coins from the
cups]

Thank you for playing this round.

[Round 4]

[Instructions for the fourth round are:]
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We will give you ten R5 coins whilgame 1:........................ ] will receive ten R5 coins

like you and[name 2........................] will now receive twenty R5 coinfsee name
sheet].

Now who has the most COINEINSWET: .......ccoiiiici e e

And who has the least COINGANSWET: ..........ccviiiiii i

[If answer is wrong correct the subject]

Otherwise the rules are the same. As before, yga ttachoose how to place your coins. The
rules are exactly the same. You can place thenoasligl before or in a completely different
way. The choice is yours.

[Pass to the subject the ten R5 coins and three caigvith labels]

Please now place the number of coins you like ohed the cups, as you wish, and we will
record the answers. Please remember that there iigimt or wrong answer, just place the
coins where you like.

[Allow some time then record the amount of coins ireach cup on the record sheet;
check that the sum is 10. Experimenter collect theups and empty the coins from the
cups]

Thank you for playing this round.

[Round 5]

[Instructions for the fifth round are:]

We will give you twenty R5 coins whilppame 1:......................... Jwill receive twenty
R5 coins like you anfhame 2:.................... Jwill receive ten R5 coinsspe name sheet]
Now who has the most COINEINSWET: .......coiiiii e
And who has the least COINGANSWET: ..o e ]

[If answer is wrong correct the subject]

Otherwise the rules are the same. As before, yga ttachoose how to place your coins. The
rules are exactly the same. You can place thenoagligl before or in a completely different
way. The choice is yours.

[Pass to the subject the twenty R5 coins and threrips with labels]

Please now place the number of coins you like ohed the cups, as you wish, and we will
record the answers. Please remember that there iigimt or wrong answer, just place the
coins where you like.
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[Allow some time then record the amount of coins ireach cup on the record sheet;
check that the sum is 20. Experimenter collect theups and empty the coins from the
cups]

Thank you for playing this round.

[Round 6]

[Instructions for the sixth round are:]

We will give you twenty R5 coins whilpname 1......................... ] will receive ten R5
coinsandname 2:.............coveunenn. Jwill now receive twenty R5 coinsg¢e name sheet]
Now who has the most COINEINSWET: .......coviiiiii e e

And who has the least COINGANSWET: ..o e ]

[If answer is wrong correct the subject]

Otherwise the rules are the same. As before, yga ttachoose how to place your coins. The
rules are exactly the same. You can place thenoasligl before or in a completely different
way. The choice is yours.

[Pass to the subject the twenty R5 coins and threrips with labels]

Please now place the number of coins you like ohed the cups, as you wish, and we will
record the answers. Please remember that there iigimt or wrong answer, just place the
coins where you like.

[Allow some time then record the amount of coins ireach cup on the record sheet;
check that the sum is 20. Experimenter collect theups and empty the coins from the
cups]

Thank you for playing this round.

[Round 7]

[Instructions for the seventh round are:]

We will give you ten R5 coins whilname 1:.......................] will receive twenty R5
coinsandname 2:.............ooeeune. Jwill receive twenty R5 coinfsee name sheet]
Now who has the most COINEINSWET: ..o e
And who has the least COINGANSWET: ..o e ]

[If answer is wrong correct the subject]
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Otherwise the rules are the same. As before, yaa ttachoose how to place your coins. The
rules are exactly the same. You can place thenoagligl before or in a completely different
way. The choice is yours.

[Pass to the subject the ten R5 coins and three caigvith labels]

Please now place the number of coins you like ohed the cups, as you wish, and we will
record the answers. Please remember that there iigim or wrong answer, just place the
coins where you like.

[Allow some time then record the amount of coins ireach cup on the record sheet;
check that the sum is 10. Experimenter collect theups and empty the coins from the
cups]

Thank you for playing this round.

[Round 8]
[Instructions for the eighth round are:]

We will give you twenty R5 coins whilpame 1:.......................]will receive twenty R5
coinsandname 2:..............oceune. Jwill receive twenty R5 coinfsee name sheet]

Otherwise the rules are the same. As before, yaa ttachoose how to place your coins. The
rules are exactly the same. You can place thenoagligl before or in a completely different
way. The choice is yours.

[Pass to the subject the twenty R5 coins and thresips with labels]

Please now place the number of coins you like ohed the cups, as you wish, and we will
record the answers. Please remember that there iigim or wrong answer, just place the
coins where you like.

[Allow some time then record the amount of coins ireach cup on the record sheet;
check that the sum is 20. Experimenter collect theups and empty the coins from the
cups]

Thank you for playing this round.

[Determine if communication is included in this gane — communication is played
alternately between households. Proceed to STEP f8sp. Otherwise jump to STEP 9 if
communication is not included in the game]

[STEP 8: Treatment: Communication]

Thank you for playing all the previous rounds.
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The ninth round will be a repeat of the first roughch of you will be given ten R5 coins.
You will have to make the same decision about hmwlace your ten R5 coins. But before

and[name 2:.............oo o ] During these 5 minutes you can say anythingwisih to
them. Just remember that at the end of the expetjme will not reveal to you how they
chose to place the coins.

[Begin 5 minutes when all subjects are ready; warwhen only 1 minute left.]

[Ask subjects to go back to their assigned seats; Mén the subject is seated and quiet,
the experimenter proceeds with the instructions bew]

[Round 9]
[STEP 9: Ninth round of the game]

The ninth round will be a repeat of the first rouch of you will be given ten R5 coins.
You will have to make the same decision about mylace your ten R5 coins. The rules are
exactly the same. You can place them as you dioréair in a completely different way. The
choice is yours. There is no right or wrong answer.

