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Abstract

This paper analyzes a four-arm randomized evaluation of
a multi-faceted economic inclusion intervention deliv-
ered by the Government of Niger to female beneficiaries
of a national cash transfer program. All three treatment
arms include a core package of group savings promotion,
coaching, and entrepreneurship training, in addition to the
regular cash transfers from the national program. The first
variant also includes a lump-sum cash grant and is similar
to a traditional graduation intervention (“capital” package).
The second variant substitutes the cash grant with psycho-
social interventions (“psychosocial” package). The third
variant includes the cash grant and the psychosocial inter-
ventions (“full” package). The control group only receives
the regular cash transfers from the national program. All

three treatments generate large impacts on consumption
and food security six and 18 months post-intervention.
They increase participation and profits in women-led off-
farm business and livestock activities, as well as improve
various dimensions of psychosocial well-being. The impacts
tend to be larger in the full treatment, followed by the cap-
ital and psychosocial treatments. Consumption impacts up
to 18 months after the intervention already exceed costs in
the psychosocial package (the benefit-cost ratio for the psy-
chosocial package is 126 percent; full package, 95 percent;
and capital package, 58 percent). These results highlight
the value of addressing psychosocial constraints as well as
capital constraints in government-implemented poverty
reduction programs.
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1. Introduction

In the past 20 years, governments worldwide have scaled targeted high-frequency cash transfer
programs to low-income households. These programs have had well-documented positive impacts on
welfare and investments. Yet the extreme poor may face multiple market failures that limit the ability of
cash transfers alone to generate a sustained exit from poverty. “Cash plus programs”, which add
interventions such as savings, training or information to cash transfers, hold promise for generating
more sustained long-run impacts. Indeed, a set of multi-faceted “graduation” programs, typically
implemented by nonprofit organizations, test a version of this approach with five additional
components, and find large impacts on welfare, income-generating activities and earnings in both the
short and medium run.? Governments are increasingly interested to scale these approaches through
national social protection systems,? though important questions remain about feasibility and

effectiveness.

We analyze the effects of a multi-faceted economic inclusion intervention implemented by the
Government of Niger to address a range of constraints among very poor households, including capital
and psychosocial constraints. We use a four-arm (three treatment and one control) randomized
controlled trial (RCT) conducted in a sample of women already receiving monthly poverty-targeted cash
transfers from a national program.® All three treatment variants (but not the control) include a core set
of components: village savings groups, coaching and entrepreneurship training. The first variant
(“capital”) adds a lump-sum cash grant to the core components and is close to the traditional graduation

IM

program studied in the literature.® The second variant (“psychosocial”) adds a life skills training and
community sensitization on aspirations and social norms to the core components. The third variant
(“full”) adds both the lump-sum cash grant and the psychosocial interventions to the core components.
Note that there is no variant of just the monthly cash transfers plus the core components (i.e., without

the capital or psychosocial components); we discuss this in the design section.

2 See for instance Banerjee et al. 2015b; Banerjee et al, 2016; Bandiera et al., 2017; Bedoya et al., 2019; Banerjee et al, 20203;
Balboni et al., 2020.

3 Beegle et al., 2018; Andrews et al., 2021.

4 The study is part of a multi-country RCT embedded in the Sahel Adaptive Social Protection program that also includes Burkina
Faso, Mauritania, and Senegal. Niger was first to implement the intervention; as of the writing of this paper, follow-up survey
data have not yet been collected in other sites.

5 For instance, Banerjee et al., 2015b or Bandiera et al., 2017. One difference is that the Niger intervention provides a lump-sum
cash grant instead of in-kind assets.



Our results show a strong impact from each of the three variants on the primary outcomes of
consumption and food security at both six and 18 months post-intervention. Each variant also strongly
increases investments, women-led off-farm business activities and revenues, livestock holdings and
revenues, and household income diversification. We find positive impacts on several dimensions of

psychological and social well-being, as well as women’s empowerment.

Comparing impacts on primary outcomes across treatment arms, the full package tends to perform best,
with the capital package second-best and psychosocial package third. However, the differences in
impacts across arms are small relative to their differences in costs. Both the psychosocial and full
packages have benefit-cost ratios significantly higher than the capital package. In fact, the psychosocial
package already reaches its break-even point after 18 months based on observed consumption impacts
alone (benefit-cost ratio for the psychosocial package=126%; full package=95%; capital package=58%).
These benefit-cost ratios are lower bounds since they only include consumption impacts up to 18
months post-intervention as benefits (hence not accounting for impacts on assets, investments, or
psychosocial well-being). We find considerably higher benefit-cost ratios than prior graduation studies
(such as Banerjee et al., 2015b or Bedoya et al., 2019) when we make similar assumptions about the

sustainability of impacts.

We contribute to five related literatures. First and second, we test the importance of relaxing capital
constraints and psychosocial constraints in opening pathways out of extreme poverty. For capital
constraints, the strongest existing evidence comes from programs that merely provide capital. This falls
into three categories: lump-sum cash grants;® small, regular transfers (often provided by government
cash transfer programs),” and microcredit.2 While some studies do examine the impact of the transfer
interacted with, or built on top of, some other program, few test this on top of a complex multi-faceted

program as we do here.

Similarly, psychosocial components have been tested mostly on their own as stand-alone programs
(albeit less frequently, and heterogeneity in program design renders comparison more difficult) rather
than as part of a larger set of interventions. Psychological and economic research suggests diverse
constraints (e.g., strong gender norms, high stress, strained cognitive bandwidth) to low-income

women’s capacity to aspire, to build socio-emotional skills, and, ultimately, to pursue economic

6 de Mel et al., 2012; Macours et al., 2012; Karlan et al., 2015; Haushofer and Shapiro, 2016.

7 Alderman and Yemtsov, 2014; Bastagli et al., 2019; Davis et al., 2016; Fiszbein et al., 2009; Ralston et al., 2017.

8 Angelucci et al., 2015; Attanasio et al., 2015; Banerjee et al., 2015a; Banerjee et al., 2015c; Breza and Kinnan, 2018; Crépon et
al., 2015; Tarozzi et al., 2015; Karlan and Zinman, 2010; Karlan and Zinman, 2011; Meager, 2019.



opportunities.® Psychology based interventions that focus on shifting social norms or teaching relevant
interpersonal and intrapersonal skills can support women in setting and pursuing their goals.® For
instance, media-based interventions that use relatable role models to shift community-wide social
norms and aspirations have been shown to boost future-oriented financial investments and promote
women’s empowerment.!! Psychological interventions (e.g., goal-setting, growth mindset and initiative,
self-affirmation, cognitive behavioral therapy) have also led to improvements in economic well-being,
small business outcomes, and women’s empowerment in developing countries.!? As evidenced in these
literatures, many psychosocial programs target either individual-level or community-level factors;
however, the psychosocial components we study were designed to simultaneously build women’s

individual skills and aspirations while shifting community-level social norms.*

Third, speaking directly to the budding literature on multi-faceted programs, a frequent question
surrounds the choice of components. This has both theoretical implications on the assumption of the
underlying binding constraints causing extreme poverty, as well as practical relevance for the selection
of the most cost-effective components to achieve policy objectives. For instance, Blattman et al. (2016)
estimate the value of providing supervision and follow-up support in addition to a grant and training
intervention. Sedlmayr et al. (2020) isolate the impact of training and savings group formation, and test
light behavioral components. Banerjee et al. (2020b) identify the contribution of savings accounts as
well as lump-sum asset transfers as stand-alone components. Marguerie and Premand (2021) compare

cash grants that address capital constraints and savings groups that address savings constraints.

Fourth, we contribute to the evolving literature on the impact of graduation programs on women’s

empowerment. Early work focused on women’s decision making power and found weak or no impacts.'*
However, more recent work uses a wider set of proxies for women’s empowerment and finds significant
impacts on women’s participation in decisions on their own body, time and political involvement, as well

as social capital in Afghanistan (Bedoya et al., 2019).%°

9 Ajayi, et al., forthcoming; Appadurai, 2004; Bernhardt et al., 2018; Dalton et al., 2016; Field et al., 2019; Genicot and Ray,
2017; Haushofer and Fehr, 2014; Jayachandran, 2020; Macours and Vakis, 2014; Mullainathan and Shafir, 2013.

10 Ashraf et al., 2020; Baranov et al., 2019; Bursztyn et al., 2020; Paluck and Ball, 2010.

11 Bernard et al., 2015; Bernard et al., 2019; La Ferrara, 2016; Orkin et al., 2020; Paluck and Ball, 2010; Riley, 2017.

12 Blattman et al., 2017; Campos et al., 2017 ; Ghosal et al., 2020 ; Haushofer et al., 2020; Orkin et al., 2020; Saraf et al., 2019.
13 This builds on recent literature that highlights the importance of multi-level approaches to affect social change (Hamedani
and Markus, 2019).

14 Banerjee et al., 2015b; Bandiera et al., 2017.

15 Laszlo (2019) reviews other studies, including qualitative work, that add a more nuanced understanding of how graduation
programs may affect women’s empowerment.



Fifth, the academic literature on multi-faceted social protection programs is typically generated by
partnerships between researchers and nonprofit organizations. Yet they are designed to then inform
government social protection policies. Results on the effectiveness of large-scale government-led
programs may differ from efficacy of smaller-scale NGO programs (Muralidharan and Niehaus, 2017). A
pilot managed by a nongovernmental organization may not scale seamlessly via government-led
programs (Bold et al., 2018), which are then also important to test. Multi-faceted social protection
programs typically build on top of systems created for national cash transfer programs, which have risen
considerably in popularity around the world to provide consumption support to very poor households.
Indeed, an increasing number of countries are layering livelihood support interventions on their national
cash transfer programs. Our setting in Niger is exactly that. National safety net program’s staff oversee
the delivery of the intervention, actively leading the implementation of key components and supervising
providers contracted to deliver more specialized trainings. The intervention is low cost (S 263 PPP for
the psychosocial package, S 482 PPP for the capital package and S 584 PPP for the full package) and led

by a government agency in one of the poorest countries in the world.®

2. Interventions

2.1. The Niger national cash transfer program

Niger is one of the poorest countries in the world with a rural poverty rate of 51.4 percent (World Bank,
2017) and ranks last in human development indicators (UNDP, 2018). Landlocked in the Sahel and
located on the edge of the Sahara Desert, Niger is highly exposed to climatic shocks, and its population
faces high food insecurity and frequent droughts. After repeatedly relying on emergency humanitarian
response, the Government of Niger set up a more permanent system to address chronic poverty and
food insecurity. Its cornerstone is a national cash transfer program?'’ that provides monthly payments of
10,000 XOF for two years ($15.95, $38.95 PPP), which represents approximately 11% of yearly
household consumption for targeted poor rural households. The program was rolled-out in 3 main

phases and reached 100,000 beneficiary households between 2012 and 2019. We are studying the 3™

16 Monetary amounts expressed in US dollar terms are set at 2016 prices and deflated using CPI published by the World Bank.
In 2016, 1 US dollar = 242.553 XOF PPP. In nominal terms, in 2016, 1 US dollar = 592.445 XOF. We consider the costs to be
incurred in 2018, with an inflation rate of 5.85%. Hence 10,000 XOF in 2018 = 10000 / (592.4 * 1.0585) = $15.95 in 2016.

17 The program was put in place through an Adaptive Social Safety Net Project managed by the Safety Net Unit (Cellule Filets
Sociaux, CFS) in the Office of the Prime Minister, with support from the World Bank.



phase of the program, implemented from 2016 to 2019, which reached approximately 20,000
households. The cash transfers are unconditional but are delivered with behavioral change promotion

activities that encourage investments in young children’s human capital.®

The national cash transfer program applies geographical targeting before using household-level poverty
targeting to select beneficiaries. The program reaches all 8 regions in the country. Within each region,
the communes with highest poverty are selected. In practice, most selected communes are rural. Within
communes, all villages are eligible and public lotteries are organized to select beneficiary villages.*
Poverty targeting methods are applied to determine the beneficiary households.?’ Within selected

households, a woman over 20 is the recipient of the cash transfers.

2.2. The economic inclusion packages

The multi-faceted economic inclusion program aims to improve participation in income-generating
activities, raise earnings and facilitate economic diversification. It can be described as a combination of
three main sets of activities delivered on top of the regular cash transfer program.?! The “core”
components address potential constraints to income-generating activities such as financial inclusion,
basic micro-entrepreneurship skills and access to markets. A second package further addresses capital
constraints by providing a lump-sum cash grant for productive purposes in addition to the core
components. A third package replaces the lump-sum cash grant with psychosocial components aiming

to strengthen aspirations, interpersonal and intrapersonal skills , as well as to address gender and social

18 In the phase of the program we analyze, all beneficiaries of the cash transfer program receive the behavioral change promotion
activities. Premand and Barry (2020) disentangle the effects of this behavioral change promotion from cash transfers as part of a
RCT embedded in an earlier phase of the program between 2012 and 2014.

19 The public lotteries are used to select villages for transparency due to the lack of disaggregated data on poverty within
communes and the impossibility to cover all villages due to budget constraints. Premand and Barry (2020) discuss the process
to select beneficiary villages through lotteries in more detail for an earlier phase of the program. We do not focus on this aspect
as our experiment contains cash transfer beneficiary villages only.

20 Three alternative targeting methods were tested and randomized at the village level in the sample used for this study,
including proxy means testing, community-based targeting and a formula to proxy temporary food insecurity. Premand and
Schnitzer (2020) analyze the relative performance of these targeting methods. The targeting resulted in the selection of
approximately 40% of households per village to participate in the program. The program generally provides transfers to the first
wife of the household head, though in the context of the study the individual recipient varied among adult women within the
households. This will be studied in future research analyzing intra-household dynamics in more detail.

21 The intervention packages were designed to address constraints to productive employment faced by safety net beneficiaries
that were identified through diagnostic studies (Bossuroy et al., 2020). The main constraints were considered to be a lack of
access to capital, a lack of access to agricultural inputs and markets, a lack of management skills and financial education,
challenges in managing climate-related and other environmental risks to production, as well as social norms limiting women'’s
engagement in income-generating activities.



norms. A fourth package includes the core, capital and psycho-social components. The program was

delivered to the adult woman in the household who receives the regular cash transfers.

The core components (included in all three treatment variants)

Coaching: The coaching component is a core feature that facilitates the delivery of the various
interventions and ties them together in the eyes of the beneficiaries. Beneficiaries form groups of 15 to
25 members and select a coach to mentor them throughout the program. Coaches are men or women
from the same village, generally selected for their capacity to advise on income-generating activities and
be the face of the group for service providers and market agents.?? These community coaches have a
few years of education and limited technical skills but are chosen by the community for their
trustworthiness and knowledge about local economic opportunities. They typically have basic literacy
skills, and in many cases are younger men who have completed primary school and do not have stable
employment. Coaches facilitate the implementation of group-based program activities, including
promoting attendance of beneficiaries at meetings and coordinating with service providers. They carry
out group-level coaching sessions, during which challenges and opportunities for income-generating
activities are discussed. The group-level coaching sessions take place during weekly savings group
meetings (see below). Coaches also provide some individualized follow-up to beneficiaries according to

their specific needs.

Saving groups: The groups of beneficiaries form a Village Savings and Loans Association (“VSLA”), with
initial training from the coach. At the beginning of the program, the group receives a VSLA kit (a lockbox,
individual booklets, rubber stamps), elects members to various positions (president, secretary,
accountant) and collectively decides on the rules governing the association. Key decisions include the
cost of a saving “share”, the maximum amount of and applicable conditions for taking out a loan, the
interest rate, and the duration of a full savings cycle. Group members also define other parameters such
as a mandatory contribution to an emergency fund or the penalties for rule infractions. At weekly
meetings throughout the program, members save through the purchase of between one and five shares
in the savings fund, contribute a fixed amount to the emergency fund, and may take out a short-term

loan from the savings fund. A full savings cycle lasts between 9 and 12 months, at which point the

22Coaches are not cash transfer beneficiaries. They are selected by the community in an open assembly. They receive 10,000
XOF per month (11% of consumption for beneficiary household, less for coaches’ households), plus small contributions from
beneficiaries. This is considered a stipend and not a salary.



accumulated savings and other earnings (interest, penalty fees) are shared among members in

proportion to the amount of savings shares owned by each member.

Micro-entrepreneurship training: A week-long micro-entrepreneurship training is delivered to those
same groups. The curriculum is adapted from ILO’s Start and Improve Your Business (“SIYB”) Level 1
training, which is tailored to non-literate participants. It covers fundamental cross-cutting micro-
entrepreneurship skills, including basic accounting and management principles, market research,
planning and scheduling, saving, and investing. In addition, the training focuses on the choice of
livelihood activities and the preparation of a basic business plan for the chosen activity, with support
from the trainer and coach. It does not include any technical training in specific activities. The training is

delivered by private trainers contracted by the government through small firms.

Access to markets: Coaches are trained to deliver information sessions on market access. Depending on
the time in the production cycle, they hold group sessions to discuss where to buy inputs for agricultural
activities, how to choose suppliers, where to sell products. Some coaches have reportedly acted as
market agents for the group, facilitating group purchases and sales in exchange for a small payment

from group members.

The capital component

Lump-sum cash grant: A lump-sum cash grant of 80,000 XOF ($127, or $311 in 2016 PPP) is provided to
promote investments in income generating activities. The cash grant is delivered through the cash
transfer program payment system, which relies on a network of micro-finance institutions that deliver
cash in person. Payments are not conditional on participation in other program activities, though in

practice compliance and participation are very high (discussed below in section 3.2).

The psychosocial components

The psychosocial components include community-level programming—community sensitization on
social norms and aspirations—and individual-level programming—life skill training for the beneficiaries.
While they are relatively light, they aim to trigger four main mechanisms: (i) address social norms and
build stronger community and peer-support for beneficiaries to engage in income-generating activities,
particularly through tying women’s engagement in economic activity to local values; (ii) address gender
norms to foster intra-household support for women’s income generating activities and intra-household
dialogue and conflict resolution; (iii) expand community- and individual-level aspirations; and (iv)

promote women'’s behavioral skills related to interpersonal communication, problem-solving,



leadership, and goal setting as well as supportive self-beliefs such as self-efficacy and self-worth.

Appendix A provides a detailed description of the psychosocial components.

Community sensitization on aspirations and social norms: The full community, including elders,
economic and traditional leaders, as well as program beneficiaries and their husbands (or other family
members), are invited to attend a video screening and a community discussion. Program staff project a
short video, filmed in local languages, that depicts the story of a couple that overcomes household and
personal constraints and develops economic activities, with support from family and the larger
community. As a result, they become more economically resilient. After the screening, trained
facilitators guide a public discussion on social norms, aspirations, and community values.?® Together,
these components apply multiple approaches to shift social norms and aspirations, including the use of
role models in the video, peer effects in the audience construction, goal setting and social consensus

techniques in the discussion, and values alignment in both the video and discussion.?

Life skills training: A week-long life-skills training is organized for groups of beneficiaries. Grounded in
participatory problem-centered learning, the training incorporates exercises such as role plays, games,
and case studies. The nine modules of the curriculum focus on building skills for effective decision-
making, problem-solving, goal setting, interpersonal communication, and women’s leadership while
simultaneously building self-worth, self-efficacy, and aspirations. In addition, discussions prompted
participants to relate their economic goals to broader values and spousal, gender and generational

roles.?> The training is delivered by private trainers contracted by the government through small firms.