Please place your coins in the cups as you wish.

[Allow some time; record the amount of coins in edt cup on the record sheet; check
that the sum is 10. Experimenter collect the cupsna empty the coins]

Thank you, we have now completed the ninth and fmand of the game.

[STEP 10: Conduct individual interviews with subjeds using post-experimental
guestionnaire while record & spread sheets are usdd calculate earnings.]

While calculations to determine your winnings asenlg done, we would like to conduct a
short survey about yourself and your family.

[Post experiment questionnaire completed]
[Resolution]

Thank you. We now have to decide which round igéat [shuffle the rounds cards and one
of the experimenters picks one card].

[Announce the round to be used for payment]
[Ask the subjects to get their payments in privatend in envelopes]
[Complete and sign the acknowledgement of paymendifm in duplicate]

Once again thank you for your time. We have contbeaend of the experiment.
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13. Annexure A3 Post-experimental Questionnaire

Experiment — Individual Subject Questionnaire

1. How old are you? years
2. What is your gender? Male Female
3. What is your highest level of education? None 1
Grade 1-7 2
NOTE: Circle one option only. Grade 8-11 3
Grade 12 4
Diploma/degree 5
4. To what population group do you belong? African 1
Coloured 2
NOTE: Circle one option only. Asian 3
White 4
5. How are you related to [ NAME 1? Spouse/partner 1
Child 2
Player/subject: 1 2 3 Sibling 3
Parent 4
NOTE: Record [NAME’s] subject number. Grandparent 5
Circle one number only. Grandchild 6
Other family 7
6. How are you related to | NAME 1? Spouse/partner 1
Child 2
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Player/subject: 1 2 3 Sibling 3
Parent 4
NOTE: Record [NAME’s] subject number. Grandparent 5
Circle one number only. Grandchild 6
Other family 7
7. Are you married? Yes No
8. Do you make decisions regarding day-to-day Yes No
household expenditure?
9. If so, are you the main decision-maker? Yes No

10. How many children do you have depending on you

for financial support?

11. Which of these best
describes your current
situation?

NOTE: Read out all the
options. Circle one option
only.

12. If you are self-employed or employed full-time or Rand
part-time, what is your monthly take home income?

Self-employed

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Student

Unemployment

Looking after the home full-time

Retired

Unable to work due to sickness or disability

Other (please specify)
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13. Do you share some of this employment income with this Yes No
household?
14. If yes, how much of your employment income do Everything 1
you share with this household?
Most 2
Some 3
NOTE: Read out all the options. Circle one option only. Little 4
None 5
15. Do you receive a social welfare grant? Yes No
16. If so, what is your total monthly social grant Rand
income?
17. What type of social grant Old age pension 1
do you receive?
Child support grant 2
Disability grant 3
NOTE: Read out each option. Foster care grant 4
Circle all applicable options.
Other (please specify) 5
18. Do you share some of this grant income with this household? Yes No
19. If yes, how much of your social grant income do you share with this household?
Everything 1
Most 2
NOTE: Read out all the options. Circle one option only. Some 3
Little 4
None 5
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20. If you were to receive some money, how much of it Everything 1
would you share with this household?
Most 2
Some 3
NOTE: Read out all the options. Circle one option only. Little 4
None 5
H H H S
21. Please describe your family in terms of the following:
g | @
& & o w
3|3 2%
Sz 2|22
o0 ° 'S ° &
c (] (] (] [
s g |2 |5 |¢
& G} > G} bl

21.1 Family members are satisfied with how they
communicate with each other.

21.2 Family members are very good listeners.

21.3 Family members express affection to each other.

21.4 Family members are able to ask each other for what
they want.

21.5 Family members can calmly discuss problems with each

other.

21.6 Family members discuss their ideas and beliefs with
each other.

21.7 When family members ask questions of each other,
they get honest answers.

21.8 Family members try to understand each other’s
feelings

21.9 When angry, family members seldom say negative
things about each other.

21.10 Family members express their true feelings to each
other.
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22. How satisfied are you with the following?

Very Dissatisfied
Somewhat Dissatisfied
Generally Satisfied
Very Satisfied
Extremely Satisfied

22.1 The degree of closeness between family members.

22.2 Your family’s ability to cope with stress.

22.3 Your family’s ability to be flexible.

22.4 Your family’s ability to share positive experiences.

22.5 The quality of communication between family
members.

22.6 Your family’s ability to resolve conflicts.

22.7 The amount of time you spend together as a family.

22.8 The way problems are discussed.

22.9 The fairness of criticism in your family.

22.10 Family members concern for each other.

23.On ascale of 1to 7 please  Most people You can’t
circle your view: 1 = you
completely agree that most can be trusted be too careful

people can be trusted. 7 = you
completely agree that you 1 2 3 4 > 6 7
cannot be too careful in

dealing with people. NOTE: Read out the options. Circle one option only.

24. How important is family to you? Very important 1
Rather important 2
NOTE: Read out the options. Circle one option only. Not very important 3
Not at all important 4
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25. Do you trust people from your family?

NOTE: Read out the options. Circle one option only.

26. People organize their household finances
differently. Which of the following comes closest to the
way finances is organized in your household?

NOTE: Read out the options. Circle one option only.