2.3. Government-led implementation

The multi-faceted economic inclusion intervention was designed for implementation across the Sahel.
The system to deliver the intervention varies across countries, ranging from a fully government-
implemented program to a fully NGO-implemented program (Archibald et al., 2020). The Niger

intervention stands out as being closely integrated with a government-led national cash transfer

23 |n particular, the questions prompted the community to relate the film’s storyline and characters to their lives; to relate
adaptation to traditional communal values and practices, including filial piety, security for future generations, and reciprocity;
and to collectively set aspirations and identify practices for economic advancement.

24 See Bernard et al., 2015; Tankard and Paluck, 2016; Thomas, et al., 2020; Walton and Wilson, 2018.

25 |t was adapted from the Life Skills Workshops (Ateliers Compétences de Vie) developed in Benin by a local training firm.



program.?® This makes it particularly informative about the potential for effective scale-up of multi-

faceted interventions through government systems.

National, regional and local staff from the Niger national cash transfer program are responsible for key
aspects of implementation, actively leading the delivery of the savings groups, coaching, access to
market and cash grant components. Field agents lead the selection, training and supervision of
community coaches. Field agents are also in charge of coordinating and supervising the delivery of
trainings contracted out to private providers. The role of private providers is limited to the hiring of
short-term qualified personnel, which are trained by the program to deliver the training content and

curriculum.

The productive inclusion intervention is designed to be low-cost and scalable. Costs are kept low by
layering the intervention on existing delivery systems of the cash transfer program, leveraging pre-
existing targeting efforts, beneficiary registries, or monitoring and information tools. Field
implementation is facilitated by working with an existing structure of staff at the local, regional and
national levels. The delivery model is designed to ensure feasibility of implementation at scale. A key
parameter is the number of program staff per beneficiary.?” In the context of the government-led
program, there is 1 program staff per 8.8 villages (covering 596 beneficiaries, or 25 beneficiary groups).
This is a much lower ratio of staff per beneficiary than for standard NGO programs. In contrast, the
model relies much more heavily on community coaches. There are on average 1.2 coaches per village
(large villages had 2). Each coach is responsible for an average of 56 beneficiaries or 2.4 groups. While
the reliance on lower-level agents may reduce quality of implementation, it lowers cost and is a more

realistic model for implementation at a large scale.?® Lastly, the lump-sum cash grant is delivered

26 The institutional anchoring of the program in a high-level government structure is also noteworthy. The national cash transfer
program is led by a safety nets unit in the Office of the Prime Minster. From a political economy standpoint, governments in Sub-
Saharan Africa (including Niger) find the “productive” dimension of social protection programs particularly valuable. As such, the
intervention’s goal to strengthen productive impacts among rural populations is closely aligned with higher-level policy
objectives.

27 program staff (field agents) were hired by the national safety nets unit for the cash transfer program (which started in 2011).
They do assignments of 2 years (the duration of a cash transfer cycle), typically before rotating to a new area. They are based in
the mayor’s office in each commune. In communes where the productive interventions were implemented, there were around
30 field agents. Nationally, the total number of field agents working in the cash transfer program is around 100. Field agents are
supervised by regional safety net offices (of which there are 8), with dedicated staff. Regional offices then report to the central
safety net unit in the prime minister’s office.

28 |n the case of the Niger cash transfer program, the approach is a routine way of delivering services and has also been used to
implement accompanying measures to promote child development at large scale (Premand and Barry, 2020).

10



through the existing cash transfer program payment system. This was considered easier to implement

than the in-kind asset transfers provided by many traditional graduation programs.?

In light of these implementation modalities, the results can be interpreted as those obtained when
delivering a well-designed and highly scalable intervention through a relatively high-performing

government implementing agency in a very poor country.

3. RCT Design and Data

3.1 Experimental design

The Niger cash transfer program has relatively large geographical scope, which contributes to external
validity of the study findings. In total, approximately 100,000 households have participated in the Niger
cash transfer program since 2012.3° The study focuses on the 3™ wave of the program, which reached
22,507 beneficiary households in 329 villagesin 17 communes (counties) of the five most populous of
Niger’s eight regions (Dosso, Maradi, Tahoua, Tillaberi and Zinder, see figure 2 for a map of study
communes). All of the villages receiving cash transfers in the 17 communes are included in our sample.
After combining small neighboring villages with under 8 beneficiaries for ease of program operations,

322 villages entered the randomization.

The study is a cluster-randomized controlled trial in which villages with existing cash transfer
beneficiaries were randomly allocated to one of the four arms — one control group and three treatment
arms with variants of the intervention package. Within village there was no additional randomization,

thus all eligible households within village receive the same treatment. Figure 1 summarizes the design.

As is evident from Figure 1, all three treatment variants share a core set of interventions: group
formation and coaching, savings groups, entrepreneurship training, and market access facilitation. The

first treatment variant also includes a lump-sum cash grant (similar to the asset transfer in a traditional

23 While the program is largely government-led and government-implemented, it was funded by the World Bank. This made it
possible to use streamlined financial management procedures and hire program staff on term contracts. Although the program
staff had a profile similar to other government technical agents, they likely had stronger performance incentives. The World
Bank and international NGOs provided technical support for the design and monitoring of the intervention, but the
government agency was fully responsible for delivery and implementation.

30 The program reached 1 million individuals out of a rural population in poverty of 7 million (see World Bank, 2017). Note that,
as discussed further below, the program eligibility threshold is below the poverty line, and can be considered closer to an
extreme poverty line. About 80 percent of households are below the poverty line in program areas, but approximately the
poorest half of them is covered by the program.

11



graduation intervention). The second treatment variant substitutes the cash grant with psychosocial
interventions. The third treatment variant includes both the cash grant and the psychosocial

interventions.

Figure 1: Control and Treatment Arms
C Tc Tp Tf
CONTROL  CAPITAL  PSYCHOSOCIAL ~ FULL

Regular cash transfer program . . . .
Group formation and coaching . . .
Savings groups . . o
Micro-entrepreneurship training . . J
Market access facilitation . . .
Community sensitization on aspirations and . .
social norms

Life-skills training . .
Lump-sum cash grant . .
Number of villages (322) 81 80 78 83
Number of sampled households (4712) 1206 1191 1112 1203

Note: 329 villages were drawn into the sample. After combining small neighboring villages with under 8 beneficiaries for ease of

program operations, 322 villages entered the randomization.

Randomization of the villages is stratified by the 17 communes and the targeting method used to select
cash transfer beneficiaries in each village. To promote the transparency gained from public lotteries
while maintaining balance across targeting methods (which is part of a complementary study, Premand
and Schnitzer 2020), we proceeded in two stages. First, for each commune we randomly assigned
villages into four lists with stratification by targeting method (which constituted a categorical variable
with four values, one for each of three experimental arms and a fourth for not being part of the

targeting study).3! This stage did not assign the experimental arm label to each list. Second, we

31 The sample contains 17 of 18 communes that were used in an earlier targeting experiment, whereby beneficiaries in a
sample of villages were selected either by proxy means testing, community-based targeting or a formula to proxy temporary
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organized a public lottery in each of the 17 communes to randomly assign each list to one of the four
experimental arms (three treatment or control). The lottery was organized by the cash transfer program

government team and held in the capital of the commune in presence of village chiefs or elders.

One limitation of this design is that we could not include a fourth treatment arm with “core components
only.” This implies that, while we can test the importance of including capital on top of the core and
psychosocial components (by comparing the “Full” arm to the “Psychosocial” arm), if the psychosocial
components change the marginal value of the capital, then we would not estimate the effect of
providing capital as part of a program without those psychosocial components. Likewise, we are testing
the importance of including psychosocial components on top of a design that includes the lump-sum

IM

capital transfer (by comparing the “Full” arm to the “Capital” arm). Had there been a treatment arm
with just the “core” components (village savings groups, coaching, and entrepreneurship training), then
we could have estimated the marginal value of the psychosocial components to that treatment arm,
thus providing an estimate of the psychosocial components with and without accompanying lump-sum

capital transfers (and likewise for capital, with and without the psychosocial components).3?

3.2 Sampling, Timeline and Data

Out of the 22,507 cash transfer beneficiaries that were assigned to the 4 treatment variants, 4,712
households from 329 villages were drawn into a sample for data collection. In each village, up to 15
households were sampled.® Twenty-eight villages had fewer than 15 beneficiary households, resulting

in an average of 14 sampled households per village.

Figure 3 summarizes the study timeline. Baseline data collection took place between April and June

2017. The public lotteries took place after data collection in June 2017. The intervention was delivered

food insecurity, as detailed in Premand and Schnitzer (2020). Some villages were not sampled for the targeting study, thus the
stratification had four strata, three for the different targeting methods and one for not being in the targeting study (in which
case proxy means testing was employed for targeting).

32 premand and Stoeffler (2020) study the effects of cash transfers through a RCT embedded in an earlier phase of the Niger
program. They find that cash transfers increase consumption, savings and resilience to shocks, but on average have no effects
on income-generating activities related to agriculture or household enterprises. Stoeffler et al. (2020) use a quasi-experimental
design to study the impacts of cash transfers combined only with savings facilitation in a pilot that preceded the Niger cash
transfer program. They find impacts on asset accumulation 18 months after program termination, but no effects on earnings or
diversification in off-farm business activities.

33 All beneficiary households for which data were collected as part of the prior targeting study (Premand and Schnitzer, 2020)
were included. Beneficiaries are those who were scheduled for at least one cash transfer payment on or before November 15,
2016. The remaining village quota was randomly selected among all the remaining cash transfer beneficiaries who were not
sampled as part of the previous study.
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between September 2017 and January 2019.3* Two follow-up surveys were collected. The first follow-up
took place in February and March 2019, a median of 6 months (3 to 9 months) post-intervention (after
the delivery of the lump-sum grant in treatment arms with the capital component). The second follow-
up survey occurred a year later in February and March 2020, a median of 18 months post-intervention

(after the delivery of the cash grants in treatment arms with the capital component).

The baseline survey covers the following topics: household structure, productive activities, off-farm
businesses, finance, housing, food security, cash transfers, gender attitudes, program preferences,
psychosocial well-being (discussed below and detailed in appendix B), food consumption and spending,
agriculture, livestock, fishing, assets, education and health spending, non-food spending, social
programs, transfers and shocks.3> The follow-up surveys include all of the baseline modules. In addition,
the modules on finance, cash transfers, gender, psychosocial well-being and livestock were expanded.
New sections were added on business practices, beneficiary health, business practices, and height and
weight for children 6-59 months old.?® The cash transfer beneficiary, generally a woman in the
household, is the primary survey respondent across all survey rounds. The head of household could

respond to questions on consumption, agriculture, assets, social programs, transfers and shocks.?’

Table A.1 reports descriptive baseline statistics and balance tests across the experimental arms for a set
of pre-specified variables. Of beneficiaries, 99% are female and they are 38 years old on average. Among
the beneficiaries, 90% live in male-headed households, and about a quarter are in a polygamous union
with a household head. Less than 8% are literate and they have on average less than 0.5 year of

schooling. On average, the villages are 23 km from the capital of the commune, and beneficiaries take

34 The saving groups were set up in September 2017, community sensitization on social norms was carried out between January
and April 2018, coaching started in May 2018, life and business skills training were completed in July 2018, and cash grants
were disbursed between July 2018 and January 2019. Implementation was randomized in two phases. Each activity was
implemented first in an ‘early’ group before being implemented in a ‘late’ group. Specifically, cash grants were disbursed in
July-August 2018 for the early group, and in November-January 2019 for the late group. The randomization to the ‘early’ and
‘late’ groups confounds duration of exposure and seasonality, so that we do not consider it in the analysis.

35 A Living Standard Measurement Survey collected in 2014 by the National Statistics Institute of Niger served as a basis for the
included consumption items, assets, and crop types. The questionnaire was developed in French. The psychosocial questions and
hunger scales were translated in local languages. For the other modules, surveyors did on-the-spot translations to local languages
after extensive training to coordinate translations. At baseline, 65% of surveys were conducted in Hausa, and 34% of surveys
were conducted in Zarma.

36 At baseline, due to time constraints, some questions on agricultural plots and off-farm income generating activities were only
asked for those owned or managed by the beneficiary or head of household. The follow-up surveys collected information on all
plots and off-farm activities in the household.

37 In practice, the majority of beneficiaries responded to the entire survey, since heads of household were often traveling
during the survey period.
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about 70 minutes (via their usual mode of transportation) to get to the nearest market. On the whole,

the experiment is well-balanced.

The baseline response rate was 97.8% of sample households. In the 1%t and 2™ follow-ups, 95.0% and
91.3% of sample households were successfully interviewed, respectively.3® Attrition at follow-up is

balanced across the treatment arms (Table A.1, bottom panel).

To complement the survey data, monitoring data were collected through the project administrative
information systems.3® Cost data were collected from financial systems. Information on implementation

quality was also collected through field visits and a qualitative process evaluation.

Table A.2 documents compliance with treatment assignment based on administrative data. Overall, the
share of treated households receiving intended benefits is very high. Across all treatment arms, the
participation rate in VSLA meetings was 92%, and the attendance rate in the micro-entrepreneurship
training was 95%. There was more variation in the delivery of individual coaching visits, with on average
52% of beneficiaries receiving coaching visits each month. Participation in other intervention elements
was also high. Across the psychosocial and full treatment groups, 94% of beneficiaries attended life skills
training and 89% the community sensitizations. Across the capital and full treatment groups, 99.9% of

beneficiaries received the cash grants.

3.3 Estimation Strategy

By comparing each treatment arm to the control group, the design allows us to identify the impact and
cost-effectiveness of the capital package, the psychosocial package, and the full package. In addition, we
identify the added value or marginal impacts of key elements of the interventions. By comparing the full
package to the psychosocial (respectively capital) package, we identify the added value (marginal
impact) of the cash grant (respectively psychosocial components) - net of potential complementarities

with elements of the core intervention component.

38 Of those consenting households interviewed at the baseline, 95.3% were successfully re-interviewed in the 1t follow-up and
91.3% in the 2" follow-up. Due to the Covid-19 outbreak, the 2" follow-up survey was suspended at the end of March 2020
without implementing a planned tracking phase.

39 Some information was collected at the individual level (e.g. participation in trainings, delivery of cash grant), and other
information at a more aggregate level (number of beneficiaries per group or village participating in community sensitization,
receiving individual coaching visits, etc.).
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We estimate separate intent-to-treat treatment effects for each arm (treatment package) for pre-

specified outcomes based on the following specification:

Yi,t = .Bp,tTpsychosocial + .Bc,tTcapital + ﬁf,tTfull + ®Y0,i + Y + & (1)

where Y;; is the outcome of interest for household or individual i in the 1t or 2" follow-up (t = 1 or t =2);
Thsychosocial, Tcapital aNd Ty are indicators for village assignment to the psychosocial, capital, or full
treatment package; y is a vector of randomization strata fixed effects. We estimate this specification
separately for each follow-up. Standard errors are clustered at the village level, the unit of
randomization. To increase precision, we include a control for the outcome at baseline (Yo,) when
available. When not available for a subset of households, we set the baseline control to the mean
outcome in the randomization strata and include a dummy for a missing measurement at baseline. B,
Bctand Rt are the main parameters of interest. They capture the impact of each treatment package for

cash transfer beneficiary households.*

To estimate the added value of the cash grant and psychosocial components net of complementarities

with the core package, we report three additional tests for each data collection round:
First, we test the added value of the cash grant with Ho: 8¢ -8, = 0.

Second, we test the added value of the psychosocial interventions (the community sensitization

intervention and life skills training) with Ho: B -B. = 0.

Third, we test for equality of treatment effects between the capital and psychosocial packages with: Ho:
Be '.Bp = 0.

Finally, we test for equality of treatment effects between data collection rounds to uncover any
temporal effects (for each treatment arm separately). We focus the discussion mostly on results from

the 2" follow-up.

The outcomes were pre-specified in a pre-analysis plan.** We specified two primary outcomes:
consumption per adult equivalent and the (reverse of) FAO’s Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES, see

Ballard et al., 2013; Nord et al., 2016). In addition, we also report the Food Consumption Score (FCS, see

40 We had pre-specified that if a joint test across the two primary outcome variables failed to reject equality of the full and
capital packages, we would pool the full and capital arms in an additional specification. Psychosocial would remain a separate
treatment arm. In practice, we do not fail to reject equality and do not present this additional specification.

41 See https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/versions/52534/docs/version/document
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WFP, 2008).*2 We pre-specified a range of intermediary outcomes, discussed in Section 4, which capture
the pathways through which the interventions were expected to affect the primary welfare outcomes.
Tables A.3 and Table A.4 provide more details on variable construction. Appendix B also provides more

information on the psychosocial outcomes.

To account for multiple hypotheses, we calculate p-values adjusted within each treatment arm within
predetermined families of variables and report corrections in Table A.5. Following our pre-analysis plan,
we correct p-values controlling for both the false discovery rate (FDR) and the family-wise error rate
(FWER). The FDR is the expected proportion of rejected null hypotheses that are actually true, whereas
the FWER is the probability of incorrectly rejecting at least one true null hypothesis among all those

tested. The FWER is our preferred correction. Results are robust to corrections.

4. Results

4.1 Main welfare outcomes: Consumption and food security (Table 1)

We find statistically significant treatment effects on household consumption and food security for all
three packages at both follow-ups (Table 1, column 1). Impacts on per capita consumption per day are
between $0.09-50.25 in the 1 follow-up (5%-13% relative to control). Impacts are larger for the full
package than the capital and psychosocial packages; and we cannot reject equality between the
psychosocial and capital packages. Impacts on consumption are sustained in the 2" follow-up and
statistically significant at the 1% level for the three treatment arms ($0.12-50.25, or 7%-15% relative to
control). Impacts for the full package are larger than the capital package in the 2" follow-up, but we do
not reject equality between the full package and the psychosocial package (p=0.146). The point estimate
for the psychosocial package doubles between the 1t and 2" follow-up, but we marginally cannot reject
equality between the two surveys (p=0.12). The difference between rounds is not statistically significant

for the full and capital packages either.

Results also show statistically significant and robust impacts of all three treatment packages on food
security in both follow-ups. Household food security (column 2), the (inverse of FIES with 12-month

recall), improves by 0.21-0.66, a 6%-20% change relative to control, corresponding to a decrease in 0.2-

42 Although it was pre-specified as a secondary outcome, the food consumption score provides another measure of food
security that captures the eligible women’s dietary diversity. For this reason, we report it along with FIES in the main outcome
table.
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0.66 types of food insecurity situations over the past 12 months (out of eight possible types of food
insecurity situations). The eligible women’s dietary diversity (FCS, column 3) improves by 2.71-6.01
points over the 7 days prior to the survey (a 10%-22% improvement relative to control). Treatment
effects are sustained in the 2" follow-up, with impacts of 0.47-0.63 on household food security (13%-
18% relative to control) and 2.78-6.11 on dietary diversity (9%-19% relative to control). Estimated
treatment effects of the psychosocial package are consistently smaller than the full and capital packages
in the 1° follow-up, but we cannot reject equality between the capital and psychosocial packages in the
2" follow-up. These patterns are similar to those found for consumption and show that households
assigned to the psychosocial package catch up over time with households assigned to the capital

package.®

4.2 Eligible women’s revenues and labor supply (Tables 2 and 3)

One of the main objectives of the intervention was to improve household welfare by promoting
economic diversification and raising earnings in income-generating activities. Table 2 presents impacts
on individual-level productive revenues for the eligible woman. We focus on the eligible woman because
she is the main beneficiary, and turn to household-level effects in the next section. Revenues are
measured for 4 main types of activities: off-farm businesses (column 1), agriculture (harvest value,
column 2), wage earnings (column 3) and livestock (column 4). Overall, Table 2 shows large impacts on
revenues from off-farm household businesses, and (especially in the 2" follow-up) livestock and

agriculture.