27. How would you say you played the games today:

NOTE: Read out the options. Circle one option only.

28. Have you heard about these games before today?

29. Assuming someone gives you R100, how much of this
money would you give to a stranger you do not know?

Completely 1
Somewhat 2
Not very much 3
Not at all 4
We pool all the 1
money
We pool some of the 2
money and keep the
rest separate
We each keep our 3
own money separate
More generous than 1
in real life
About the same as in 2
real life
Less generous than in 3
real life

Yes No

Rand

Thank you again for taking part in this study.
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13. Annexure B

Table B1: Subject and household characteristics, bgrder — Bloemfontein

Order t-value/
Subject characteristics Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Age Mean 39.17 39.77 0.18 39.46
Median 35 34 0.03 35
Gender Female 0.76 0.66 1.39 0.72
None 5.13 8.33 6.67
Grade 1-7 26.92 27.78 27.33
Education Grade 8 - 11 46.15 45.83 1.57 46.00
Grade 12 20.51 15.28 18.00
Tertiary 1.28 2.78 2.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Marital status Yes 0.10 0.15 0.92 0.12
None 34.62 40.28 37.33
Decision -making None-main 32.05 26.39 0.73 29.33
status Main 33.33 33.33 33.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Children Mean 1.98 2.11 0.35 2.04
supported Median 1 2 0.05 2
employed 20.51 28.17 24.16
Employment unemployed 33.33 35.21 1.75 34.23
status Not active 46.15 36.62 41.61
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Employment Mean 1721 4343 1.18 3178
income Median 1200 2000 2.94 1800
Employment Yes 1.00 1.00 - 1.00
income sharing
Everything 19.75 25.00 22.22
Employment Most 37.50 40.00 38.89
income sharing | Some 31.25 20.00 0.66 25.00
category Little 12.50 15.00 13.89
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant recipient Yes 0.53 0.52 0.21 0.53
Grant income Mean 1261 1194 0.33 1230
Median 1260 1430 0.10 1400
Old age 42.86 37.84 40.51
Grant type Child support 47.62 45.95 0.83 46.84
Other 9.51 16.22 12.66
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant share Yes 0.95 1.00 1.35 0.97
Everything 31.58 33.33 32.43
Grant sharing Most 28.95 38.89 33.78
category Some 31.58 13.89 3.69 22.97
Little 7.89 13.89 10.81
None 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table B1: Subject and household characteristics, bgrder — Bloemfontein (continued)

Order t-value/
Subject characteristics Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Everything 21.79 19.44 20.67
Most 39.74 38.89 39.33
Money sharing Some 10.26 19.44 2.84 14.67
Little 26.92 20.83 24.00
None 1.28 1.39 1.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 76.00 78.81 0.79 77.35
communication (%) | Median 86.00 86.00 0.08 86.00
Very low 2.56 1.39 2.00
Family communication Low 2.56 2.78 2.67
category Moderate 19.23 11.11 2.95 15.33
High 23.08 31.94 27.33
Very high 52.56 52.78 52.67
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 68.69 66.27 0.56 67.53
satisfaction (%) Median 71.00 71.00 0.08 71.00
Very low 5.13 6.94 6.00
Low 8.97 8.33 8.67
Family satisfaction Moderate 21.79 22.22 0.46 22.00
category High 28.21 30.56 29.33
Very high 35.90 31.94 34.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Trust Mean 4.38 4.76 1.04 4.56
Median 4.00 5.00 0.32 5.00
Family trust Completely 0.96 0.93 0.84 0.94
All 39.74 41.67 40.67
Finance pooling Some 53.85 50.00 0.32 52.00
None 6.41 8.33 7.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
generous 66.67 58.33 62.67
Generosity in game- | the same 32.05 41.67 2.28 36.67
play less generous 1.28 0.00 0.67
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Dictator game Mean 16.51 17.16 0.21 16.82
Median 10 10 0.07 10
Household characteristics
Members aged 16 Mean 4.42 4.00 1.27 4.22
Median 4.00 4.00 0.17 4.00
Members employed Mean 0.80 0.79 0.05 0.8
Median 0.00 1.00 0.94 1.00
Members receiving Mean 1.88 1.58 1.01 1.74
social grants Median 2.00 1.00 0.74 1.00
Household size Mean 6.07 6.00 0.12 6.04
Median 5.56 6.00 0.00 5.50

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1

274



Table B2: Subject and household characteristics, bgrder — Alice

Order t-value/
Subject characteristics Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Age Mean 48.38 47.94 0.11 48.16
Median 49.00 46.00 0.42 47.00
Gender female 0.72 0.69 0.35 0.70
None 1.33 4.00 2.67
Grade 1-7 30.67 28.00 29.33
Education Grade 8 - 11 34.67 36.00 1.47 35.33
Grade 12 24.00 25.33 24.67
Tertiary 9.33 6.67 8.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Marital status Yes 0.42 0.37 0.66 0.40
None 24.32 21.33 22.82
Decision -making None-main 41.89 45.33 0.24 43.62
status Main 33.78 33.33 33.56
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Children Mean 2.16 2.21 0.15 2.18
supported Median 2.00 2.00 0.11 2.00
employed 16.00 17.33 16.67
Employment unemployed 13.33 18.67 0.95 16.00
status Not active 70.67 64.00 67.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Employment Mean 3094 953 1.18 1981
income Median 740 600 0.03 600
Employment Yes 0.91 0.76 0.98 0.84
income sharing
Everything 0.00 30.00 14.29
Employment Most 45.45 10.00 28.57
income sharing | Some 36.36 20.00 6.96 28.57
category Little 18.18 40.00 28.57
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant recipient Yes 0.56 0.56 0.09 0.56
Grant income Mean 1195 1324 0.90 1260
Median 1500 1500 0.86 1500
Old age 65.00 65.00 65.00
Grant type Child support 32.50 35.00 1.03 33.75
Other 2.50 0.00 1.25
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant share Yes 0.85 0.85 0.04 0.85
Everything 38.24 31.43 34.78
Grant sharing Most 26.47 34.29 30.43
category Some 29.41 28.57 191 28.99
Little 2.94 5.71 4.35
None 2.94 0.00 1.45
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table B2: Subject and household characteristics, bgrder — Alice (continued)

Order t-value/
Subject characteristics Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Everything 17.33 9.33 13.33
Most 25.33 30.67 28.00
Money sharing Some 46.67 50.67 2.90 48.67
Little 8.00 5.33 6.67
None 2.67 4.00 3.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 81.05 83.33 0.66 82.19
communication (%) | Median 88 88 0.00 88
Very low 5.33 1.33 3.33
Family communication Low 2.67 1.33 2.00
category Moderate 5.33 9.33 3.02 7.33
High 22.67 21.33 22.00
Very high 64.00 66.67 65.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 76.74 77.14 0.09 76.94
satisfaction (%) Median 87 84 0.81 87
Very low 6.76 5.33 6.04
Low 5.41 8.00 6.71
Family satisfaction Moderate 8.11 4.00 2.43 6.04
category High 25.68 33.33 29.53
Very high 54.05 49.33 51.68
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Trust Mean 4.65 4.76 0.27 4.70
Median 6 6 0.11 6
Family trust Completely 0.82 0.74 1.19 0.78
All 16.00 21.33 18.67
Finance pooling Some 37.33 44.00 2.30 40.67
None 46.67 34.67 40.67
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
generous 58.67 62.67 60.67
Generosity in game - | the same 33.33 26.67 0.94 30.00
play less generous 8.00 10.67 9.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Dictator game Mean 12.42 14.72 0.84 13.57
Median 10.00 10.00 1.01 10.00
Household characteristics
Members aged 16 Mean 4.20 4.64 1.12 4.42
Median 4.00 4.00 0.34 4.00
Members employed Mean 0.44 0.60 0.83 0.52
Median 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.00
Members receiving Mean 1.88 1.96 0.34 1.92
social grants Median 2.00 2.00 0.13 2.00
Household size Mean 5.76 6.92 1.86 6.34
Median 6.00 7.00 3.00 6.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table B3: Subject and household characteristics, bgrder — total

Order t-value/
Subject characteristics Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Age Mean 43.69 43.94 0.09 43.81
Median 41.00 43.00 0.33 42.50
Gender female 0.74 0.68 1.24 0.71
None 3.27 6.12 4.67
Grade 1-7 28.76 27.89 28.33
Education Grade 8 - 11 40.52 40.82 1.47 40.67
Grade 12 22.22 20.41 21.33
Tertiary 5.23 4.76 5.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Marital status Yes 0.26 0.26 0.07 0.26
None 29.61 30.61 30.10
Decision-making | None-main 36.84 36.05 0.03 36.45
Main 33.55 33.33 33.44
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Children Mean 2.07 2.16 0.36 2.11
supported Median 2.00 2.00 0.18 2.00
employed 18.30 22.60 20.40
Employment unemployed 23.53 26.71 1.74 25.08
status Not active 58.17 50.68 54.52
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Employment Mean 2310 3007 0.46 2687
income Median 1200 1200 0.51 1200
Employment Yes 0.96 0.90 0.85 0.93
income sharing
Everything 11.11 26.67 19.30
Employment Most 40.74 30.00 35.09
income sharing | Some 33.33 20.00 3.74 26.32
category Little 14.81 23.33 19.30
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant recipient Yes 0.54 0.54 0.07 0.54
Grant income Mean 1229 1262 0.26 1245
Median 1500 1500 0.64 1500
Old age 53.66 51.95 52.83
Grant type Child support 40.24 40.26 0.18 40.25
Other 6.10 7.79 6.92
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant share Yes 0.90 0.92 0.48 0.91
Everything 34.72 32.29 33.57
Grant sharing Most 27.78 36.62 32.17
category Some 30.56 21.13 4.00 25.87
Little 5.56 0.86 7.69
None 1.39 0.00 0.70
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table B3: Subject and household characteristics, bgrder — total (continued)