The intervention is particularly effective in increasing eligible women’s earnings from off-farm self-
employment activities. Strong positive impacts on business revenues are found for all three treatments
at both follow-ups (column 1). In the 1° follow-up, business revenues increase by $17-$36 per eligible
woman per month, which constitutes a very large increase of 76%-160% relative to control. Consistent
with the magnitude of welfare impacts between treatment arms, impacts on business revenues tend to
be larger for the full package, and smaller for the psychosocial package (although we cannot reject
equality between the full and capital packages). Results from the 2" follow-up reveal similar patterns,

with impacts of $10-521, or 49%-102% relative to control. We can reject equality of impacts between

43 point estimates for the psychosocial package tend to be larger in the 2" follow-up than in the 1%t, and significantly so for the
food security experience scale (p=0.067), though not the food consumption score (p=0.937).
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rounds; estimates are relatively smaller in the 2" compared to the 1° follow-up, but they remain of

large magnitude.

Impacts on eligible women’s livestock revenues are only statistically significant in the 1 follow-up for
the psychosocial package, while impacts in the 2™ follow-up are statistically significant for the capital
and full packages (column 4). We cannot reject equality of treatment effects between packages or

between rounds, however.

Substantial impacts are found on eligible women’s revenues from agriculture (as proxied by harvest
value) in the 2" follow-up for the psychosocial and full packages (column 2). We can reject equality of
treatment effects between follow-ups for the psychosocial and full packages, with larger effects in the
2" than in the 1°t follow-up. The limited effects in the 1 follow-up are not surprising given the
intervention lasted until after the planting season. Interestingly, impacts from the capital package are
not significant and we can reject equality with the psychosocial and full packages in the 2" follow-up,

suggesting that the cash grants are not the main drivers of impacts on agricultural revenues.

Lastly, wage employment is rare in the study sample, and treatment effects are limited (column 3). In
the 2" follow-up, statistically significant treatment effects are found for the full package, though not for
the psychosocial or capital packages.* Impacts on wage earnings are small in magnitude in absolute
terms. An increase in wage earnings was not necessarily expected because wage employment was not
directly promoted by the program. However, it is consistent with finding impacts on the use of paid

labor in agriculture and the intervention promoting social ties, as further discussed below.

Table 3 presents impacts on eligible women'’s labor participation (days worked per month) for the same
break-down of economic activities as in Table 2. The number of days worked by eligible women in
income-generating activities increases substantially relative to control, especially in off-farm businesses
and livestock. As such, findings are generally consistent with results on revenues from income-

generating activities.

The time worked by eligible women in household businesses increase strongly by 2.2 — 3.7 days per
month in the 2" follow-up (or 36%-61% relative to control) (Table 3, column 1).* These impacts are

larger for the full package than the psychosocial package, but we cannot reject equality between the

44 Statistically significant treatment effects are found in the 15t follow-up for the capital and full packages, but we cannot reject
equality between the three packages.

45 Effects for the 15t follow-up are significantly larger than in the 2" follow-up, with increases of 3.6 — 4.9 days per month (or
58%-78% relative to the control group).
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capital and full packages, or between the capital and psychosocial packages. Time worked by eligible
women on livestock activities also increases by 1.62-3.16 days per month in the 2" follow-up (11%-21%
relative to the control group) (column 4). No significant change in time spent in agriculture is found in
any treatment arm, though this indicator has high variance (column 2). Point estimates for days spent in

salaried employment are small, positive, and mostly not significant (column 3).

Consistent with large increases in household welfare and food security, beneficiaries show large and
meaningful improvements in revenues and labor supply. We now present effects on intermediate

outcomes at the household level.

4.3 Household economic diversification and income-generating activities (Table 4)

Table 4 documents impacts on household income diversification. It contains an index of the number of
income sources (column 1), the number of crop types (column 2), off-farm business types (column 3),
livestock types (column 4) and wage job types® (column 5). (See Table A.3 for details on variable
constructions). Results on economic diversification at the household level are highly consistent with
results from section 4.2 on eligible women’s revenues and labor supply. Large impacts are found on
household economic diversification (column 1): the number of income sources significantly increases for
all three treatment arms and both follow-up surveys. Impacts range from 0.34-0.49 additional income
sources in the 1° follow-up (7%- 10% relative to control), and 0.19-0.38 additional income sources in the
2" follow-up (4%-8% relative to control). We cannot reject equality between the two follow-ups,
despite smaller point estimates in the 2™ follow-up. Impacts are larger for the full package than the
psychosocial package at both follow-ups, but differences between other packages are not significant. As
for eligible women, impacts on diversification are associated with increases in the number of off-farm
household business types (column 2) as well as the number of livestock types (column 5). Effects on
diversification in agriculture (column 3) or wage jobs (column 4) are small and mostly not statistically

significant.

These results are consistent with increased diversification in off-farm activities, which the intervention

promoted. We now discuss in more detail impacts on income-generating activities, and we distinguish

46 The survey only asked about wage jobs for the eligible woman and the household head.
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effects along the extensive and intensive margins. We start with off-farm household businesses, before

discussing agricultural and livestock activities.

4.3.1 Off-farm household businesses (Table 5)

Table 5 documents large impacts on participation and earnings in off-farm businesses for all treatment
arms at both follow-up surveys. Impacts tend to be larger for the full package, and we can reject
equality with the psychosocial and capital packages for several variables. Impacts are sustained in the
2" follow-up survey, although point estimates tend to be smaller than in the 1 follow-up survey, with

statistically significant differences between rounds.

The three intervention packages lead to substantial impacts on participation in off-farm business
activities along the extensive and intensive margins. The share of households operating an off-farm
business activity increases by 8-10 percentage points in the 2" follow-up (from a mean of 71 percent in
the control group) (Table 5, column 1), driven by an increase in small businesses processing agricultural
products and commerce. The share of households reporting that these businesses are their main activity
also increases by 6-12 percentage points in the 2" follow-up (from a mean of 0.26 in the control group)
(column 2). The number of businesses increases by 0.25-0.35 in the 2" follow-up (from a mean of 1.10
in the control group) (column 3). Impacts on participation in household businesses are highly significant
for the three treatment arms. We cannot reject equality of treatment effects between the capital and
psychosocial packages. Treatment effects tend to be larger for the full package. The magnitude of the

impacts is substantial in both follow-ups, but tend to be smaller in the 2™ follow-up.

Consistent with the observed increase in participation, the interventions lead to large increases in
investments in off-farm businesses (column 4). Investments measured in the 1 follow-up capture the
intervention period. Investments in household businesses increase by $19-539. Investments are
significantly larger for the full package ($39) than the capital package ($28), which itself is significantly
larger than the psychosocial package (519). Treatment effects on investments in off-farm businesses are
of substantial magnitude, representing between 80% and 162% of investments in the control group. At
the same time, these investments represent a small share of the cash grants (less than 15%).
Interestingly, impacts on investments in the 2" follow-up remain positive, even though it is beyond the

intervention period ($8 in the psychosocial arm, $14 in the psychosocial arm, and $15 in the full arm),
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indicating sustained investments over time. The estimated effects are smallest in the psychosocial arm,

but we cannot reject equality between the capital and full treatment arms.

The intervention induces very large impacts on revenues and profits from off-farm businesses (columns
5 and 6). Monthly revenues increase by $36-5S62 in the 1% follow-up, representing 50%-84% of revenues
in the control group. This leads to increases in profits by $11-520 in the 1% follow-up, again a very large
magnitude. These impacts on profits are about a third of impacts on revenues, and 39%-70% of profits in
the control group. They also represent $136-5244 per year per household in the 1% follow-up. These are
large impacts relative to impacts on consumption, which are $131 (psychosocial package), $228 (capital
package) and $373 (full package) per household per year. As such, increases in business profits explain
all of the observed consumption impacts for the psychosocial package ($136/131), respectively 74%
(5169/228) for the capital package and 65% ($244/373) for the full package. Impacts are largest for the
full package, though we cannot reject equality of impacts between the psychosocial and capital
packages. Results are very robust for the 2" follow-up survey. We can reject equality of impacts
between rounds for the capital group only, and point estimates are smaller in the 2™ follow-up survey,

but remain of large magnitude.

Lastly, the interventions lead to improvements in business practices, but the effects are relatively small
(column 7). An index shows that treated households increase their use of healthy business practice by
0.16-0.25 standard deviation in the 2™ follow-up.*’ Impacts are robust across treatments, but
significantly higher in the full package than in the psychosocial package.*® Overall, note that the use of
these practices remains low. Also note that these results might in part be driven by an increase in the
share of households reporting off-farm business activities as their primary activities in the treatment
group. Even though beneficiaries of all packages receive the same micro-entrepreneurship training and

coaching, this could partly explain differences across arms.

47 This reflects the use of an additional 0.7 to 0.9 more healthy business practices in their primary activity (from a mean of 2
business practices in the control group).

48 Similar results are found in the 15t follow-up survey. We can reject equality of coefficients between the two rounds, with
estimates of slightly larger magnitude in the 15t follow-up. The impact on the index of healthy business practices is driven by
robust impacts across its elements: knowing production costs, knowing profitability, setting sale targets, changing suppliers,
negotiating prices of supplies, studying suppliers, studying competitors, studying customers, etc.
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4.3.2. Agriculture (Table 6)

Table 6 presents estimated treatment effects on a set of outcomes related to agriculture, encompassing

production, input usage and crop sales.*

Recall that the productive interventions lasted until after the planting season, and results on production
are unsurprisingly mixed in the 1% follow-up: the psychosocial and full packages have a modest impact
on area cultivated but no statistically significant impact on production.>® All three packages raise input

usage, participation in the output market, and crop sales, however.>!

The interventions have substantial effects on production in the 2" follow-up. The psychosocial and full
packages increase harvest value by $90 and $79, respectively (Table 6, column 3). The point estimates
correspond to increases of 28% and 25% relative to the control group. Interestingly, the capital package
does not induce any detectable impact on harvest value, suggesting that the cash grants are not the
main drivers of impacts on agricultural revenues. Note that total production decreases on average from
$539 in the 1°¢ follow-up to $315 in the 2™ follow-up. Such a large decline cannot be explained by the
changes in inputs nor by self-reported shocks shown in column 4. We cannot rule out, however,

weather-related shocks that could have affected production negatively.

There is no detectable effect on area cultivated in the 2™ follow-up, but we find positive and significant
effects on input usage. The capital and the full packages increase chemical fertilizer usage by 5-6
percentage points, or 30%-33% relative to control (columns 5-8). We reject equality of impacts between
the full and the psychosocial arms, and between the capital and the psychosocial arms. Households

assigned to the full package increase their use of phytosanitary products and hired labor, too.

The interventions increase participation in the output market (columns 9-11). In the 2" follow-up, sale
value increases by $10 for the psychosocial package and by S7 for the full package (column 10). While
these points estimates are large relative to the control mean ($30), they are lower than estimates from

the 1° follow-up. Because average production declines, households may reduce their crop sales,

4 The interventions do not alter household’s likelihood to be involved in agriculture. The point estimates in column 1 are all
small, similar in both follow-ups, and none is statistically significant. We do not see impacts on crop choice either.

50 The psychosocial and full packages both increase area cultivated by around 0.30 hectares in the 15t follow-up, an 8.5%
increase relative to the control mean. While the point estimate for the capital package is not statistically significant, we cannot
reject equality with other packages. These modest changes in area cultivated do not translate into a significant increase in
production (column 3).

51 The capital and the full packages increase the use of chemical fertilizers by about 5 percentage points and all packages
increase the use of paid labor. Crop sales (column 10) increase by approximately 30% for all three packages. The estimated
effects on sales are corroborated by increases in the probability of selling at least one crop (column 9) and the percentage of
production value commercialized (column 11).
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especially if they have access to other sources of revenues such as those provided by the capital and full

packages.

4.3.3 Livestock (Table 7)

Table 7 shows estimated treatment effects on livestock, including outcomes measuring the current stock
(columns 1-2), the flow of livestock over time (columns 3-4) and the revenues derived from livestock

activities (column 5).

All three treatments have positive and significant impacts on herd size (column 1), and livestock asset
value (column 2). In the 2™ follow-up, livestock count, measured in tropical livestock units,>? increases
by 0.31 units for the psychosocial package, 0.52 units for the capital package, and 0.80 units for the full
package. Because these estimates are similar between rounds, it is noteworthy that a time bound

program can generate large impacts on livestock accumulation that are sustained over time.

Results indicate that households that receive the cash grant (by being assigned to the capital or the full
package) increase the value of livestock by an amount approximately equivalent to the grant, and that
this effect persists over time. In the 2" follow-up, livestock asset value increases by $260 for the capital
arm and by $330 for the full package. The magnitudes of those effects are large compared to a grant
amount of $325. We cannot reject equality between follow-ups. The psychosocial package, which did
not include a cash grant, exhibits a smaller increase in livestock value (of $112) that is statistically
significant in the 2™ follow-up. The capital and full packages have significantly higher livestock values
than the psychosocial package at both follow-ups, suggesting that the cash grant contributes to livestock

investments.

The three treatments impact flow outcomes (columns 3-4) in the 1% follow-up,>® but these effects
mostly vanish by the 2™ follow-up. Annual changes in tropical livestock units (column 3) are negative,
relatively small and not statistically significant. Similarly, the impacts on livestock purchases are smaller
in magnitude in the 2" follow-up for the three treatment arms, and statistically significant for the full

package only. This suggests that beneficiaries do not keep accumulating livestock after the end of the

52 See Table A.3 for a detailed definition. The index gives different weights to small and large animals.
53 The capital and full arms lead to an annual increase (in TLU) of 0.35 and 0.23. The capital and full packages increase livestock
purchases by $98 and $107. These figures represent approximately 30% of the cash grant.
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intervention. It also contrasts with results on household off-farm businesses, where sustained

investments are observed after the intervention.

Household livestock revenues increase across all three arms in the 2" follow-up.>* Revenues increase by
$37 for the psychosocial package. The capital and the full packages increase revenues by $S69 and $71.

Relative to the control group, these estimates correspond to a 28%-54% increase.>”

The results provide some insights on how households invest in livestock. The estimates in columns 1-2
(stocks) are essentially the same in the two follow-ups. There are some initial changes or adjustments in
flows (columns 3 and 4) in the 1%t follow-up which have almost vanished by the 2" follow-up. One
possible interpretation is that some households purchase livestock in the 1 period and sell it in the 2™
period. This is consistent with the effects on livestock revenues that are mostly detectable in the 2™

period.

4.4 Assets and savings (Tables 8 and 9)

We first investigate the effects of the interventions on the value of assets owned by the eligible women
and their households. The full and capital packages include a cash grant that could have a direct impact
on the purchase of new assets, while all packages could also induce the purchase of assets through the
positive impacts on revenues shown in section 4.2. Table 8 presents results for agricultural assets, non-

agricultural assets and household assets.

The interventions only induce a modest increase (10% relative to control) on agricultural asset values
(which include items such as plows and pumps) that is marginally significant for the full package in the

2" follow-up only (Table 8, column 1).

We find evidence that all packages increase the value of business assets (column 2) in the 2" follow-up
(while the effect is statistically significant only for the full package in the 1% follow-up). The effects are
relatively large compared to the control mean (for example, an increase of 32% for the full package).

However, reported business asset values are low across all arms, representing 3% of productive asset

>4 The revenues include proceeds from animal sales but exclude sales of secondary livestock products such as milk or eggs.

55 Only the full treatment raises livestock revenues substantially in the 15t follow-up. The point estimate in column 5 implies an
increase of revenues by $46 (33% increase relative to the control mean). The estimate is not statistically different from that of
the psychosocial arm, however.
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values in the control group, and even less in the treatment arms.*® Earlier results show that the three
packages have a large effect on off-farm business income (Table 2) and investments (Table 5).
Contrasting those results with the more modest effects on business assets illustrate that off-farm
businesses supported by the program — generally petty trade and food transformation activities — are

not very intensive in fixed capital.

We also find that the psychosocial and full packages affect the number of household non-productive
assets (measured with an asset index), such as beds or pots (column 3). At both follow-ups, we reject
equality of impacts between the full and the capital packages, but not between the full and psychosocial

packages.

We now turn our attention to the results on several outcomes related to households’ financial
engagement (Table 9). Saving behavior is an important outcome in the theory of change of the program.
The VSLA component, which is part of all treatment arms, aims to facilitate the creation of savings
groups and to provide technical support to their management. We first test whether the treatment arms
change households’ participation to savings group either in a VSLA, which is the type of savings group

promoted by the program, or in a tontine (which are informal ROSCAs common in the Sahel region).

Results in columns 1 and 2 show estimated treatment effects on the probability to be part of a savings
group, respectively the total amounts deposited over the last three months. Due to issues in the
measurement of those outcomes in the 1% follow-up, we focus on results in the 2" follow-up.>” We find

that all treatments have large effects on participation in savings groups (27, 31 and 33 percentage points

56 This measure is potentially noisy, as the survey asked for total asset values for each of their businesses, not disaggregated by
each asset.

57 For completeness, we present results for both follow-ups in Table 9, though there are some inconsistencies in results for the
1st follow-up. Although we find positive effects on the probability to be part in a VSLA/tontine (column 1) for all packages in
both follow-ups, the effects are much larger in the 2" follow-up. Similarly, the three treatment arms increase the amount of
deposits (column 2) in the 2" follow-up, but have no effect in the 15t follow-up. We believe that this difference is driven by a
measurement issue in the 15t follow-up survey. Our data shows (column 1) that most of the respondents in the control group
(93 %) declare participating in a VSLA/tontine in the 1%t follow-up, compared to only 53% in the 2" follow-up. Disaggregating
the participation in saving groups by tontine and VSLA (Table A.6, columns 3 and 4) shows that 84% of the control declare
participating in a VSLA and 23% in a tontine in the 1%t follow-up. This level of participation in a VSLA in the control at 15t follow-
up appears very unlikely. It may come from the way the question was phrased in the 1st follow-up. For instance, it is possible
that respondents included in this response their participation in beneficiary groups established for the child development
promotion activities as part of the cash transfer program (see Premand and Barry, 2020). These activities were implemented
consistently across all treatment and control villages in the sample we analyze in this paper. As part of these groups,
beneficiaries met to discuss topics related to child nutrition and development. The activities did not cover savings or productive
activities, although beneficiaries sometimes made small contributions for cooking demonstrations. The difference in results
between the 15t and 2" follow-up survey may also have been influenced by the recall period, which was 24 months in the 15t
follow-up but 12 months in the 2" follow-up, or some misunderstanding on the question during the training of surveyors,
although results remain unchanged when we control for surveyor fixed effects (Table A.6, column 2).
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for the psychosocial, capital and full arms respectively). The full package has a greater impact than the
psychosocial one, but we do not reject equality between the capital and psychosocial arms or the full
and capital arms. Consequently, we find similar patterns in the effects on the level of deposits made
over the three months before the survey (column 2), ranging from a 92% (psychosocial arm) to a 159%
(full arm) increase compared to the control. The interventions also increase deposits in other savings
instruments outside the household (column 3), although saving in instruments other than groups is

uncommon. Effects are concentrated in the full and capital arms in the 2™ follow-up.

Most of the cash transfer beneficiaries do not report borrowing (only $9 yearly in the control) and only
the full package changes the average outstanding loan amount in the 2™ follow-up (column

4). However, the (full and capital) packages that include a cash grant increase the amount beneficiaries
lend to others outside the household in the 1° follow-up, although the effects are small and are not

sustained in the 2" follow-up.

Finally, the program does not have much effect on transfers into (column 6) the households, though it
does increase transfers out (column 7). Households in the control receive a large amount ($176) of
transfers yearly (these transfers may come from anyone who is not part of the household, but do not
include government transfers such as the safety net program) and only the capital arm at the 2" follow-
up reduces this amount (by $28). The transfers made to other households are much more limited ($9.5
per year in the control). The three treatments increase yearly transfers out by $5-$8, which are large

relative effects (57-85% relative to control), but remain small in absolute terms.

4.5 Psychological and social well-being (Tables 10 and 11)

Tables 10 and 11 report the impacts on psychological and social well-being among eligible women,
respectively. We measure psychological well-being through a series of indices: a mental health index
(capturing elements such as depression and life satisfaction), a social worth index (including self-efficacy
and social standing), and a future expectations index (covering social status, life satisfaction and child

status).®

58 Appendix B and Table A.4 detail the content and construction of each index. Results from components of each index are
provided in Table A.7 (mental health index components), Table A.8 (social worth index components) and Table A.9 (future
expectation index components).
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We find that all three packages have a positive, statistically significant impact on the mental health,
social worth and future expectations of eligible women, and that these impacts are sustained over time
(Table 10). The full package has significantly higher impacts than the other two packages in the first
follow-up, with coefficients approximately double the magnitude of those of the capital and
psychosocial packages. Yet in the 2™ follow-up, we cannot reject equality between the full and
psychosocial packages. The capital treatment has the smallest point estimate of the three packages

(though we cannot reject equality between the capital and psychosocial packages in most cases).

Impacts on mental health grow from 0.1 to 0.21 standard deviation between the 1% and 2™ follow-up
for beneficiaries of the psychosocial package (column 1). These results are driven by improvements in
depression and disability. In contrast, the impacts on social worth and future expectations are
somewhat reduced over time, but that reduction is statistically significant only for the full package
which has the highest point estimates in both follow-ups (columns 2 and 3). For social worth, the
reduction seems to be driven by some attenuation in the social standing, while self-efficacy on the other

hand appears fairly stable.

Table 11 displays results related to dimensions of social well-being. The first two columns examine
impacts on a social support index (containing role models as well as people beneficiaries could go to for
advice on economic activities and conflict) and a financial support index (whether beneficiaries can raise
funds from others around them).> Results show that all three packages have positive impacts on these
indices at both follow-ups, with the full package showing the greatest impacts on financial support.
Notably, for the financial support index, only the psychosocial and full packages increase the
beneficiary’s number of financial supporters, i.e., those they could go to for financial help, at both
follow-ups. While these positive impacts on financial and social support persist over time, they
significantly weaken between the 1t and 2" follow-up for all packages, except for social support in the
psychosocial package. For the social support index, the observed decline is spread across most of the
component variables, with the notable exception of the number of market intermediaries which, if

anything, increases over time.

Column 3 summarizes intra-household dynamics, which include variables related to the quality of the

relationship with the respondent’s partner as well as with the respondent’s household. None of the

59 Appendix B and Table A.4 detail the content and construction of each index. Results from components of each index are
provided in Table A.10 (social support index), Table A.11 (financial support index), Table A.12 (future expectation index), Table
A.13 (social cohesion and closeness to community) and Table A.14 (collective action index).
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packages statistically significantly improves overall intra-household dynamics at 18 months post-
intervention, although the psychosocial package has a small positive effect on overall intra-household

dynamics in the 15t follow-up.®°

Column 4 presents impacts on a social cohesion and community closeness index (including elements
such as trust within the village and community inclusiveness). In the 1% follow-up, the psychosocial and
full packages have equivalent, significant impacts on social cohesion, and these are greater than the null
effects of the capital package. In the 2" follow-up, however, all three packages show positive impacts
on this social cohesion index, with no significant difference across the packages. The main variable that

seems to be driving this result is trust in other women in the village.

Finally, column 5 shows a collective action index that captures engagement in associations as well as
donations and volunteer work. The collective action index significantly increases for all packages with
impacts sustained over time and with positive movement across almost all elements of the index. Here
again, the full package has a stronger effect than the capital package 18 months post-intervention.
Consistent with other measures of social well-being, the effects weaken slightly between the 1% and the

2" follow-up, even though they stay strongly statistically significant.

Overall, these results document widespread improvements across dimensions of psychological and
social well-being as well as community engagement and collective action, particularly for the
psychosocial and full packages. These results indicate significant impacts on dimensions of women’s
social empowerment. Overall, the findings are highly consistent with the observed improvements in

economic welfare and participation in income-generating activities.

4.6 Women’s control over decisions and resources (Table 12)

Table 12 summarizes treatment effects on women’s decision-making power and productive agency
using two indices. The first index covers her decision-making and control over her earnings and
productive activities, and the second index summarizes her decision-making and control over household

resources and household decisions such as family planning and children’s education.5!

%0 |t also significantly improves the partner dynamics index in the 2™ follow up (Table A.12).
61 Results from components of each index can be found in Tables A.15 (control over earnings and productive agency) and Table
A.16 (control over household resources).
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We find that the interventions have a positive and significant impact on the beneficiary’s control over
her earnings and productive agency. This is true for all three packages and sustained over time. The full
package has significantly larger impacts than either the psychosocial or capital package in the 1 follow-
up. Over time, the full package has slightly weaker impact. The positive effects on this index are driven
mainly by the off-farm business and livestock domains, which is consistent with patterns documented in
sections 4.1 and 4.2. For example, beneficiaries receiving the full package are 22 percentage points more
likely to own an off-farm business and 16 percentage points more likely to own livestock (Table A15,
columns 9 and 10). Effects are also significant for the psychosocial and capital packages, albeit smaller
for the package without the grant. This translates into increased decision-making and control over these
activities. All packages significantly increase the influence the beneficiary has on decisions concerning
the household’s off-farm businesses, and the full and capital packages increase her influence on

decisions related to livestock and her control over livestock revenues.

Conversely, we see no impact on the decision-making power of beneficiaries over household resources
and related domains, whether six or 18 months post-intervention. A closer look at the income gains may
provide some explanation for this. Looking at the main sources of revenues, Table 2 shows significant
gains for the beneficiary. However, a comparison with Tables 5, 6, and 7 shows that the increase in
beneficiary revenues is not over fifty percent of the increase in total household revenues. To illustrate,
take the case of the full package in the 2" follow-up. The beneficiary increase in business revenues is 44
percent of the total household gain in this realm, with the corresponding figures for harvest and
livestock revenues at 17 and 23 percent respectively.®? These numbers suggest significant spillovers
within households. They also indicate that the beneficiary woman’s share of household income is not
increasing. This might hence explain why we do not see increased bargaining power leading to control

over household decisions.

Taking these results together with the results in section 4.5, we see significant improvements in a
number of dimensions of women’s empowerment — their engagement in the community, their collective
action and their control over their own economic activities. This is consistent with the impacts of
graduation programs found when using a broad range of indicators (as in Bedoya et al., 2019), in
contrast with more limited results from the original graduation studies based on narrower measures

(Banerjee et al., 2015b). However, as the household head’s income rises as well, we do not see

62 These figures are obtained by comparing estimated impacts on the beneficiary’s revenues in Table 2, with corresponding
estimates of impacts on household revenues (respectively in Table 5, column 5; Table 6, column 3 and Table 7, column 5).
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significant gains in intrahousehold interactions or decision making, which likely depend on her relative

position in the household rather than absolute income gains.

4.7 Children’s outcomes (Table 13)

Table 13 documents impacts on children, specifically school attendance (column 1), an index of child
labor capturing participation in income-generating activities (column 2), an index of participation in
household chores (column 3), and an anthropometric measure capturing the weight for height z score
(used to proxy wasting, column 4). The point estimate for school attendance is positive and statistically
significant for the capital package (6 percentage points, or 14% relative to control). However, it is not
significant in other treatments. We find an increase in labor and chores for children, potentially due to
the increase in income-generating activities in the household. This is consistent with the increases in
eligible women’s participation in economic activities. There is no difference between packages in the 2™
follow-up, though effects are larger in the full and capital package in the 1% follow-up. Children’s
participation in housework (such as cleaning) also increases in the 1% follow-up, but the effects are not
statistically significant in the 2" follow-up.%® This change over time could be due to pressure on eligible
women'’s time during the intervention, which may have induced a temporary shift of household chores
toward children. Lastly, no statistically significant effect on anthropometrics is found (although the point
estimates are negative).%* This shows that large increases in welfare, food security and revenues from
income-generating activities do not necessarily translate into improvements of children’s

anthropometrics.%

5. Cost-Benefit Analysis (Table 14)

Table 14 presents cost-benefit calculations. Panel 1 details program costs based on the administrative

data, per beneficiary of each intervention package.®® In 2016 PPP US dollars, total costs are $263 for the

63 The effect on children’s participation in housework is driven by girls, with no effect for boys.

64 No statistically significant effects are found on other anthropometric variables, such as weight for age or height for age z-
scores.

65As such, the results are consistent with earlier findings on the Niger cash transfer program showing that improvements of
household welfare or food security do not induce improvements in children’s outcomes (Premand and Barry, 2020). Muted
impacts of cash transfers on anthropometrics were also observed in Burkina Faso (Akresh et al., 2013).

66 We do not account for cash transfer program costs and the cost of the underlying social protection systems (targeting,
payment,...) since these are incurred for the control group as well.
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psychosocial package, $482 for the capital package and $584 for the full package. The lump-sum cash
grant ($321) is clearly the main cost driver.®” In comparison, the psychosocial interventions (community
sensitization and life skills) are much cheaper (5102). This is key for the relative cost-effectiveness of the

capital and psychosocial packages.

Panel 2 summarizes estimated benefits. The calculations are conservative as they only consider welfare
impacts on consumption, without accounting for impacts on assets or psychosocial well-being.%® We
consider various scenarios regarding the sustainability of impacts after the 2" follow-up survey. First,
we consider zero impacts after the 2™ follow-up survey (scenario A). We then consider various yearly
rates of dissipation of impacts, including 75% (scenario B1), 50% (scenario B2) and 25% (scenario B3).

Lastly, we assume impacts are sustained in perpetuity (scenario C).%° We use a 5% discount rate.

Panel 3 presents the benefit-cost ratios. Importantly, row 9 shows that the benefit-cost ratios are above
1 for the psychosocial package, and almost equal to 1 for the full package, even considering benefits end
after 18 months. The results are remarkable as the psychosocial package is cost-effective even when
assuming that no program impact is sustained after the 2" follow-up. Benefit-cost ratios are slightly
lower for the full package, though the orders of magnitude are close and the full package nearly reaches
its break-even point based on consumption impacts observed up to 18 months post-intervention. We
cannot reject equality of the benefit-cost ratios for the psychosocial and full package (p= 0.34). On the
other hand, the capital package has a lower benefit-cost ratio, due to the relatively large cost of the cash
grants and the limited additional consumption impacts they generate. We can reject equality of the
benefit-cost ratio between the psychosocial and capital package (p=0.030), as well as between the full
and capital package (p=0.026). Note, however, that impacts on assets are at times larger in the capital
and full package, and not accounted for in cost-benefit analysis based on consumption alone. These
results are robust under alternative discount rates of 5%, 7% and 10%. Row 10 presents results under

alternative rates of dissipation. Results again show large benefit-cost ratios for the psychosocial and full

67 Panel 1 in table 14 lists cash grant costs that are slightly higher than the cash grant value of 80,000 XOF (5127, or $311 in
2016 PPP) because it also accounts for operational and payment costs.

68 Cumulated consumption impacts are calculated as half the impacts on yearly consumption in the 15t follow-up plus impacts
on yearly consumption in the 2" follow-up. Estimated consumption impacts amount to $131 (psychosocial package), $228
(capital package) and $373 (full package) per household per year in the 1%t follow-up, and $298 (psychosocial package), $196
(capital package) and $425 (full package) terms per household per year at 2" follow-up.

69 While this is the least conservative scenario, it is the benchmark case used by Banerjee et al. (2015b), which facilitates
comparisons, see conclusion.
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packages. The capital package becomes cost-effective when assuming a rate of dissipation of 45% per

year after the 2" follow-up.”®

The high cost-effectiveness of the intervention is further illustrated by internal rates of return (IRR) that
are positive and high across most assumptions. IRR are 13% for the psychosocial package without
assuming any sustained impacts after the 2" follow-up. With a dissipation of impacts of 50% per year
after the 2" follow-up, IRR are 39% for the psychosocial package and 21% for the full package, while the
capital package almost reaches break-even point (IRR=-2%). IRR reach 70% (psychosocial package), 33%

(capital package) and 53% (full package) when assuming sustained impacts.

6. Conclusion

We document strong impacts of three variants of a multi-faceted social protection program on
consumption and food security six and 18 months post-intervention. These welfare improvements are
consistent with large observed increases in earnings from women-led income-generating activities, in
particular off-farm self-employment and livestock. Savings and asset accumulation also increase. We
find substantial impacts across several dimensions of psychological and social well-being. The
interventions increase women’s social empowerment and control over their income-generating
activities and earnings, although this does not carry through to a stronger say in household decision-

making.

In general, results are very robust between treatment arms. The full package tends to have the largest
impacts on welfare, food security and income-generating activities. Only small differences in impacts on
intermediate outcomes emerge over time between the capital and psychosocial packages. For instance,
the psychosocial treatment catches up with the capital treatment in some dimensions of welfare and

food security by the 2™ follow-up survey. The psychosocial treatment induces larger effects on

70 The full package is nearly cost-effective in the 2" follow-up, and would be cost-effective assuming a 92% yearly dissipation
rate. In panel 3, impacts are assumed constant 1-6 months post-intervention (equal to half the yearly impacts estimated in the
1st follow-up), as well as 7-18 months post-intervention (equal to yearly impacts estimated in the 2" follow-up). Table A.17
provides results assuming linear growth between the end of the intervention (assuming zero impact at that point) and the 1st
follow-up, as well as between the 15t and 2" follow-ups. Results again show the largest ratio for the psychosocial package,
followed by the full and capital packages. These estimations are more conservative. We can reject equality between the full and
capital package (p=0.055), but not between the psychosocial and capital package (borderline, with p=0.129) and between the
full and capital package (p= 0.677). The full package is cost-effective if impacts dissipate at a rate of 77% per year post-
intervention, the psychosocial package, 92% per year post-intervention, and the capital package, 44% per year post-
intervention.
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agricultural revenues than the capital treatment, while the capital treatment induces larger effects on
livestock and asset accumulation than the psychosocial treatment. Improvements across dimensions of
psychological and social well-being as well as community engagement and collective action are

widespread but particularly strong for the psychosocial and full packages.

The magnitude of impacts on welfare is large across packages, but the psychosocial components are
cheaper than the lump-sum cash grant. In fact, cumulated impacts on consumption 18 months after the
end of the intervention already exceed the cost of the psychosocial package and nearly reach the break-
even point for the full package. Overall, the psychosocial package is cost-effective based on
consumption impacts alone. The full and capital package are cost-effective under weak assumptions
about the sustainability of impacts beyond the 2™ follow-up, even without considering other observed
benefits such as asset accumulation or improvements in psychological well-being. As such, these results
show the potential value of addressing psychosocial constraints as well as capital constraints in multi-

faceted social protection interventions.

The results also illustrate the value of delivering multi-faced interventions through government-led
national cash transfer programs. The program costs (S 263 PPP for the psychosocial package, $ 482 PPP
for the capital package and $ 584 PPP for the full package) are substantially lower than similar
graduation programs implemented in other contexts: $ 1,475 PPP in India, $ 4,215 PPP in Ethiopia, $
5,483 PPP in Ghana, $ 6,044 PPP in Pakistan (Banerjee et al., 2015b), or $6,183 PPP in Afghanistan
(Bedoya et al., 2019).”* The Niger intervention was specifically designed in a cost-conscious way, to
ensure it could be scaled-up through government systems. Assuming impacts last for perpetuity (as in
the benchmark case in Banerjee et al., 2015b), the benefits in Niger are 20.9 times larger than costs for
the psychosocial package, 13.5 times larger for the full package, and 7.6 times larger for the capital
package. As such, and strikingly, the benefit-cost ratios estimated in Niger are 2-5 times larger than
those in Banerjee et al. (2015b) for India (433%), 3-8 times larger than those found for Ethiopia (260%),
as well as 1.5-4 times larger than those for Afghanistan (Bedoya et al., 2019). It is noteworthy that the
government-led Niger intervention is highly cost-effective even compared to traditional graduation
programs implemented by NGOs elsewhere. As such, the results highlight models to scale up multi-

faceted economic inclusion interventions for extreme poor households through government systems.

This paper is the first of a multi-country RCT that also includes Burkina Faso, Mauritania and Senegal.

The promising results from the Niger site will need to be confirmed following data collection in other

71 We express costs in 2016 PPP for comparison.
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sites. In line with the pre-analysis plan for this research program, future work will include a pooled
analysis across the four countries, a finer assessment of heterogeneity and mechanisms, as well as
research of the role of the multi-faceted programs in fostering resilience and helping households
mitigate the effects of exogenous shocks. Additional research in Niger will also deepen the analysis of

intra-household dynamics and psychosocial mechanisms.
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9 Main Tables

Table 1: Primary Outcomes

) ®) ®)
Gross Food Food
consumption security ~ consumption
(daily, USD/adult eq.) (raw sum) score
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.15%** 0.52%** 4,17
(0.05) (0.12) (0.84)
Psychosocial 0.09* 0.21* 2,717
(0.05) (0.11) (0.86)
Full 0.25%* 0.66*** 6.01%**
(0.06) (0.11) (0.93)
Observations 4405 4476 4476
Control mean 1.95 3.26 27.76
Control SD 1.12 2.49 16.59
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.179 0.013 0.097
p (Capital = Full) 0.069 0.268 0.043
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.003 0.000 0.001
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.12% 0.50*** 3.69**
(0.04) (0.12) (1.05)
Psychosocial 0.18*** 0.47*** 2.78%*
(0.05) (0.12) (1.06)
Full 0.25%* 0.63*** 6.11%*
(0.05) (0.13) (1.13)
Observations 4238 4303 4303
Control mean 1.67 3.59 31.62
Control SD 0.99 2.48 16.91
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.204 0.787 0.357
p (Capital = Full) 0.003 0.285 0.018
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.146 0.203 0.002
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.493 0.845 0.597
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.120 0.067 0.937
0.995 0.783 0.923

p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full)

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible,
baseline outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and
we control for such missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered
at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All monetary amounts are PPP-adjusted USD terms,
set at 2016 prices and deflated using CPI published by the World Bank. In 2016, 1 USD = 242.553 XOF PPP.
All continuous variables are winsorized at the 98th and 2th percentiles at the most disaggregated level feasible.