Order t-value/
Subject characteristics Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Everything 19.61 14.29 17.00
Most 32.68 34.69 33.67
Money sharing Some 28.10 35.37 3.86 31.67
Little 17.65 12.93 15.33
None 1.96 2.72 2.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 78.47 81.12 1.07 79.77
communication (%) | Median 88.00 88.00 0.00 88.00
Very low 3.92 1.36 2.67
Family communication Low 2.61 2.04 2.33
category Moderate 12.42 10.20 2.71 11.33
High 22.88 26.53 24.67
Very high 58.17 59.86 59.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 72.61 71.82 0.25 72.22
satisfaction (%) Median 79.00 79.00 0.00 79.00
Very low 5.92 6.12 6.02
Low 7.24 8.16 7.69
Family satisfaction Moderate 15.33 12.93 1.25 14.05
category High 26.97 31.97 29.43
Very high 44.74 40.82 42.81
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Trust Mean 451 4.76 0.92 4.63
Median 5.00 5.00 0.61 5.00
Family trust Completely 0.89 0.83 1.49 0.86
All 28.10 31.29 29.67
Finance pooling Some 45.75 46.94 0.87 46.33
None 26.14 21.77 24.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
generous 62.75 60.54 0.21 61.67
Generosity in game- | the same 32.68 34.01 33.33
play less generous 4.58 5.44 5.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Dictator game Mean 14.50 15.91 0.69 15.20
Median 10.00 10.00 0.77 10.00
Household characteristics
Members aged 16 Mean 4.31 4.32 0.04 4.32
Median 4.00 4.00 0.49 4.00
Members employed Mean 0.62 0.69 0.38 0.66
Median 0.00 1.00 0.98 0.00
Members receiving Mean 1.88 1.77 0.57 1.83
social grants Median 2.00 2.00 0.14 2.00
Household size Mean 5.92 6.46 1.22 6.19
Median 6.00 7.00 1.92 6.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table B4: Sender-recipient relationship, by order -Bloemfontein

Order (%)

Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Parent-child 19.23 20.83 20.00
Child-parent 19.23 20.83 20.00
Grandparent-grandchild 16.67 15.97 2.94 16.33
Grandchild-grandparent 16.67 15.97 16.33
Other family 28.21 26.39 27.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
Table B5: Sender-recipient relationship, by order -Alice
Order (%)
Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Parent-child 20.67 22.00 21.33
Child-parent 20.67 22.00 21.33
Grandparent-grandchild 21.33 19.33 4.50 20.33
Grandchild-grandparent 21.33 19.33 20.33
Other family 16.00 17.33 16.67
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
Table B6: Sender-recipient relationship, by order -otal
Order (%)
Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Parent-child 19.93 21.43 20.67
Child-parent 19.93 21.43 20.67
Grandparent-grandchild 18.95 17.69 5.40 18.33
Grandchild-grandparent 18.95 17.69 18.33
Other family 22.22 21.77 22.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
Table B7: Sender-recipient gender differential, byorder — Bloemfontein
Order (%)
Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Male-male 5.13 9.72 7.33
Male-female 17.95 23.61 20.67
Female-male 17.95 23.61 73.57" 20.67
Female-female 58.97 43.06 51.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table B8: Sender-recipient gender differential, byorder — Alice

Order (%)

Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Male-male 4.00 5.33 4.67
Male-female 24.00 25.33 24.67
Female-male 24.00 25.33 5.89 24.67
Female-female 48.00 44.00 46.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
Table B9: Sender-recipient gender differential, byorder — total

Order (%)

Order 1 Order 2 Chi2 Total
Male-male 4.58 7.48 6.00
Male-female 20.92 24.49 22.67
Female-male 20.92 24.29 62.28" 22.67
Female-female 53.59 43.54 48.67
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table B10: Subject and household characteristics,ybcommunication — Bloemfontein

Communication t-value/
Subject characteristics Yes No Chi2 Total
Age Mean 41.33 37.60 1.17 39.46
Median 39.00 33.00 0.96 35.00
Gender female 0.74 0.69 0.72 0.72
None 12.00 1.33 6.67
Grade 1-7 25.33 29.33 27.33
Education Grade 8 - 11 42.67 49.33 7.35 46.00
Grade 12 17.33 18.67 18.00
Tertiary 2.67 1.33 2.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Marital status Yes 0.12 0.13 0.24 0.12
None 37.33 37.33 37.33
Decision -making None-main 29.33 29.33 0.00 29.33
status Main 33.33 33.33 33.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Children Mean 2.10 1.98 0.33 2.04
supported Median 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00
employed 24.00 24.32 24.16
Employment unemployed 34.67 33.78 0.01 34.23
status Not active 41.33 41.89 41.61
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Employment Mean 4292 2063 1.00 3178
income Median 1900 1500 0.11 1800
Employment Yes 1.00 1.00 - 1.00
income sharing
Everything 16.67 27.78 22.22
Employment Most 27.78 50.00 38.89
income sharing | Some 33.33 16.67 4.44 25.00
category Little 22.22 5.56 13.89
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant recipient Yes 0.53 0.52 0.07 0.53
Grant income Mean 1313 1145 0.82 1230
Median 1500 1050 1.02 1400
Old age 50.00 30.77 40.51
Grant type Child support 40.00 53.85 3.06 46.84
Other 10.00 15.38 12.66
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant share Yes 1.00 0.94 1.51 0.97
Everything 27.50 38.24 32.43
Grant sharing Most 42.50 23.53 33.78
category Some 20.00 26.47 2.99 22.97
Little 10.00 11.76 10.81
None 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table B10: By Communication, subject and householdharacteristics — Bloemfontein