See Table A.3 for details on variable construction.
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Table 2: Beneficiary Revenues

(1) () (3) (4)
Business Harvest Wage Livestock
revenue value earnings revenue

(monthly, USD)  (yearly, USD) (yearly, USD) (yearly, USD)

Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)

Capital 28.63*** -18.01 5.15%* 5.18
(4.64) (16.11) (2.31) (4.44)
Psychosocial 17.05*** -14.18 2.61 10.46**
(3.97) (15.01) (1.81) (4.78)
Full 35.79*** -13.52 4.62% 6.13
(5.04) (15.21) (1.81) (4.38)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 22.36 59.39 3.78 27.13
Control SD 69.50 552.22 29.04 123.80
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.016 0.598 0.310 0.274
p (Capital = Full) 0.188 0.499 0.825 0.828
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.000 0.923 0.296 0.336
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 19.62*** 4.85 2.17 14.79***
(3.81) (3.76) (1.61) (5.43)
Psychosocial 9.92*** 14.32%* 0.21 8.46
(3.43) (4.87) (1.69) (5.90)
Full 20.62%** 13.35%** 3.51% 16.75%**
(4.11) (4.18) (1.79) (5.87)
Observations 4252 4252 4252 4252
Control mean 20.25 18.69 291 29.82
Control SD 62.37 63.62 23.47 108.03
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.012 0.057 0.290 0.308
p (Capital = Full) 0.822 0.040 0.503 0.742
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.010 0.853 0.067 0.176
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.025 0.155 0.254 0.132
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.069 0.060 0.336 0.767
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.000 0.081 0.660 0.112

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline
outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such
missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All monetary amounts are PPP-adjusted USD terms, set at 2016 prices and deflated using CPI
published by the World Bank. In 2016, 1 USD = 242.553 XOF PPP. All continuous variables are winsorized at the 98th and
2th percentiles at the most disaggregated level feasible. See Table A.3 for details on variable construction.
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Table 3: Beneficiary Labor Participation

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Days spent Days spent  Days spent  Days spent
in off-farm in in salaried raising
business agriculture employment livestock
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 4.00"** -1.34 0.21 3.13***
(0.53) (1.58) (0.15) (0.53)
Psychosocial 3.56%** 1.27 0.17 1.68***
(0.52) (1.79) (0.13) (0.61)
Full 4.85*** -0.37 0.31** 3.48"*
(0.55) (1.74) (0.15) (0.56)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 6.19 30.72 0.77 16.94
Control SD 10.72 38.84 3.09 14.07
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.461 0.123 0.823 0.013
p (Capital = Full) 0.150 0.542 0.521 0.481
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.030 0.365 0.368 0.003
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 2,97 -1.65 -0.02 3.16%**
(0.51) (1.86) (0.17) (0.57)
Psychosocial 2.19%** -1.02 -0.23 1.62**
(0.51) (1.90) (0.17) (0.63)
Full 3.68*** 0.72 -0.09 2.85%**
(0.55) (1.75) (0.18) (0.57)
Observations 4252 4252 4252 4252
Control mean 6.05 28.62 1.03 14.76
Control SD 10.21 37.67 4.58 14.21
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.175 0.745 0.197 0.015
p (Capital = Full) 0.229 0.175 0.684 0.578
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.013 0.333 0.426 0.046
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.057 0.890 0.266 0.957
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.014 0.308 0.054 0.944
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.014 0.608 0.079 0.338

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline
outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such
missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. We measure the number of days the beneficiary spent any time working on an activity, not the
number of full days worked in the activity. Since beneficiaries can spend time on multiple activities in any given day, the sum
between categories is not a proxy for total time worked. See Table A.3 for details on variable construction.
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Table 4: Income Diversification (Household)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
No. of Off-farm
income business Crop  Wage Livestock
sources  types types  types types

Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)

Capital 0.39*  0.10*** 0.02 0.01 0.26***
(0.07) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.05)
Psychosocial 0.34***  0.12*** 0.01 0.04* 0.19***
(0.08) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)  (0.05)
Full 0.50** 0.12***  0.01 0.04* 0.33***
(0.07) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.05)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 4.68 0.72 2.07 0.15 1.74
Control SD 1.75 0.63 0.65 0.45 1.19
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.513 0.583 0.671 0.127 0.193
p (Capital = Full) 0.158 0.647 0.889 0.116 0.133
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.049 0.898  0.758 0.854 0.006
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.28*** 0.07** -0.01 -0.01 0.23***
(0.07) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.05)
Psychosocial 0.19***  0.07* 0.03 -0.03 0.14**
(0.07) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)  (0.05)
Full 0.38*** 0.08*** 0.06* -0.01  0.26™*
(0.07) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.05)
Observations 4303 4303 4303 4303 4303
Control mean 4.75 0.73 2.01 0.17 1.85
Control SD 1.69 0.63 0.63 0.46 1.21
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.226 0.998 0.252 0.410 0.100
p (Capital = Full) 0.151 0.587  0.033 0.922 0.681
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.016 0.576  0.381 0.385 0.046
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.172 0.248 0.465 0.500 0.561
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial)  0.122 0.111 0.522  0.029 0.375
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.184 0.332 0.218 0.117 0.130

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline
outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such
missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. See Table A.3 for details on variable construction.
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Table 5: Off-Farm Activities (Household)

(1) ) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Household Beneficiary's No. of Beneficiary's Business Business Beneficiary's
has a main activity household  investments revenue profits healthy business

business {0,1} is off-farm {0,1} businesses (yearly, USD) (monthly, USD) (monthly, USD) practices index

Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)

Capital 0.10%** 0.12%** 0.28*** 27.99*** 49.90*** 14.10%** 0.44***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.05) (4.17) (8.31) (2.75) (0.06)
Psychosocial 0.11%** 0.12%** 0.28*** 19.22%** 36.40*** 11.35%** 0.31%**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.05) (4.11) (7.38) (2.63) (0.05)
Full 0.11%** 0.16*** 0.41%** 38.72%** 61.66"** 20.34*** 0.46***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.05) (4.82) (9.47) (3.44) (0.06)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4283
Control mean 0.68 0.26 1.08 23.94 73.44 29.15 0.00
Control SD 0.47 0.44 1.04 68.25 153.94 57.70 1.00
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.431 0.875 0.905 0.055 0.121 0.363 0.028
p (Capital = Full) 0.334 0.021 0.013 0.035 0.248 0.084 0.706
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.878 0.040 0.014 0.000 0.009 0.011 0.006
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.09*** 0.08*** 0.24*** 13.59™* 27.60*** 8.61%** 0.22%**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.05) (2.75) (8.35) (2.85) (0.04)
Psychosocial 0.08*** 0.06*** 0.25%** 8.06%** 23.32%** 8.49%** 0.16***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.05) (2.38) (8.01) (2.83) (0.05)
Full 0.10%** 0.12%** 0.35%** 14.96*** 46.88*** 15.46*** 0.25***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.05) (2.93) (8.75) (3.12) (0.04)
Observations 4303 4303 4303 4252 4303 4303 4134
Control mean 0.71 0.26 1.10 19.54 73.69 27.53 0.00
Control SD 0.45 0.44 0.99 44.89 187.51 59.33 1.00
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.622 0.344 0.884 0.046 0.611 0.969 0.192
p (Capital = Full) 0.559 0.072 0.037 0.666 0.029 0.027 0.538
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.254 0.006 0.065 0.016 0.007 0.027 0.063
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.789 0.142 0513 0.000 0.008 0.097 0.000
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.162 0.021 0.523 0.002 0.154 0.400 0.016
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.578 0.059 0.252 0.000 0.117 0.173 0.000

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes. We assign baseline strata
means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in
parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All monetary amounts are PPP-adjusted USD terms, set at 2016 prices and
deflated using CPI published by the World Bank. In 2016, 1 USD = 242.553 XOF PPP. All continuous variables are winsorized at the 98th and 2th percentiles
at the most disaggregated level feasible. The dependent variables in columns 2, 4, and 7 in this table originate from survey questions that were only asked of
the beneficiary while the other variables capture the entire household. See Table A.3 for details on variable construction.



Table 6: Agriculture (Household)

(1) ) 3) (4) (5) (6) ) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Cultivated ~ Area of Harvest Lost Used Used Used Sold Sale Commercial-
any crop  cultivated value annual Purchased chemical pytosanitary paid annual value ization %

{0,1} crops (ha) (yearly, USD) crop {0,1} seeds {0,1} fertilizer {0,1} products {0,1} labor {0,1} crop {0,1} (yearly, USD) (10)/(3)=(11)

Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)

Ly

Capital 0.00 0.17 -29.94 0.00 0.02 0.05** 0.03** 0.04*** 0.02 17.61** 0.02**
(0.01) (0.13) (51.71) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (7.47) (0.01)
Psychosocial 0.00 0.30** -22.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03* 0.06*** 18.32%** 0.03***
(0.01) (0.12) (46.52) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (6.32) (0.01)
Full -0.00 0.28** 17.45 -0.01 0.02 0.05*** 0.03*** 0.08*** 0.04* 16.67** 0.02*
(0.01) (0.12) (53.05) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (6.01) (0.01)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 3701
Control mean 0.96 3.56 538.74 0.10 0.54 0.14 0.09 0.14 0.45 61.65 0.12
Control SD 0.19 2.86 1,617.94 0.30 0.50 0.35 0.28 0.35 0.50 125.47 0.18
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.974 0.382 0.783 0.879 0.584 0.139 0.090 0.365 0.045 0.930 0.204
p (Capital = Full) 0.697 0.416 0.175 0.274 0.992 0.986 0.711 0.060 0.298 0.901 0.767
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.717 0.895 0.244 0.271 0.620 0.066 0.033 0.007 0.272 0.802 0.114
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital -0.01 -0.04 31.09 0.01 -0.04* 0.05*** 0.02 0.03 -0.00 2.75 0.00
(0.01) (0.13) (21.28) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (3.46) (0.01)
Psychosocial -0.00 0.15 89.71*** -0.02 -0.04* 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 9.72** 0.01
(0.01) (0.14) (22.65) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (3.85) (0.01)
Full -0.00 0.12 78.75%* -0.02 -0.03 0.06*** 0.05*** 0.09*** 0.01 7.27* -0.00
(0.01) (0.15) (21.25) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (4.04) (0.01)
Observations 4303 4303 4303 4303 4303 4303 4303 4303 4303 4303 3530
Control mean 0.98 3.65 315.24 0.18 0.48 0.15 0.07 0.13 0.35 29.61 0.09
Control SD 0.14 2.75 347.81 0.39 0.50 0.35 0.25 0.34 0.48 68.49 0.17
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.796 0.138 0.016 0.088 0.955 0.046 0.757 0.609 0.243 0.078 0.562
p (Capital = Full) 0.389 0.231 0.031 0.024 0.647 0.590 0.016 0.001 0.429 0.252 0.620
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.592 0.848 0.655 0.624 0.680 0.014 0.010 0.000 0.680 0.563 0.241
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.256 0.126 0.273 0.672 0.009 0.963 0.557 0.327 0.376 0.038 0.114
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.386 0.335 0.026 0.272 0.046 0.841 0.557 0.514 0.076 0.181 0.017
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.988 0.300 0.277 0.405 0.037 0.620 0.391 0.565 0.274 0.148 0.078

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes. We assign baseline strata
means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in
parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All monetary amounts are PPP-adjusted USD terms, set at 2016 prices and
deflated using CPI published by the World Bank. In 2016, 1 USD = 242.553 XOF PPP. All continuous variables are winsorized at the 98th and 2th percentiles
at the most disaggregated level feasible. See Table A.3 for details on variable construction.



Table 7: Livestock (Household)

(1) () 3) (4) (5)
Livestock Change Livestock Livestock
Livestock asset in livestock purchase revenue

count (TLU) value (USD) count (yearly, TLU) value (USD) (yearly, USD)

Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)

8Y

Capital 0.74*** 268. 77 0.35%** 98.45%** 7.92
(0.14) (76.89) (0.09) (10.49) (18.46)
Psychosocial 0.39%** 98.48 0.09 5.31 22.57
(0.15) (67.45) (0.10) (8.97) (17.23)
Full 0.90*** 305.51%** 0.23** 107.35*** 46.32**
(0.16) (75.82) (0.10) (10.07) (18.08)
Observations 4476 4418 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 1.58 705.09 -0.28 67.24 138.82
Control SD 2.43 1,353.59 3.22 214.81 382.79
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.035 0.030 0.001 0.000 0.439
p (Capital = Full) 0.323 0.660 0.085 0.440 0.048
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.004 0.006 0.086 0.000 0.192
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.52%** 259.62*** -0.04 8.84 69.34%**
(0.16) (80.47) (0.09) (7.48) (17.28)
Psychosocial 0.31** 111.59* -0.08 1.34 36.88**
(0.13) (66.91) (0.09) (7.61) (17.48)
Full 0.80*** 329.12%** -0.10 19.62** 71.49**
(0.14) (71.06) (0.09) (8.17) (17.93)
Observations 4303 4263 4303 4303 4303
Control mean 1.41 641.69 -0.41 47.98 133.24
Control SD 2.32 1,260.90 1.83 187.24 305.75
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.233 0.096 0.652 0.317 0.090
p (Capital = Full) 0.104 0.448 0.485 0.178 0.910
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.002 0.010 0.861 0.029 0.074
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.110 0.910 0.001 0.000 0.002
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.519 0.845 0.203 0.728 0.500
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.442 0.710 0.009 0.000 0.250

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes.
We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with
an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
All monetary amounts are PPP-adjusted USD terms, set at 2016 prices and deflated using CPI published by the World Bank. In
2016, 1 USD = 242.553 XOF PPP. All continuous variables are winsorized at the 98th and 2th percentiles at the most disaggregated
level feasible. TLU represents Tropical Livestock Units. See Table A.3 for details on variable construction.



Table 8: Assets (Household)

(1) (2) (3)
Agricultural Business Household
asset asset asset

value (USD) value (USD) index

Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)

Capital 0.88 5.43 0.06
(10.96) (4.18) (0.06)
Psychosocial -8.26 4.45 0.13**
(10.35) (3.89) (0.06)
Full 0.38 14 .44% 0.18***
(10.27) (3.90) (0.06)
Observations 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 187.09 32.33 -0.07
Control SD 244.65 86.33 1.31
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.404 0.829 0.279
p (Capital = Full) 0.962 0.046 0.050
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.395 0.020 0.380
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 14.90 7.84** 0.04
(11.10) (3.38) (0.06)
Psychosocial 0.92 6.56* 0.13**
(10.72) (3.74) (0.06)
Full 17.33* 0.48*** 0.15%**
(10.38) (3.65) (0.06)
Observations 4303 4303 4303
Control mean 176.99 29.87 -0.07
Control SD 220.70 76.69 1.28
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.209 0.751 0.097
p (Capital = Full) 0.816 0.659 0.040
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.122 0.481 0.731
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.202 0.560 0.696
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.350 0.618 0.892
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.099 0.235 0.614

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline
outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such
missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All monetary amounts are PPP-adjusted USD terms, set at 2016 prices and deflated using CPI
published by the World Bank. In 2016, 1 USD = 242.553 XOF PPP. All continuous variables are winsorized at the 98th and
2th percentiles at the most disaggregated level feasible. See Table A.3 for details on variable construction.
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Table 9: Financial Engagement

(1) ) A3) (4) (5) (6) @)
Takes part in Tontine/AVEC Other Total Total Household Household
tontine/AVEC savings savings borrowed lent out transfers in  transfers out
{0,1} (3 months, USD) (3 months, USD) (yearly, USD) (yearly, USD) (yearly, USD) (yearly, USD)
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.05*** 0.72 1.61* 0.07 1.09*** -12.94 1.30
(0.01) (1.32) (0.85) (1.14) (0.41) (17.17) (4.22)
Psychosocial 0.04*** -1.00 1.98** -1.70 0.47 -0.90 4.79
(0.01) (1.31) (0.94) (1.11) (0.35) (21.66) (4.12)
Full 0.04*** 1.32 3.45%% -0.31 1.66%* -16.68 3.47
(0.01) (1.34) (0.87) (1.29) (0.38) (16.23) (4.45)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 0.93 18.78 3.67 11.10 2.23 131.42 12.87
Control SD 0.26 24.29 21.75 28.59 8.69 638.59 128.28
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.198 0.150 0.706 0.092 0.145 0.537 0.299
p (Capital = Full) 0.114 0.618 0.040 0.752 0.197 0.798 0.541
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.829 0.051 0.128 0.248 0.002 0.356 0.724
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.31%** 15.63** 2.11%% 0.15 0.45 -28.36* 5.43%
(0.03) (2.98) (0.79) (1.05) (0.29) (15.05) (2.93)
Psychosocial 0.27*** 11.57%* 0.53 -1.39 0.11 2.68 6.73**
(0.03) (2.71) (0.72) (0.90) (0.30) (18.50) (3.25)
Full 0.33*** 19.97*** 3.09*** -2.81%** 0.56* -2.72 8.11%**
(0.03) (3.47) (0.88) (0.91) (0.30) (16.48) (2.77)
Observations 4303 4303 4303 4303 4303 4303 4302
Control mean 0.53 12.57 491 8.55 1.93 175.69 9.51
Control SD 0.50 45.03 18.13 22.15 6.96 429.85 49.84
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.106 0.216 0.052 0.128 0.290 0.079 0.713
p (Capital = Full) 0.363 0.237 0.300 0.003 0.737 0.094 0.364
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.013 0.017 0.005 0.095 0.172 0.761 0.669
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.000 0.000 0.664 0.951 0.162 0.446 0.426
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.000 0.000 0.188 0.790 0.395 0.885 0.664
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.000 0.000 0.742 0.065 0.015 0.498 0.302

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes. We assign baseline strata
means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in
parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All monetary amounts are PPP-adjusted USD terms, set at 2016 prices and
deflated using CPI published by the World Bank. In 2016, 1 USD = 242.553 XOF PPP. All continuous variables are winsorized at the 98th and 2th percentiles
at the most disaggregated level feasible. See Table A.3 for details on variable construction.



Table 10: Psychological Well-Being Indices

(1) (2) (3)
Mental  Social Future
health  worth  expectations
index index index
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.13*** 0.16™** 0.12%**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Psychosocial 0.10**  0.22*** 0.15%**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Full 0.23***  0.36™** 0.28***
(0.04) (0.04) (0.03)
Observations 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 0.00 -0.00 -0.00
Control SD 1.00 1.00 1.00
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.560 0.228 0.437
p (Capital = Full) 0.012  0.000 0.000
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.002  0.000 0.001
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.15**  0.12"** 0.11**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Psychosocial 0.21*%*  0.20%** 0.15%**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Full 0.26***  0.26™** 0.20***
(0.04)  (0.04) (0.04)
Observations 4175 4175 4175
Control mean 0.00 -0.00 0.00
Control SD 1.00 1.00 1.00
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.149  0.075 0.505
p (Capital = Full) 0.007  0.001 0.047
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.247  0.174 0.222
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.625 0.368 0.948
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial)  0.022 0.814 0.920
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.569  0.043 0.087

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline
outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such
missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All indices are standardized with respect to the control group in that same time period. See
Table A.4 for details on variable construction. Results from components of each index are provided in Table A.7 (mental
health index components), Table A.8 (social worth index components) and Table A.9 (future expectation index components).
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Table 11: Social Well-Being Indices

4]

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Social  Financial Intra-household  Social cohesion and  Collective
support  support dynamics community closeness action
index index index index index
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.27***  0.29*** 0.07 0.03 0.30%**
(0.06) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Psychosocial 0.24***  0.35"** 0.07* 0.12%** 0.34%**
(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Full 0.32%%*  0.48*** 0.06 0.12%* 0.42%**
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00
Control SD 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.569 0.252 0.961 0.063 0.347
p (Capital = Full) 0.417 0.000 0.946 0.047 0.018
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.075 0.012 0.982 0.929 0.119
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.13***  0.19*** 0.02 0.08* 0.27***
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Psychosocial 0.18***  0.21*** 0.04 0.13*** 0.27***
(0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Full 0.18***  0.35*** -0.01 0.09** 0.35%**
(0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Observations 4160 4252 4160 4160 4160
Control mean 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00
Control SD 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.284 0.607 0.642 0.244 0.997
p (Capital = Full) 0.217 0.000 0.466 0.782 0.105
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.968 0.004 0.210 0.341 0.092
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.025 0.084 0.403 0.393 0.568
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial)  0.288 0.012 0.629 0.840 0.202
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.016 0.014 0.188 0.590 0.253

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes.
We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with
an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p <
0.1. All indices are standardized with respect to the control group in that same time period. See Table A.4 for details on variable
construction. Results from components of each index are provided in Table A.10 (social support index), Table A.11 (financial support
index), Table A.12 (future expectation index), Table A.13 (social cohesion and closeness to community) and Table A.14 (collective

action index).



Table 12: Decision-Making and Productive Agency Indices

(1) (2)

Controls Controls
earnings HH resources
index index
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.27*** 0.03
(0.04) (0.04)
Psychosocial 0.22%** 0.05
(0.04) (0.04)
Full 0.34*** 0.06
(0.04) (0.04)
Observations 4476 4161
Control mean 0.00 -0.00
Control SD 1.00 1.00
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.333 0.522
p (Capital = Full) 0.050 0.386
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.005 0.777
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.25%** -0.01
(0.05) (0.05)
Psychosocial 0.16™** 0.06
(0.05) (0.05)
Full 0.25%** 0.04
(0.04) (0.05)
Observations 4252 4055
Control mean 0.00 -0.00
Control SD 1.00 1.00
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.075 0.110
p (Capital = Full) 0.891 0.218
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.045 0.664
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.735 0.493
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial)  0.210 0.937
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.077 0.676

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline
outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such
missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All indices are standardized with respect to the control group in that same time period. See
Table A.4 for details on variable construction. Results from components of each index can be found in Table A.15 (control
over earnings and productive agency) and Table A.16 (control over household resources).
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Table 13: Children’'s QOutcomes

0 @ 6 @
Child Child Child  Weight/
attended labor  chores height
school {0,1} index  index  z-score
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.05* 0.06*  0.07* 0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05)
Psychosocial 0.00 0.12*** 0.08*** -0.03
(0.03) (0.03)  (0.03) (0.05)
Full 0.01 0.17**  0.04 -0.07
(0.03) (0.04)  (0.03) (0.05)
Observations 13145 13145 13145 5017
Control mean 0.41 0.00 0.00 -0.77
Control SD 0.49 1.00 1.00 1.09
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.153 0.085 0.694 0.486
p (Capital = Full) 0.220 0.005  0.207 0.107
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.742 0.287  0.102 0.396
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.06** 0.11*  0.03 -0.02
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05)
Psychosocial 0.03 0.12%** 0.04 -0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05)
Full 0.03 0.14**  -0.02 -0.03
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05)
Observations 13939 13939 13939 5663
Control mean 0.42 -0.00 -0.00 -0.62
Control SD 0.49 1.00 1.00 1.20
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.332 0.757  0.927 0.976
p (Capital = Full) 0.273 0.343  0.054 0.813
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.982 0.535  0.057 0.790
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.259 0.260  0.280 0.685
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.101 0.895 0.205 0.767
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.271 0.574  0.130 0.403

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline
outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such
missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. The weight/height index is not standardized with respect to the control group. See Table A.4
for details on variable construction.
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Table 14: Cost-benefit Analysis

Capital Psychosocial Full

Panel 1: Program costs per beneficiary, USD PPP 2016
Program administration 78 78 78
Identification, Communication 3 3
Measure 0. Group formation 1 1
Measure 1. Coaching 9 9
Measure 2. Community sensitization on aspirations and social norms 0 38 38
Measure 3. Facilitation of community savings and loan groups 2 2 2
Measure 4. Life-skills training 0 64 64
Measure 5. Micro-entrepreneurship training 65 65 65
Measure 6. Cash grants 321 0 321
Measure 7. Facilitation of market and information access 4 4 4
Total costs, calculated as if all incurred immediately at beginning of year 0 482 263 584
(1) Total costs, inflated to year 2 at 5% annual discount rate 531 290 644

Panel 2: Benefits per Household, USD PPP 2016, All Values Inflated to Year 2 at 5% annual social discount rate

(2) Year 1 Gross Consumption Treatment Effect, using 5% discount rate 228 131 373
(3) Year 2 Gross Consumption Treatment Effect 196 298 425
(4) B1:Year 3 Onward Gross Consumption Treatment Effect, assuming dissipation of 75% 61 93 133
B2: Year 3 Onward Gross Consumption Treatment Effect, assuming dissipation of 50% 178 271 386
B3: Year 3 Onward Gross Consumption Treatment Effect, assuming dissipation of 25% 491 745 1062
(5) C:Year 3 Onward Gross Consumption Treatment Effect,
assuming year 2 gains persist in perpetuity 3739 5679 8088
(6) A:Total Benefits: 0.5%(2) + (3) = (6) using 5%, no impact after year 2 310 364 611
(7) B1:Total Benefits: 0.5%(2) + (3) + (4) = (7) 5% discount rate, 75% annual dissipation 372 457 744
B2: Total Benefits using 5% discount rate, 50% annual dissipation 489 635 997
B3: Total Benefits using 5% discount rate, 25% annual dissipation 801 1109 1673
C: Total Benefits: 0.5*%(2) + (3) + (5) = (8) using 5% discount rate,
(8) assuming year 2 gains persist in perpetuity 4049 6043 8699

Panel 3: Benefit/Cost Ratios

(9) A: Total Benefits/Total Costs Ratio: (6) / (1) = (9) at 5% discount rate 58% 126% 95%
A: Benefit/Cost Ratio, at discount rate of 7% 57% 121% 92%
A: Benefit/Cost Ratio, at discount rate of 10% 54% 115% 88%

(10) B1: Total Benefits/Total Costs: (7) / (1) = (10), 5% discount, 75% annual dissipation 70% 158% 116%
B2: Benefit/Cost Ratio using 5% discount rate, 50% annual dissipation 92% 219% 155%
B3: Benefit/Cost Ratio using 5% discount rate, 25% annual dissipation 151% 383% 260%
C: Total Benefits/Total Costs Ratio: (8) / (1) = (11) using 5% discount rate,

(11)  assuming year 2 gains persist in perpetuity 762% 2087% 1352%

(12) Real Internal Rate of Return (IRR)

A: assuming dissipation of 100% after year 2, at 5% discount rate -28% 13% -3%
B1: assuming annual dissipation of 75% -16% 25% 8%
B2: assuming annual dissipation of 50% -2% 39% 21%
B3: assuming annual dissipation of 25% 15% 54% 36%
C: assuming effects are sustained in perpetuity 33% 70% 53%

Notes: We use 98% winsorized consumption estimates in our benefits calculation. Note that in rows 6, 7, and 8 we halve consumption benefits in
year 1 since we measure these benefits 6 months after the intervention on average. All monetary amounts are PPP-adjusted USD terms, set at
2016 prices and deflated using CPI published by the World Bank. In 2016, 1 USD = 242.553 XOF PPP. We assume yearly impacts post-intervention.



Appendix A. Additional information on the psychosocial components

The psychosocial components included a community-wide sensitization and a life skills training. These
were designed to simultaneously address multiple psychosocial constraints to beneficiaries’ economic
engagement, from individual- to community-level factors, and to do so in culturally responsive ways.

These design choices build on two foundational ideas in social and cultural psychology. First, beyond
individual motivation, behavior is influenced by what the social context permits (Markus and Kitayama,
2010; Lewin, 1952). Accordingly, individual-level behavior change strategies, like life skills trainings, are
expected to have greater and more sustained effects when, for instance, social norms are also
supportive of the new behaviors (Walton and Yeager, 2020). Second, cultures across the world display
different levels of collectivism and social norm enforcement, which shape individual behaviors (Gelfand
et al., 2011; Hofstede, 2001; Leung and Cohen, 2011; Markus and Conner, 2014). Hausa and Zarma
ethnic groups in Niger are predominantly Muslim, highly collectivistic, and gender roles are guided by
strong social norms and religious practices.! In such normatively tight and interdependent sociocultural
contexts, coordinating individuals' behavior and goals with those of their community and aligning the
interventions with commonly-held values was expected to lead to greater individual motivation and
social support (Markus, 2016; Riemer et al., 2014).

1. Community sensitization on aspirations and social norms

The sensitization aimed to introduce the productive interventions’ objectives to the community and to
promote social norms and aspirations supportive of women's economic activities.

Content of the intervention. The sensitization was an evening program in which beneficiaries and
other family and community members were invited to gather to view a film projected on a large screen,
followed by a guided group discussion. The activity lasted approximately 1.5 hours in total.

The 20-minute film showed an aspirational story that combined local stories collected during qualitative
piloting with social and behavior change principles. It was recorded in Hausa and Zarma.? The film
portrayed the story of a Muslim woman named Amina pursuing a new business (processing and selling
hibiscus or "bissap” juice) after a drought affected her millet crop. Amina is shown using the support
of her family and community to adapt her economic activities, including consulting her mother-in-law
on adaptation and change, her cousin on making bissap juice, and her husband on their financial
options. She and her husband overcome a conflict on her plan to save with her women's group, with
the father-in-law being the mediator. In the end, she and her husband are shown selling bissap juice,
food, and solar-based charging in their new shop as their children return from school. In the final
scene, Amina shares what she has learned with other women in the village.

Immediately after the film, the audience was led through a group discussion of approximately 40-60
minutes. There were five discussion topics: summarizing the film’s main themes; relating the film to
the audience’s experiences; sharing family and community stories about ‘traditions of adaption’;
identifying best practices for more secure future; and creating consensus around solidarity toward this
future. Facilitators were encouraged to pick respondents from across the audience to elicit widespread
participation and to elevate women's responses.

Aligning desired behaviors with communal values. Given strong social and religious norms in rural
Niger, in certain areas women's economic engagement can lead to social censure, particularly if women
are seen to be self-interested and ambitious. Some interventions in the international literature actively
teach self-focus and personal initiative skills to improve outcomes of income-generating activities
(Campos et al., 2017). However, the approach here considers a more interdependent model that

!For instance, see Hofstede Insights Country Comparison (www.hofstede-insights.com /country-comparison).
2See links to full video in Zarma and Hausa with French subtitles, and 4-minute clip with English subtitles.
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recognizes the motivational power of matching a group’s values and cultural ways of being, as opposed
to overlooking or overriding them. The community sensitization thus sought to frame the goals of the
economic inclusion interventions and women's economic activity as being aligned with binding,
communal values, such as solidarity, filial piety, loyalty, and respect for authority (Feinberg and Willer,
2015; Leung and Cohen, 2011; Stephens et al., 2012; Thomas and Markus, forthcoming; Thomas

et al., 2020). For instance, in the film Amina demonstrates her interdependent goals to help her
children, her husband, and her community through her economic activities, beyond her own
advancement, and she shows solidarity and loyalty to her peers by sharing her new knowledge with
them. Amina shows filial piety and respect for authority by seeking out advice and mediation from her
elders, who provide supportive advice based on their own experience adapting to changing
circumstances in the past. Relatedly, the discussion asked the community to reflect on ‘traditions of
adaptation’ from their ancestors so that upcoming changes in economic practices could be understood
to represent, rather than defy, tradition and filial piety.

Community participation and social norms. Particularly in this more interdependent and
normatively tight sociocultural study context, watching the film with close others was expected to
better shift social norms around typical and appropriate economic behaviors for women and to generate
more sustained social support (Bandura, 2001; Paluck, 2009). Accordingly, beneficiaries were
encouraged to invite their husbands, family members, and friends. Given the importance of hierarchy
and of local leaders in norm setting and enforcement (Paluck and Shepherd, 2012; San Martin et al.,
2018), traditional leaders were engaged in conducting the event and, along with other elders, religious
leaders, and economic leaders, were invited to attend. Leveraging group-based decision-making for
social change (Lewin, 1952), the discussion prompted the audience to build consensus around
practicing norms of mutual support and solidarity, particularly of the beneficiaries, that could advance
community development.

Role models, aspirations, and goal setting. A goal of role modeling women's economic
engagement through film was to build self-efficacy and promote aspirations for economic mobility both
among beneficiaries and their community. According to social cognitive theory, the use of role models
can encourage uptake of new behaviors via observational learning of social exemplars; it can also build
self-efficacy through vicarious experience, which can in turn boost aspirations, motivation, and
resilience to setbacks (Bandura, 2001). Because similarity and relatability of characters are central to
narrative persuasion, the video involved local actors and the discussion prompted the audience to
connect the film's story to their own lives (Slater and Rouner, 2002). The film also featured traditional
music and proverbs in Hausa and Zarma.

Building on an evidence-based motivational strategy of WOOP, or Wish Outcome Obstacle Plan
(Oettingen, 2014), the discussion further prompted participants to project themselves into the future,
to consider the goal of creating a more secure future for the next generation in particular, and then to
identify adaptation strategies that could advance this goal as well as difficulties that could stand in the
way. The discussion leader closed by expressing positive expectations of a strong future for the
community.

2. Life Skills Training

The life skills training was delivered over 7 half-days. It was supported by emerging research on the
benefits of non-cognitive or soft skills trainings. Teaching soft skills such as self-worth, interpersonal
communication, and sense of control have been shown to promote a range of positive life outcomes,
including improved productivity, earnings, health, and educational outcomes (Acevedo et al., 2017;
Adhvaryu, Kala, and Nyshadham, 2018; Blattman, Jamison, and Sheridan, 2017; Ashraf et al., 2020;
Heckman, Stixrud, and Urzua, 2006). Several studies have found soft skills trainings to be as or more
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effective in boosting employment and entrepreneurial outcomes compared to hard skills or technical
trainings (Campos et al., 2017; Barrera-Osorio, Kugler, and Silliman, 2020).

The training was grounded in ‘andragogy,” an approach to adult education that prioritizes self-directed,
experiential, problem-centered, participatory, and personalized learning (Knowles, 1984). The training
thus incorporated individual- and group-based exercises, including collective brainstorming sessions,
case studies, role plays, games, open discussions, and illustrations.

The training included 9 modules:

1.

Overview of the life skills curriculum, key competencies, and their utility for achieving one’s
aspirations and realizing one’s values.

Our values and perspectives: Identification of one's three top communal and individual values
(e.g., honor, dignity, generosity, loyalty, piety, education, family); understanding how one can
exercise these values through their work.

Self-affirmation and self-worth: Identifying one's strengths, value to one’s family and others, and
role in society; linking self-worth to personal initiative and self-expression as well as to openness
to feedback and change; understanding differences between self-worth and selfishness,
aggressiveness, or passiveness.

Decision-making and problem solving: How to identify a problem; analyze relevant information;
gather different perspectives; identify multiple solutions; anticipate consequences; make informed
decisions that meet one's values, vision, and the interests of concerned persons; act on the
decision; and reflect on the outcomes.

Second viewing of the sensitization film: Reinforcement of key themes and competencies
displayed in Amina’s story, including her values and decision-making, creativity in the face of
shocks, leading by example, and contributions to her community’s development.

Interpersonal communication and using one's voice: Understanding the significance of good
communication, common obstacles, and key principles of good communication and self-expression
(e.g., using a message clear and simple, credible information, productive circumstances and
channels of communication, an approach tailored to the relationship and status of the other
person, maintained eye contact, audible and slow speech, amicable and open verbal and
non-verbal communication).

Financial education: Setting and prioritizing top financial goals and charting out intermediate
steps; mental contrasting with future savings, building a culture of saving, defining one's capacity
to save, and seeing savings as a source of resilience; budgeting across seasons and across expense
types.

Leadership and gender: Identifying female leaders and role models and qualities of leaders (e.g.,
having strong networks; taking responsibility; mediating conflicts; being forward-looking, inspiring,
calm, and courageous); discussing ways women can contribute to community decision-making and
support their communities and families; and brainstorming ideas for actions that participants
could take in their communities.

Third viewing of the sensitization film and summary: Analysis of the film in relation to the
competencies displayed by different actors; summary of the session including an exchange of
participants’ experiences and lessons learned.
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Appendix B. Additional information on the psychosocial outcomes

Process of measure selection, adaptation, and development

Through piloting, the research team selected and adapted items from existing scales as well as developed
original measures with face validity, or subjective construct accuracy in the local context. We additionally
included culturally meaningful indicators of psychological and social well-being (e.g., inner peace, enemyship).
In the selection and development of psychosocial measures, careful attention was paid to cultural relevance
and comprehensibility. All items, and their references where relevant, are described in Table A.4.

Psychological well-being indices

The psychological well-being outcomes assessed mental health and psychosocial assets, including self-efficacy,
subjective social status, and future expectations. Broadly, mental health and psychosocial assets predict a
range of positive economic, health, and empowerment outcomes (Operario, Adler, and Williams, 2004;
Wouepper and Lybbert, 2017). In particular, poor mental health, self-efficacy, and hope have been posited to
contribute to poverty through their effects on motivation and future-oriented decision-making (Dalton, Ghosal,
and Mani, 2016; Duflo, 2012; Ridley et al., 2020; Wuepper and Lybbert, 2017).

Mental health included CESD-R-10, a depression screener designed for community samples; functional
disability items from SRQ-20; life satisfaction using an adapted Cantril ladder; sense of inner peace; and
self-assessed mental health. Disability items, assessing somatic symptoms and role functioning, and
self-assessed mental health item were included to capture cultural differences in mental illness symptoms (e.g.,
somatization) and functional impairments (Thomas et al., 2016; Ali, Ryan, and De Silva, 2016). Inner peace
was considered a culturally specific indicator of well-being, according to qualitative piloting and West African
studies (Osei-Tutu et al., 2020).

Social worth assessed self-efficacy and social standing. Capturing judgments of one's capabilities, perceived
self-efficacy is a motivational keystone, particularly of goal setting and pursuit, in Western psychological
research (Bandura, 1997). Social standing assessed the MacArthur socioeconomic status ladder and three
context-specific ladders of community standing: being respected, having one’s opinion followed, and showing
moral behavior. Such self-assessments of one’s social position have been found to predict health, well-being,
and feelings of financial security, above and beyond income (Operario, Adler, and Williams, 2004).

Future expectations gauged expectations for personal and intergenerational socioeconomic status as well as
life satisfaction in the future, through adapted MacArthur ladders. Notably, hope, or positive expectations for
the future, has been posited to contribute to graduation programs’ effects on poverty reduction (Duflo, 2012).
Additionally, Delavande et al. (2011) find that subjective expectations often accurately predict future
behaviors and outcomes and, in this case, capture expected trajectories of mobility.