(continued)
Communication t-value /
Subject characteristics Yes No Chi2 Total
Everything 21.33 20.00 20.67
Most 33.33 45.33 39.33
Money sharing Some 14.67 14.67 3.18 14.67
Little 29.33 18.67 24.00
None 1.33 1.33 1.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 76.61 78.09 0.41 77.35
communication (%) | Median 86.00 86.00 0.24 86.00
Very low 0.00 4.00 2.00
Family communication Low 2.67 2.67 2.67
category Moderate 18.67 12.00 4.22 15.33
High 28.00 26.67 27.33
Very high 50.67 54.67 52.67
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 68.77 66.29 0.57 67.53
satisfaction (%) Median 71.00 71.00 0.24 71.00
Very low 4.00 8.00 6.00
Low 8.00 9.33 8.67
Family satisfaction Moderate 24.00 20.00 1.61 22.00
category High 28.00 30.67 29.33
Very high 36.00 32.00 34.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Trust Mean 4.73 4.40 0.91 4.56
Median 5.00 5.00 0.02 5.00
Family trust Completely 0.97 0.92 1.45 0.94
All 45.33 36.00 40.67
Finance pooling Some 45.33 58.67 2.90 52.00
None 9.33 5.33 7.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
generous 62.67 62.67 62.67
Generosity in game- | the same 36.00 37.33 1.01 36.67
play less generous 1.33 0.00 0.67
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Dictator game Mean 17.52 16.13 0.45 16.82
Median 10.00 10.00 0.24 10.00
Household characteristics
Members aged 16 Mean 4.24 4.20 0.11 4.22
Median 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00
Members employed Mean 0.84 0.76 0.28 0.8
Median 1.00 1.00 1.13 1.00
Members receiving Mean 1.80 1.68 0.40 1.74
social grants Median 2.00 1.00 1.28 1.00
Household size Mean 6.24 5.84 0.63 6.04
Median 7.00 5.00 0.08 5.50

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table B11: Subject and household characteristics,ybcommunication — Alice

Communication t-value/
Subject characteristics Yes No Chi2 Total
Age Mean 48.65 47.68 0.24 48.16
Median 48.00 46.00 0.10 47.00
Gender female 0.77 0.64 1:80 0.70
None 4.00 1.33 2.67
Grade 1-7 28.00 30.67 29.33
Education Grade 8 - 11 36.00 34.67 1.47 35.33
Grade 12 25.33 24.00 24.67
Tertiary 6.67 9.33 8.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Marital status Yes 0.44 0.36 0.99 0.4
None 17.33 28.38 22.82
Decision -making None-main 49.33 37.84 3.12 43.62
status Main 33.33 33.78 33.56
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Children Mean 2.16 2.21 0.15 2.18
supported Median 2.00 2.00 1.77 2.00
employed 18.67 14.67 16.67
Employment unemployed 13.33 18.67 1.03 16.00
status Not active 68.00 66.67 67.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Employment Mean 2561 1242 0.71 1981
income Median 940 600 1.06 600
Employment Yes 0.78 0.90 0.81 0.84
income sharing
Everything 9.09 20.00 14.29
Employment Most 36.36 20.00 28.57
income sharing | Some 36.36 20.00 2.29 28.57
category Little 18.18 40.00 28.57
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant recipient Yes 0.53 0.59 0.76 0.56
Grant income Mean 1338 1188 1.05 1260
Median 1500 1500 0.20 1500
Old age 65.79 64.29 65.00
Grant type Child support 31.58 35.71 1.21 33.75
Other 2.63 0.00 1.25
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant share Yes 0.87 0.83 0.48 0.85
Everything 29.41 40.00 34.78
Grant sharing Most 35.29 25.71 2.41 30.43
category Some 29.41 28.57 28.99
Little 2.94 5.71 4.35
None 2.94 0.00 1.45
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1

283




Table B11: Subject and household characteristics yocommunication — Alice

(continued)
Communication t-value/
Subject characteristics Yes No Chi2 Total
Everything 12.00 14.67 13.33
Most 24.00 32.00 28.00
Money sharing Some 52.00 45.33 3.19 48.67
Little 9.33 4.00 6.67
None 2.67 4.00 3.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 84.53 79.85 1.37 82.19
communication (%) | Median 90.00 88.00 0.42 88.00
Very low 4.00 2.67 3.33
Family communication Low 1.33 2.67 2.00
category Moderate 4.00 10.67 3.73 7.33
High 20.00 24.00 22.00
Very high 70.67 60.00 65.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 76.62 77.27 0.15 76.94
satisfaction (%) Median 87.00 87.00 0.01 87.00
Very low 6.67 5.41 6.04
Low 5.33 8.11 6.71
Family satisfaction Moderate 8.00 4.05 151 6.04
category High 29.33 29.73 29.53
Very high 50.67 52.70 51.68
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Trust Mean 4.96 4.45 1.31 4.70
Median 6.00 5.00 1.01 6.00
Family trust Completely 0.81 0.76 0.79 0.78
All 18.67 18.67 18.67
Finance pooling Some 38.67 42.67 0.29 40.67
None 42.67 38.67 40.67
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
generous 57.33 64.00 60.67
Generosity in game- | the same 33.33 26.67 0.83 30.00
play less generous 9.33 9.33 9.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Dictator game Mean 16.09 11.05 1.88 13.57
Median 10.00 2.00 1.79 10.00
Household characteristics
Members aged 16 Mean 4.48 4.36 0.30 4.42
Median 4.00 4.00 0.34 4.00
Members employed Mean 0.52 0.52 0.00 0.52
Median 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.00
Members receiving Mean 1.88 1.96 0.34 1.92
social grants Median 2.00 2.00 0.13 2.00
Household size Mean 6.6 6.08 0.81 6.34
Median 6.00 6.00 1.33 6.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table B12: Subject and household characteristics,ybcommunication — total