Social well-being indices

The social well-being outcomes were seen as potential determinants of women's economic outcomes in the low
literacy, low resource, and normatively tight study setting where women'’s opportunities often come through
their relationships and where reciprocal networks of support can be critical to cope with shocks (Woolcock and
Narayan, 2000; Akyeampong et al., 2014). Moreover, social well-being is often integral to individual happiness
and wellbeing among interdependent groups (Hitokoto and Uchida, 2015; Osei-Tutu et al., 2020).

Social support and financial support assessed women's level of social capital, both bonding and bridging
(Woolcock and Narayan, 2000). Social support assessed the extent of one's instrumental support network,
based on the number of relationships one has for acquiring information, advice, and opportunities. Financial
support assessed the extent of one's financial support network, based on perceived ability to receive financial
help in times of need and number of financial supporters. Together, these questions capture whether
beneficiaries are able to develop informal systems of support for economic resilience and opportunity.
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Social cohesion and closeness to community assessed expectations of social support, feelings of trust and
closeness, experienced tension (reversed), and number of enemies (reversed). Of note, the idea of personal
enemies, or people who wish to sabotage your success, is prevalent in West Africa where social
interdependence can be high (Adams, 2005). Enemies can arise from envy and resentment that can, for
instance, accompany inequality in new opportunities or resources. Number of enemies was included as a
locally relevant indicator of social cohesion, in addition to feelings and experiences of cohesion.

Groups and collective action assessed community engagement and support through the number of groups
belonged to, the number of leadership positions held, monetary and volunteer contributions to community
projects, and self-reported collective initiative. This measure assessed whether the interventions may have
indirect benefits to communities beyond direct benefits to beneficiaries.

Intrahousehold dynamics assessed perceived quality of intrahousehold relationships, including feelings of trust,
closeness, and support as well as experienced conflicts (reversed). Given that many economic and behavioral
decisions are made at the household level in the study setting, this measure gauged the extent to which
beneficiaries felt aligned with and supported by members of their household in decision-making or experienced
tensions (reversed). It also assessed the Inclusion of Other in Self visual scale and sense of trust as indicators
of intrahousehold closeness and positive relationality (Aron, Aron, and Smollan, 1992).
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Appendix C. Additional Tables

Table A.1: Balance and Attrition

Control Capital Psychosocial Full T-test Joint F-test  Pooled F-test
Mean/SE ~ Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE p-value p-value p-value

Variable 1) (2) (3) 4) 1-) @©-6) @1-(4) (-6 (-4 ((3)-4) (5) (6)

Beneficiary is HH head 0.104 0.109 0.111 0.102 0.423 0.282 0.843 0.714 0.381 0.232 0.660 0.606
(0.011) (0.012) (0.010) (0.011)

Beneficiary is handicapped 0.013 0.021 0.015 0.018 0.174 0.632 0.133 0.179 0.569 0.740 0.653 0.178
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Female (HH head) 0.102 0.116 0.114 0.113 0.135 0.163 0.310 0.977 0.541 0.491 0.883 0.181
(0.011) (0.013) (0.012) (0.012)

Female (beneficiary) 0.986 0.990 0.987 0.988 0.326 0.821 0.860 0.514 0.751 0.760 0.839 0.417
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003)

Polygamy (HH head) 0.285 0.263 0.266 0.300 0.498 0.292 0.300 0.968 0.077* 0.106 0.154 0.918
(0.018) (0.015) (0.015) (0.018)

Polygamy (beneficiary) 0.266 0.252 0.255 0.284 0.810 0.508 0.213 0.929 0.117 0.106 0.213 0.772
(0.017) (0.015) (0.014) (0.017)

Age (HH head) 47.607 47.201 47.240 46.562 0.496 0.188 0.106 0.853 0.307 0.152 0.468 0.155
(0.478) (0.433) (0.509) (0.478)

Age (beneficiary) 37.818 37.971 37.821 37.095 0.412 0.679 0.348 0.314 0.037** 0.106 0.195 0.655
(0.436) (0.423) (0.478) (0.464)

Education (years, HH head) 0.537 0.646 0.574 0.505 0.161 0.377 0.931 0.937 0.381 0.655 0.531 0.341
(0.072) (0.084) (0.079) (0.070)

Education (years, beneficiary) 0.306 0.406 0.284 0.350 0.100 0.799 0.400 0.086* 0.933 0.252 0.271 0.290
(0.042) (0.053) (0.044) (0.052)

Primary education (0/1, HH head) 0.025 0.027 0.030 0.024 0.743 0.120 0.658 0.146 0.771 0.528 0.653 0.349
(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005)

Primary education (0/1, beneficiary) 0.015 0.015 0.010 0.012 0.786 0.201 0.416 0.484 0.899 0.869 0.777 0.468
(0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)

Literate (HH head) 0.264 0.277 0.285 0.263 0.224 0.174 0.894 0.626 0.312 0.381 0.638 0.287
(0.017) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017)

Literate (beneficiary) 0.071 0.082 0.071 0.075 0.156 0.963 0.454 0.379 0.814 0.767 0.619 0.431
(0.007) (0.010) (0.009) (0.010)

Health index (HH head) 0.000 0.027 0.031 0.034 0.515 0.498 0.329 0.941 0.638 0.761 0.951 0.371
(0.030) (0.035) (0.031) (0.034)

Health index (beneficiary) -0.000 0.035 0.002 0.044 0.348 0.947 0.351 0.293 0.953 0.483 0.657 0.535
(0.036) (0.035) (0.036) (0.033)

Continued on next page
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Table A.1: Balance and Attrition — continued from previous page

Control Capital Psychosocial Full T-test Joint F-test  Pooled F-test
Mean/SE ~ Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE p-value p-value p-value
Variable (1) (2 ®3) (4) -2 1B 1)-@4) @-6) @4 6)-4 (5) (6)
No. of rooms in house 2.497 2.422 2.490 2.629 0.577 0.898  0.037**  0.471  0.004***  0.064* 0.019** 0.538
(0.076) (0.064) (0.076) (0.071)
Minutes to heatlh center 47.079 46.827 50.488 51.100 0.460 0.400 0.477 0.371 0.447 0.938 0.617 0.702
(2.707) (3.579) (3.448) (2.733)
Minutes to market 73.008 68.875 76.453 72.459 0.237 0.416 0.454 0.068* 0.748 0.250 0.271 0.616
(3.523) (4.124) (3.686) (3.487)
Minutes to water source 12.143 12.413 12.586 12.652 0.882 0.948 0.494 0.252 0.876 0.387 0.914 0.768
(1.144) (1.089) (1.227) (0.930)
Distance to capital of commune (km) 23.402 22,122 23.793 22.128 0.285 0.856 0.077* 0.574 0.975 0.397 0.525 0.415
(1.200) (1.102) (1.294) (1.140)
N 1188 1165 1084 1171
Clusters 81 80 78 83
Response rate in actual baseline sample
Follow-up 1 0.957 0.953 0.950 0.950 0.420 0.455 0.267 0.991 0.801 0.946 0.991 0.306
(0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009)
Follow-up 2 0.910 0.927 0.929 0.907 0.522 0.107 0.445 0.809 0.230 0.148 0.341 0.610
(0.015) (0.010) (0.009) (0.015)
N 1188 1165 1084 1171
Clusters 81 80 78 83
Response rate in pre-baseline sample
Baseline 0.985 0.978 0.975 0.973 0.060*  0.064*  0.020**  0.985 0.296 0.516 0.627 0.008***
(0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)
Follow-up 1 0.955 0.950 0.949 0.945 0.356 0.486 0.214 0.874 0.620 0.796 0.919 0.247
(0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009)
Follow-up 2 0.906 0.922 0.925 0.899 0.588 0.106 0.357 0.803 0.160 0.123 0.249 0.667
(0.015) (0.010) (0.009) (0.016)
N 1206 1191 1112 1203
Clusters 81 80 78 83

Notes: The values displayed for the t-tests are based on the differences in the means across the groups. Standard errors for all tests are clustered at the village level. Fixed effects using
randomization strata are included in all estimation regressions. The joint F-test in column 5 shows the p-value from a test of equality of treatment arms. while the pooled F-test in column
6 shows the p-value from a test of pooled treatment (i.e., a regression with a dummy for any treatment arm). The health index variable is a z-score index standardized against the control
group and generated using three physical activity variables: the reported difficulty of (1) lifting a 10 kg sac, (2) walking 4 hours, and (3) working all day in the field. These three components
range from 1 to 4. In calculating the distance-to-commune variable, we assign commune centroids to households located more than 30 km away from this centroid (measured as the average
location of non-outlying households in the commune). *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.



Table A.2: Compliance Based on Administrative Data

Treatment Arm

Pooled Capital Psychosocial  Full
1. Percentage of targeted beneficiaries who received individual coaching each month 52.2% 51.9% 50.5% 54.1%
2. Attendance rates of beneficiaries at community savings and loan groups 92.0% 92.8% 91.7% 91.5%
3. Attendance rates of beneficiaries at community sensitization on aspirations and social norms  89.3% - 89.0% 89.8%
4. Attendance rates of beneficiaries at micro-entrepreneurship training 95.0% 96.4% 94.9% 93.6%
5. Attendance rates of beneficiaries at life skills training 93.8% - 94.0% 93.5%
6. Percentage of targeted beneficiaries who received their cash grant 99.9% 99.7% - 100%

Notes: We show compliance data collected by the program’s administrators. The cash grant provision and participation in training (rows 4-6) are
measured at the individual level. Participation in coaching sessions and savings groups (rows 1 and 2) is measured at the group level. And participation

in the community sensitization session (video screening, row 3) is measured at the village level.
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Table A.3: Variable Definitions and Construction

Variable

Definition

Gross consumption (daily,
USD/adult eq.)

Food security scale

Food consumption score

Business revenue (monthly,
UsD)

Table 1 Primary Qutcomes
Total daily consumption per adult equivalent is the sum of daily household food and non-food consumption as well as
expenditures on education, healthcare, household repairs, and celebrations, divided by the number of adult equivalents
per household.
For food consumption, we ask about household consumption of a variety of food products in the last week. To get food
expenditure, we multiply amounts consumed by prices. For food products that are both purchased and consumed, we use
reported purchase prices. For food products that are consumed but not purchased, we use median purchase prices. We
winsorize consumed values within each food product and we divide weekly household totals by 7.
For non-food consumption, we ask about monthly and yearly expenses on a wide variety of goods and services that are
typically consumed on a monthly (yearly) basis. For education expenditures, we ask about spending in the last academic
year on transportation and various school-related items such as tuition fees and accommodation. For health
expenditures, we ask about monthly and yearly expenses such as doctor’s consultations and vaccination costs. For
celebrations, we ask about food, non-food, drink, and clothing expenditures made over the last year during events such
as marriages or religious ceremonies. For household repair expenditures, we ask about costs incurred over the last year
improving or repairing household features such as roofs, walls, or animal pens. For each of these expenditures, we
winsorize values at the finest level possible and re-scale to daily values.
Using the FIES scale, we ask eight yes/no questions about a household’s food security over the last year where 0 = “yes”
and 1 = “no” and we present a raw sum. The questions are “have you or other members of your household 1) been
worried about not having enough food, 2) been unable to eat nutritious and healthy foods, 3) had to eat a smaller
variety of foods, 4) had to skip a meal, 5) eaten less than they thought they should, 6) run out of food, 7) been hungry
but did not eat, and 8) gone an entire day without eating?” (Nord, Cafiero, and Viviani, 2016; Ballard, Kepple, and
Cafiero, 2013)
We ask beneficiaries about the number of days in the last week that the they consumed items in 8 different food groups,
and we compute a linear combination of these items: (WFP, 2008)
2-cereals + 2-tubers + 3-pulses + vegetables + fruit + 4-meat/fish/eggs + 4-milk + 0.5-0il 4+ 0.5-sugar

Table 2 Beneficiary Revenues
For each business within the household, we ask directly about revenues generated over the last 30 days or in the last
month that the business was in operation. We winsorize revenues at the business-level at the 98th percentile. We
exclude businesses that are both owned and managed by someone outside the household and we divide revenues by the
number of co-owners to get the beneficiary's share. Lastly, we only sum across beneficiary-owned /managed businesses.

Continued on next page
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Table A.3 Variable Definitions and Construction — continued from previous page

Variable

Definition

Wage earnings (yearly, USD)

Harvest value (yearly, USD)

Livestock revenue (yearly, USD)

Days spent in off-farm business
Days spent in agriculture

Days spent in salaried
employment

Days spent raising livestock

Number of income sources

Crop types

For employment, we ask beneficiaries whether they worked at least one hour as apprentices or employees for the state, a
company, or anyone outside their household in the last 12 months. We ask them what their income was in that period
and we winsorize responses at the job level.

To get harvest values, we multiply median prices of crops sold by the quantity of crops harvested. For crop prices, we ask
about quantities sold and revenues generated, and we compute regional, unit-specific medians of revenue over quantity
sold. We also ask about the quantity of each crop harvested in the last year in both the rainy and dry seasons across all
the plots owned or managed by members of the household. We omit harvested quantities that have unconvertible units
or whose values are extremely unlikely such as outliers and cases where sale value exceeds harvest value. After dropping
outlying harvest values, we winsorize values at the 98th percentile. Because we collect harvest quantities at the crop level
(not the plot level), if crops are grown on more than one plot, we divide harvest value in proportion to plot size. Finally,
we divide harvest values evenly among the owners of a plot to get the beneficiary’s share of the value.

To capture livestock revenue, we ask about the number of animals (bulls, cows, calves, muttons, sheep, goats, camels,
donkeys, horses, chickens, and guinea fowls) that the household sold or slaughtered over the last year and we ask about
the revenues generated from these sales. We also ask who controls the revenue generated. We winsorize revenues within
each animal type and we divide the result by the number of people who control livestock revenues to get the beneficiary's

share.

Table 3 Beneficiary Labor Participation
We ask the beneficiary how many days in the last month they worked in each household business. We sum across
businesses within each household.
We ask the beneficiary how many days in the last rainy season (last 4 months) they worked on household plots. (Max =
120 for 4 months)
We ask both the beneficiary and household head how many days they spent employed in the last week, how many weeks
in the last month, and how many months in the last year. We compute total days employed per year and divide by 12 to
get a monthly average number of days. (Max = 30 for each person)
We ask the beneficiary how many hours they spent rearing livestock in the last day, how many days in the last month,
and how many months in the last year. We compute total days employed per year and divide by 12 to get a monthly
average number of days.

Table 4 Income Diversification (Household)
We sum across the number of types of crop, business, livestock, and employment positions within each household.
We count the number of crop types grown in a household in both the dry and rainy seasons that amount to six total

types: cereals, pulses, tubers, vegetables/fruits, cash crops, and any counter-season (dry) crop.

Continued on next page
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Table A.3 Variable Definitions and Construction — continued from previous page

Variable

Definition

Off-farm business types

Livestock types

Wage types

Household has a business {0,1}
Main activity off-farm {0,1}

No. of household businesses
Beneficiary's investments
(yearly, USD)

Business revenue (monthly,
UusD)

Business profits (monthly, USD)
Beneficiary's healthy business
practices index

Cultivated any crop {0,1}
Area of cultivated crops (ha)

Harvest value (yearly, USD)
Lost annual crop {0,1}

We count the number of types of off-farm businesses that each household operated in the last 12 months. These amount
to five types: 1) transportation or other services, 2) artisanship, tailoring, or petty trade, 3) construction or carpentry, 4)
liberal profession or medicine, and 5) other activities.

We count the number of types of livestock owned by the household in the last 12 months. These amount to five types:
1) cows or bulls, 2) horses, donkeys, or camels, 3) sheep or goats, 4) poultry, and 5) other animals.

We ask both the household head and the beneficiary what employment positions they have held over the last 12 months

and we count these wage jobs for both.

Table 5 Off-Farm Activities (Household)
We ask about all the off-farm income generating activities (businesses) managed by household members in the last 12
months and report whether the household operated any of them.
For beneficiaries who confirm that they are engaged in a productive activity, we ask whether their main
income-generating activity is an off-farm business.
Number of off-farm businesses owned or operated by a household member in the last 12 months.
We ask beneficiaries how much money they invested in each of these off-farm businesses over the last 12 months. We
sum across different funding sources (e.g. NGOs, savings, or friends and family) and we winsorize values at the business
level at the 98th percentile.
For each business within the household, we ask directly about revenues generated over the last 30 days or in the last
month that the business was in operation. We winsorize revenues at the business-level at the 98th percentile. We
exclude businesses that are both owned and managed by someone outside the household.
Construction of profits is similar to revenues as we ask directly about profits from off-farm businesses in the last 30 days.
For beneficiaries who confirm that they are engaged in a productive activity, we ask ten yes/no questions to understand
whether they employ good business practices such as tracking creditors, monitoring profitability, seeking feedback from
customers, and setting sales targets. Using these ten questions, we construct an index standardized against the control
group.

Table 6 Agriculture (Household)
We ask if any member of the household has cultivated any land whether owned of not in the last 12 months.
We ask about the size of this land (owned or cultivated) and we omit plots that are under 50 square meters or over 6
hectares when computing household totals.
Same variable as beneficiary harvest value in table 2 but without the scaling for the beneficiary’s share.
We ask about the status of household crops. Households can report that they finished harvesting a crop, that they
started but have not yet finished, that they finished, or that they lost an entire harvest. This indicator captures whether
a household lost the entire harvest.

Continued on next page
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Table A.3 Variable Definitions and Construction — continued from previous page

Variable

Definition

Purchased seeds {0,1}
Used chemical fertilizer {0,1}
Used phytosanitary products

{o.1}

Used paid labor {0,1}
Sold annual crop {0,1}
Sale value (yearly, USD)

Commercialization %

Livestock count (TLU)

Livestock types
Livestock asset value (USD)

Change in livestock count
(yearly, TLU)

Livestock purchase value (USD)

Livestock revenue (yearly, USD)

Agricultural asset value (USD)
Business asset value (USD)

Household asset index

Indicator for whether a household bought some of the seeds it used on any plot during the rainy season.
Indicator for whether a household used inorganic or chemical fertilizer on any plot during the rainy season.

Indicator for whether a household used phytosanitary products on any plot during the rainy season.

Indicator for whether a household used paid labor (in cash or in kind) on any plot during the rainy season.

For crops that have been completely or partially harvested, we ask whether any portion has been sold.

For sale values, we multiply regional, unit-specific median selling prices by quantities sold. As we did for harvest values,
we omit sale quantities that have unconvertible units or whose values are extremely unlikely such as outliers and cases
where sale value exceeds harvest value. After dropping outlying sales values, we winsorize values at the 98th percentile.

Commercialization percent of crops (sale value + harvest value)

Table 7 Livestock (Household)

If a household reports that any of its members owned or raised livestock in the last 12 months, we ask for the number of
animals that currently belong to the household itself. We report these numbers using Tropical Livestock Units where
conversion factors are as follows (Njuki et al., 2011):

Camels = 1.1  Horses, mares, or donkeys = 0.8 Cows and calves = 0.70 Bulls = 0.5

Pigs = 0.20 Chicken = 0.01
See table 4
We ask each household about the quantity and expected sale value of different types of livestock they currently own. We

Sheep, goats, and mutton = 0.10  Guinea Fowl = 0.03

compute and winsorize unit values at the livestock level.

We also ask how many animals any household members owned 12 months ago to compute the change in livestock
ownership. We present this change in Tropical Livestock Units as we do for livestock count above.