Communication t-value/
Subject characteristics Yes No Chi2 Total
Age Mean 44,99 42.64 0.91 43.81
Median 45.5 39.00 0.85 42.50
Gender female 0.76 0.66 1779 0.71
None 8.00 1.33 4.67
Grade 1-7 26.67 30.00 28.33
Education Grade 8 - 11 39.33 42.00 7.63 40.67
Grade 12 21.33 21.33 21.33
Tertiary 4.67 5.33 5.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Marital status Yes 0.28 0.24 0.65 0.26
None 27.33 32.89 30.10
Decision -making None-main 39.33 33.56 1.45 36.45
status Main 33.33 33.56 33.44
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Children Mean 2.13 2.10 0.12 2.11
supported Median 2.00 2.00 0.90 2.00
employed 21.33 19.46 20.40
Employment unemployed 24.00 26.17 0.27 25.08
status Not active 54.67 54.36 54.52
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Employment Mean 3535 1752 1.19 2687
income Median 1300 1200 0.89 1200
Employment Yes 0.90 0.96 0.92 0.93
income sharing
Everything 13.79 25.00 19.30
Employment Most 31.03 39.29 35.09
income sharing | Some 34.48 17.86 2.75 26.32
category Little 20.69 17.86 19.30
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant recipient Yes 0.53 0.56 0.47 0.54
Grant income Mean 1325 1167 1.28 1245
Median 1500 1500 1.41 1500
Old age 57.69 48.15 52.83
Grant type Child support 35.90 44.44 1.46 40.25
Other 6.41 7.41 6.92
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Grant share Yes 0.93 0.88 1.14 0.91
Everything 28.38 39.13 33.57
Grant sharing Most 39.19 24.64 32.17
category Some 24.32 27.54 4.82 25.87
Little 6.76 8.70 7.69
None 1.35 0.00 0.70
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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Table B12: Subject and household characteristics,ybcommunication — total (continued)

Communication t-value/
Subject characteristics Yes No Chi2 Total
Everything 16.67 17.33 17.00
Most 28.67 38.67 33.67
Money sharing Some 33.33 30.00 5.78 31.67
Little 19.33 11.33 15.33
None 2.00 2.67 2.33
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 80.57 78.97 0.64 79.77
communication (%) | Median 88.00 88.00 0.01 88.00
Very low 2.00 3.33 2.67
Family communication Low 2.00 2.67 2.33
category Moderate 11.33 11.33 0.83 11.33
High 24.00 25.33 24.67
Very high 60.67 57.33 59.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Scale of family Mean 72.70 71.74 0.31 72.22
satisfaction (%) Median 79.00 84.00 0.56 79.00
Very low 5.33 6.71 6.02
Low 6.67 8.72 7.69
Family satisfaction Moderate 16.00 12.08 1.54 14.05
category High 28.67 30.20 29.43
Very high 43.33 42.28 42.81
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Trust Mean 4.84 4.42 1.58 4.63
Median 5.00 5.00 0.48 5.00
Family trust Completely 0.89 0.84 1.35 0.86
All 32.00 27.33 29.67
Finance pooling Some 42.00 50.67 2.26 46.33
None 26.00 22.00 24.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
generous 60.00 63.33 61.67
Generosity in game- | the same 34.67 32.00 0.36 33.33
play less generous 5.33 4.67 5.00
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
Dictator game Mean 16.80 13.59 1.58 15.2
Median 10.00 10.00 1.65 10.00
Household characteristics
Members aged 16 Mean 4.36 4.28 0.30 4.32
Median 4.00 4.00 0.17 4.00
Members employed Mean 0.68 0.64 0.23 0.66
Median 0.00 0.50 0.16 0.00
Members receiving Mean 1.84 1.82 0.10 1.83
social grants Median 2.00 2.00 0.23 2.00
Household size Mean 6.42 5.96 1.03 6.19
Median 6.50 6.00 1.46 6.00

Notes:***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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CHAPTER 5: GENERAL CONCLUSION

5.1 Introduction

The focus in this conclusion falls on four main ipplconclusions emanating from the
research. The chapter presents a conceptual frarkewayuide the policy discussion and

then discusses each of the four policy messageseéfawing the conclusion to the study.

5.2 Conceptual framework

Figure 1 suggests an interlocking relationship leetwgender-related outcomes, households,
and markets and institutions. The current studyddquarely within the ‘households’ and the
‘gender equality’ gears. There is a bi-directiomdluence in this framework. On the one
hand, markets and institutions can influence geradprality. On the other hand, gender
equality can impact on economic growth and develammepresented by well-functioning
markets and institutions. The household is an it@mbrconnecting gear in this process. The
framework below is employed to elaborate on thacgosuggestions emanating from the
study’s findings.

Figure 1: Gender outcomes, households, markets, amaistitutions
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Source: World Development Report (2012:9)
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In the framework, ‘economic opportunities’ includgainful employment, while
‘endowments’ encompass the assets, income, andaoludhat an individual possesses.
Both gender-based outcomes constitute economiaimaémng power in the study. Agency, a
critical component that represents the ability kenchoices to achieve desired outcomes, is
the prerequisite to being a financial or econongcision-maker within the household. These
gender-related outcomes influence and are inflwkrne intra-household decision-making
arrangements. As Razavi (2016:32) states, “houdstatd families are an essential part of
the political and economic life of all societiesi.this study, the ‘gender equality’ gear drives
the ‘households’ gear and in turn influences hoakkimvestment in family public goods and
the developmental outcomes of such investments.r@lagionship between households and
the gender-related outcomes is oiled by intra-himolske cooperation and communication.
Limited gender equality and/or lack of satisfactéaynily cooperation and communication

act as a potential wedge in the engine of developme

5.3 Findings

The first key finding in this study calls for gender-basedreomic empowerment policies.

Building on the previous United Nations conventiooe women, the 1995 Beijing

Declaration and Platform for Action (BPfA) set dlid assert women’s rights as human
rights, and insist that global governance takeossty obligations to gender equality and to
ending discrimination against women” (Cornwall &vi&rds, 2015:1). The current study,
however, finds that gender inequality in economargaining power within couples

(heterogamy) and the broader adult population,igtersiVhereas women dominate the role
of financial and economic decision-making, whichaidaudable improvement, they do so
mainly as secondary decision-makers, which is aralgn of gender inequality. However,
the economic empowerment of women means that tegision-making power increases,
and concomitantly the expenditure on family pulgmods. In fact, expenditure on family
public goods increases even when females are wobedcally empowered but empowered

with decision-making power.

Farré (2013) argues for an expansion of women’uppities with regard to issues such as
health, education and earnings, in order to redgeeder inequality and promote
development. The South African government recogniise persistence of gender inequality

with regard to economic factors and suggests ay afr measures that can advance women’s
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equality and these include a specific focus onetimployment of youth and women in public
employment; the active participation of women ie tmansformation of the economy; and
allowing females taking leadership roles in sectarsociety (National Development Plan,
2014). A policy focusing on educating societies wbsocial accountability may further
reinforce these gender-based policy measures lateclin the National Development Plan
(NDP).

Policies such as these that promote gender equéditilitate homogamy. Homogamy in
couples, for instance, is an important factor imefaintra-household decision-making. Even
if decision-making agency does not matter for fgnpiiblic goods expenditure, as a goal,
decision-making agency is bound to provide broadlgirect or intrinsic value such as self-
esteem. In this respect, decision-making ageneysact on other related attitudes or norms
has spill-over effects onto other decision spheFes. instance, women with financial or
economic decision-making power may gain power lmeotdecision-making spheres such as
fertility and sexual practices. The finding from aramination of the causal direction of
influence as flowing from gender-based outcomemérkets and institutions supports the
argument that gender equality is necessary for ldpreent, both in terms of decision-

making power and economic bargaining power.

The secondfinding appeals more broadly to economic develapnpelicies and posits that
economically empowered men spend more on famillipgoods and delegate economic
decision-making responsibility to their spouses vitndurn spend more on family public
goods. These direct and indirect conduits to familiplic goods expenditure point to both the
practice of “smart economics - which as above rafises investing in women and girls for
more effective development outcomes” (Chant & Sweet, 2012:518) and a quest for
improvements in economic status regardless of geneonomic development policy

measures can be viewed as oiling the ‘markets”iastitutions’ gears in the framework.

Policies that promote economic growth create ecanarpportunities for both men and

women, thereby, under certain conditions, faciligtfavourable intra-household decision-
making processes and raising gender equality wiienhousehold and in the economy at
large. Farré (2013) emphasises the importance of men in thgnlemd implementation of

gender-oriented policies, given the well-documermtdéidence of men on almost every aspect
of women’s lives at all levels in the society. Asiych initiative, however, does not preclude
the need for ‘gender equality in access to oppdras) rights, and voice, a necessary
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condition for more efficient economic functioningnda better institutions with dynamic
benefits for investments and growth’ (World Ban@02:145).

In thethird instance, the endowment size effect observed enadrthe two communities in
this study may play an important role for policywen that the benefit of an economic
opportunity for one family member of earning a wageeceiving a social grant, cascades to
other family members. The dynamic context withinichhthe household operates suggests
that greater access to economic bargaining povgse{a or income) by one member may
result in an increase in family public goods inwestts and an uplifting of the well-being of
all household members that may, for example, projpgher returns on education for the
household. Therefore, household developmental m#soand economic development at
large, may be enhanced through the creation of recomomic opportunities facilitated by

oiled ‘markets’ and ‘institutions’ gears, and aaex level of within household cooperation.

Thefinal finding from the field experiment, as establishedne of the two communities, is
that communication impacts positively on cooperatiwithin extended inter-generational
families. Related to this is that joint decisionkimg, which is associated with greater
expenditure on food in the survey evidence, regusmmmunication to facilitate cooperation.
Further research that confirms positive impact ahmunication on cooperation and joint
decision-making on family public goods would catlr fpreventative and developmental
social work programmes that focus on promoting comigation within households. There is
further empirical evidence from meta-analyses stpygp such intervention, in particular in
support of training in marriage and parenting skils well as in marriage and relationship
education (MRE). Kaminski et al. (2008), for exagdbund that emotional communication
skills are important for the achievement of houseldevelopmental outcomes and family

stability.

Blanchard et al. (2009) also outline evidence #matws the positive effects of MRE on both
well-functioning and more distressed couples, whitavkins et al. (2008) found that MRE
impacts positively on communication skills. Schrodfitt and Messersmith’s (2008:248)
meta-analysis found that “family communication pats (i.e. conversation and conformity
orientations) have a meaningful association withvasiety of cognitive activities and

relational behaviours, as well as individual wedifig.” This literature confirms that a lack of

satisfactory family communication is a potentialdge, not only within the household, but in
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the engine of development. Developmental sociaicigsl, therefore, are instrumental in

achieving household developmental outcomes.

5.4 Conclusion

It is clear, on the basis of the study's findindgtt specific gender-based economic
empowerment as well as broad economic developmditigs are proffered, together with

social developmental programmes.
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