If households purchased livestock in the last 12 months, we ask them about the value of their purchases. Like animal sale
values, we winsorize purchase values at the animal level at the 98th percentile.

Same as beneficiary livestock revenue in table 2 but not reduced to beneficiary's share.

Table 8 Assets (Household)
We ask about agricultural equipment such as rakes, plows, and pickaxes currently owned by the household. We divide
reported values by quantities to get unit values and we winsorize unit values within each asset type.
We ask about the value of equipment and materials the household currently owns and employs in its off-farm business
activities.
We compute a PCA index using the reported current ownership of household assets such as televisions, cellphones, beds,
and tables.

Table 9 Financial Engagement

Continued on next page
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Table A.3 Variable Definitions and Construction — continued from previous page

Variable

Definition

Takes part in tontine/AVEC
{o.1}

Tontine/AVEC savings (3
months, USD)

Other savings (3 months, USD)

Total borrowed (yearly, USD)

Total lent out (yearly, USD)

Household transfers in (yearly,
USD)

Household transfers out (yearly,
UusD)

We ask beneficiaries whether they take part in a savings group where savings groups are either tontines such that one
contributor receives a payout every meeting or VSLAs where payouts are shared among the contributors at the end of
every cycle.

We report beneficiaries’ savings over the last 3 months by multiplying the size of contributions by their frequency and the
number of months in the last 3 months that the beneficiary contributed. We then winsorize these monthly contributions
and compute totals regardless of the type of savings group.

We also ask beneficiaries if they deposited any savings in the last 3 months (1) formally with a bank, savings bank, or
other institution, (2) informally in the form of credit with traders or suppliers, agricultural cooperatives, or mobile money
or (3) as cash with friends, neighbors, or family members outside the household, or at home in a box or bag, or in the
form of jewelry. We winsorize these values at the deposit level at the 98th percentile and we report totals across deposit
locations.

We ask whether beneficiaries have taken out personal loans in the last 12 months from savings groups (excluding
tontines), microfinance institutions, friends or neighbors, family members outside the household, lenders, traders, or any
other party. We report the amount of outstanding debt (principal and interest), winsorized at the 98th percentile.

We ask beneficiaries how much money other household members still owe them today and we winsorize responses at the
98th percentile.

We ask the household head about the size and frequency of any transfer (money, products, or goods) that the household
has received over the last 12 months from any person (family or otherwise) who is not currently a member of the
household. We winsorize yearly totals at the 98th percentile.

We ask the household head about the size and frequency of any transfer (money, products, or goods) that the household
sent out over the last 12 months to any person (family or otherwise) who is not currently a member of the household.
We winsorize yearly totals at the 98th percentile.

Notes: All continuous variables are winsorized at the 98th and 2th percentiles at the most disaggregated level feasible.
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Table A.4: Index Definitions and Construction

Variable

Components Sub-components (if any)

Possible answers

Mental health index

Social worth index

Table 10 Psychological Well-Being Indices
Less depression: Sum of 10 questions No. of days felt the details of life bothered you
from CESD-R-10 (Radloff, 1977) more than usual
No. of days felt you had trouble concentrating on
what you were doing
No. of days felt sad
No. of days felt that what you were doing took all
your energy
No. of days felt you were confident in the future
(reversed)
No. of days felt nervous, tense, or worried
No. of days felt you had trouble sleeping peacefully
No. of days felt happy (reversed)
No. of days felt alone
No. of days felt so tired that you could do nothing
Less disability: Sum of 4 questions No. of days you have had a headache
from SRQ-20 (Harding et al., 1980)
No. of days your digestion was bad
No. of days you had difficulty fulfilling your family
responsibilities
No. of days you had difficulties in your daily work
Life satisfaction today (MacArthur Scale) (Operario, Adler, and Williams, 2004) t
Inner Peace (MacArthur Scale)
Self-reported mental health: In general, would you say that your mental health is
standardized mental health assessment  excellent, very good, good, fair or poor?

Self-efficacy: Sum of 7 questions from GSE 1: You can successfully solve problems if you
GSE-10 (Schwarzer, Jerusalem, et al., put in enough effort.

1995) and 1 from Rosenberg

Self-Esteem (Rosenberg, 2015)

Continued on next page

0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days
0 - 7 days

1 lower - 10 higher
1 lower - 10 higher
1 bad - 5 excellent

1 not at all - 4 yes,
absolutely
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Table A.4 Index Definitions and Construction — continued from previous page

Variable

Components

Sub-components (if any)

Possible answers

Social Standing: Sum of 4 MacArthur
Scale questions T

GSE 2: If someone doesn't want you to do
something, you can find a way to do whatever you
want to do anyway.

GSE 3: It is easy for you to stay on the path you
have set out for yourself and achieve your goals in
life.

GSE 4: You are confident that you are able to cope
well with unexpected events.

GSE 7: You can stay calm when you are faced with
difficulties because you have the ability to adapt.
GSE 8: When you have to solve a problem, you can
usually find more than one solution.

GSE 9: If you find yourself in a difficult situation,
you can usually find a solution.

Rosenberg self-esteem: You are able to do things as
well as most people.

There are people who are not good people and who
do not have good behavior (point down). But there
are also people who have a lot of good qualities and
who have a good behavior (point up)

At the top of the ladder there are the most
respected people, such as the village chief and
religious leaders, and at the bottom there are the
least respected people, such as the excluded

At the top of the ladder there are the people whose
opinion is followed the most in the community, and
at the bottom there are the people whose opinion is
the least followed

At the top of the stairs are the people with the
most resources, the most education, and the most
respected jobs. At the bottom are the lowest-status
people who have the least money, the least
education, and the least respected or unemployed

jobs

Continued on next page

1 not at all - 4 yes,

absolutely

1 not at all - 4 yes,

absolutely

1 not at all - 4 yes,
absolutely
1 not at all - 4 yes,
absolutely
1 not at all - 4 yes,
absolutely
1 not at all - 4 yes,
absolutely
1 not at all - 4 yes,
absolutely

1 lower - 10 higher

1 lower - 10 higher

1 lower - 10 higher

1 lower - 10 higher




Table A.4 Index Definitions and Construction — continued from previous page

Variable

Components

Sub-components (if any)

Possible answers

Future expectations index

Social support index

Financial support index

1.

Intra-household dynamics
index

Social cohesion and
closeness to community
index

Expected social status (MacArthur Scale)

Expected life satisfaction two years from now (MacArthur Scale)

Expected social position of child at age 30 (MacArthur Scale)

Table 11 Social Well-Being Indices

How many people do you know who have personally succeeded in life?

How many people can you go to for advice on income-generating activities?

How many people come to you for advice on income-generating activities?

How many people can you go to for advice on arguments or disputes?

How many people come to you for advice on arguments or disputes?

How many people can you trust to sell your products in other markets?

Respondent can count on village community to help them in case of financial difficulties

Number of people whom respondent

could ask for money

No. of siblings that you can ask for money

No. of family members that you can ask for money
No. of friends that you can ask for money
No. of other people that you can ask for money

What is the probability that you will be able to raise 30,000 XOF over the next month

Partner dynamics

Household dynamics

You can count on the help of the women of your village when you have difficulties. Do you agree?

When you disagree with your spouse, you feel
comfortable telling him so

Do you think your spouse will always do the things
that are best for you?

How close you feel to your partner? (hand gesture)
1

Your household has NOT prevented you from
visiting friends or family in the last 12 months

In the last 6 months, have you had tensions with
other members of your household? (reversed)

How close you feel to your household? (hand
gesture)

Continued on next page

1 lower - 10 higher
1 lower - 10 higher
1 lower - 10 higher

Integer

Integer

Integer

Integer

Integer

Integer

1 not at all - 4 yes,
absolutely

Integer

Integer

Integer

Integer

1 not at all likely - 4
very likely

1 never - 4 most of
the time

1 never - 4 most of
the time

1 independent - 4
integrated

0 no-1yes

1 yes, a lot - 4 not at
all

1 independent - 4
integrated

1 not at all - 4 yes,

absolutely
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Table A.4 Index Definitions and Construction — continued from previous page

Variable

Components Sub-components (if any)

Possible answers

Groups and collective

action index

Controls earnings index

Controls household

resources index

Out of 10 people in the village, how many are honest and trustworthy people?
Are there people who hate you and wish you failed or to sabotage your success? (reversed)

In the last 6 months, has there been tension between members of your community? (reversed)
How close you feel to your community? (hand gesture)

No. of groups or associations (such as youth groups or tontines) in which respondent has been a member
over the last 2 months

No. of positions of responsibility held in any group over the last 12 months

Amount donated to funds for community projects over the last 2 months (winsorized)

No. of days volunteered in community activities over the last 2 months

Works with community to achieve common goals

Table 12 Decision-Making and Productive Agency Indices
Does your opinion matter in decisions regarding the money you earn?

Could you make your own decisions without the advice of anyone regarding the money you earn?
Does your opinion matter in decisions regarding agriculture?

Does your opinion matter in decisions regarding livestock?

Does your opinion matter in decisions regarding off-farm activities?

Your household has NOT prevented you from working outside the home in the last 12 months
You control any revenue from sale of a crop

You own or manage an off-farm business

You own livestock

You control revenue from the sale of livestock

You stayed a night outside the village for a productive (income-generating) purpose in the last 12 months

Does your opinion matter in decisions regarding the money your partner earns?

Continued on next page

1-10

1 yes, many - 4 none
1 yes, a lot - 4 not at
all

1 independent - 4
integrated

Integer

Integer

Value (USD)
Integer

1 not at all - 4 yes,
absolutely

1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot

0 no-1yes
0 no-1yes
O no-1yes
O no-1yes
O no-1yes
O no-1yes

1 does not matter at

all - 3 matters a lot
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Table A.4 Index Definitions and Construction — continued from previous page

Variable

Components Sub-components (if any)

Possible answers

Child attended school
Child labor index

Child chores index

Weight/height z-score

Does your opinion matter in decisions regarding current household expenses?

Does your opinion matter in decisions regarding major household purchases?

Does your opinion matter in decisions regarding family planning?

Does your opinion matter in decisions regarding your own healthcare?

Does your opinion matter in decisions regarding your children’s education?

Could you make your own decisions without the advice of anyone regarding current household expenses?

Could you make your own decisions without the advice of anyone regarding household purchases?

Could you make your own decisions without the advice of anyone regarding family planning?

Could you make your own decisions without the advice of anyone regarding your own healthcare?
Table 13 Children’s Outcomes

Child (age 6 - 14) attended school in the last 12 months

Number of days that a child (age 6 - 14) in the household was involved in an off-farm activity

Number of days that a child (age 6 - 14) in the household was involved in agricultural labor

)

Number of days that a child (age 6 - 14) in the household was involved in tending livestock
)
)

(
(
Indicator for whether a child (age 6 - 14) in the household contributed to collecting firewood or water
Indicator for whether a child (age 6 - 14) in the household helped in doing laundry

Indicator for whether a child (age 6 - 14) in the household helped in shopping

Child wasting index following WHO definition, based on the weight/height z-score for children ages 6-59

months

1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot
1 does not matter at
all - 3 matters a lot

0 no-1yes
Integer
Integer
Integer
0 no-1yes
0 no-1yes
0 no-1yes

Notes: The variable listed in the first column is a z-score index of the components listed in the second column (except for "child attended school” in

table 13). Some components are made up of sub-components, which are shown to the right of the components. All indices are standardized against

the control group.

tMacArthur Scale questions are phrased as follows using life satisfaction as an example: “please imagine a ladder, with steps numbered from 0 at the

bottom to 10 at the top. The top of the ladder represents the best possible life for you and the bottom of the ladder represents the worst possible life

for you. On which step of the ladder would you say you personally feel you stand at this time?”

IHand gestures for social closeness: surveyors spread their hands wider than their shoulders to signal independence and they join their hands to signal

integration.
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Table A.5: Multiple Hypothesis Test Corrections

6 months post-intervention

18 months post-intervention

MHT family Capital Arm Psychosocial Arm Full Arm Capital Arm Psychosocial Arm Full Arm
Variable Actual FDRT FWER? Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER
Table 1 Primary Outcomes
Gross consumption (daily, USD/adult 0.002 0.002 0.007 0.083 0.083 0.117 0.007 0.007 0.016 0.001 0.001 0.003 0
eq.)
Food security (raw sum) 0 0 0 0.058 0.083 0.153 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.001 0.004 0 0 0
Food consumption score 0 0 0 0.002 0.005 0.016 0 0 0 0 0.001 0.002 0.009 0.009 0.019 0 0 0
Table 2 Beneficiary Revenues
Business revenue (monthly, USD) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.004 0.008 0.031 0 0 0
Harvest value (yearly, USD) 0.264  0.264 0.375 0.345 0345  0.455 0.375 0375 0477 0.198 0213 0380  0.004 0.008 0.044  0.002 0.003  0.007
Wage earnings (yearly, USD) 0.036 0.073 0.169 0.094 0.126 0.234 0.006 0.012 0.042 0.213 0.213 0.281 0.465 0.465 0.517 0.101 0.101 0.141
Livestock revenue (yearly, USD) 0.244 0.264 0.494 0.029 0.059 0.161 0.162 0.216 0.377 0.007 0.014 0.028 0.152 0.203 0.356 0.005 0.006 0.020
Table 3 Beneficiary Labor Participation
Days spent in off-farm business 0 (1] (1] ] ] (] ] 0 ] [ [ [ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Days spent in agriculture 0.398 0.398 0.442 0.479 0.479 0.536 0.833 0.833 0.847 0.377 0.503 0.651 0.593 0.593 0.616 0.682 0.682 0.698
Days spent in salaried employment 0.132 0.176 0.301 0.210 0.280 0.432 0.061 0.081 0.168 0.931 0.931 0.937 0.207 0.276 0.441 0.616 0.682 0.877
Days spent raising livestock 0 0 0 0.006 0.012 0.034 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.010 0.020 0.067 0 0 0
Table 4 Income Diversification (Household)
No. of income sources 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.007 0.017 0.061 0 0 0
Crop types 0.534 0.646 0.813 0.848 0.848 0.863 0.607 0.607 0.636 0.786 0.786 0.808 0.329 0.329 0.390 0.052 0.065 0.141
Off-farm business types 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.013 0.021 0.064 0.010 0.017 0.059 0.001 0.002 0.013
Livestock types 0 0 0 0 [] 0.001 ] 0 ] 0 0 0 0.004 0.017 0.051 0 ] 0
Wage types 0.646 0.646 0.671 0.064 0.080 0.189 0.103 0.128 0.249 0.539 0.674 0.807 0.224 0.280 0.485 0.566 0.566 0.611
Table 5 Off-Farm Activities (Household)
Household has a business {0,1} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.002 0 0 0
Beneficiary’s main activity is off-farm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.009 0 0 0
{01}
No. of household businesses 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Beneficiary's investments (yearly, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.001 0.001 0.005 0 0 0
UsD)
Business revenue (monthly, USD) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.001  0.001  0.008  0.004  0.004  0.007 0 0 0
Business profits (monthly, USD) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.003  0.003  0.009 0.003  0.003  0.008 0 0 0
Beneficiary's healthy business 0 0 0 0 0 [} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.001 0.005 0 0 0
practices index
Table 6 Agriculture (Household)
Cultivated any crop {0,1} 0.843 0.843 0.855 0.858 0.858 0.850 0.845 0.845 0.877 0.293 0.538 0.918 0.412 0.462 0.496 0.819 0.819 0.846
Area of cultivated crops (ha) 0.186 0.341 0.752 0.015 0.042 0.197 0.018 0.039 0.195 0.746 0.884 0.972 0.270 0.422 0.901 0.410 0.564 0.882
Harvest value (method 2) 0.563 0.688 0.938 0.636 0.747 0.968 0.742 0.817 0.950 0.145 0.319 0.669 0 0.001 0.007 0 0.001 0.009
Lost annual crop {0,1} 0.705 0.775 0.928 0.629 0.747 0.987 0.496 0.607 0.888 0.433 0.596 0.888 0.292 0.422 0.853 0.125 0.228 0.573
Purchased seeds {0,1} 0.221 0.347 0.763 0.523 0.747 0.985 0.261 0.358 0.764 0.055 0.302 0.491 0.055 0.203 0.482 0.155 0.243 0.612

Continued on next page




Gl

Table A.5: Multiple Hypothesis Test Corrections — continued from previous page

6 months post-intervention

18 months post-intervention

MHT family Capital Arm Psychosocial Arm Full Arm Capital Arm Psychosocial Arm Full Arm
Variable Actual FDRT FWER? Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER
Used chemical fertilizer {0,1} 0.014  0.070 0.203 0287 0526  0.883 0.003 0.017  0.063 0.006 0.063  0.100 0.462  0.462  0.741 0.001  0.003 0.023
Used pytosanitary products {0,1} 0.026 0.071 0.237 0.679 0.747 0.911 0.008 0.021 0.118 0.118 0.319 0.697 0.232 0.422 0.911 0 0.001 0
Used paid labor {0,1} 0.003  0.035 0.074 0.064 0141  0.435 0 0 0 0.116 0319  0.679 0203 0422  0.893 0 0 0
Sold annual crop {0,1} 0.419 0.576 0.903 0.003 0.015 0.068 0.052 0.095 0.347 0.851 0.884 0.966 0.307 0.422 0.795 0.547 0.669 0.898
Sale value (yearly, USD) 0.019 0.070 0.193 0.004 0.015 0.072 0.006 0.021 0.061 0.428 0.596 0.924 0.012 0.067 0.219 0.073 0.161 0.451
Commercial- ization % (10)/(3)=(11) 0.037 0.080 0.290 0 0.004 0.011 0.087 0.136 0.409 0.884 0.884 0.892 0.445 0.462 0.870 0.726 0.798 0.938
Table 7 Livestock (Household)
Livestock count (TLU) 0 () 0 0.007 0.036 0.048 0 0 0 0.001 0.002 0.013 0.019 0.089 0.129 0 0 0
Livestock asset value (USD) 0.001 0.001 0 0.145 0.319 0.492 0 0 0 0.001 0.002 0.018 0.096 0.161 0.326 0 0 0
Change in livestock count (yearly, 0 0 0.004 0.403 0.504 0.722 0.018 0.018 0.061 0.666 0.666 0.689 0.396 0.495 0.666 0.277 0.277 0.304
TLU)
Livestock purchase value (USD) 0 0 0 0.554 0.554 0.580 0 0 0 0.238 0.298 0.501 0.860 0.860 0.884 0.017 0.021 0.046
Livestock revenue (yearly, USD) 0.668 0.668 0.709 0.191 0.319 0.521 0.011 0.014 0.042 0 0 0 0.036 0.089 0.186 0 0 0.001
Table 8 Assets (Household)
Agricultural asset value (USD) 0.936 0.936 0.942 0.426 0.426 0.445 0.970 0.970 0.974 0.180 0.271 0.414 0.931 0.931 0.937 0.096 0.096 0.118
Business asset value (USD) 0.195 0.419 0.524 0.253 0.380 0.484 0 0.001 0.005 0.021 0.063 0.098 0.080 0.120 0.207 0.010 0.015 0.050
Household asset index 0.280 0.419 0.533 0.027 0.080 0.135 0.002 0.003 0.013 0.478 0.478 0.504 0.020 0.060 0.088 0.007 0.015 0.035
Table 9 Financial Engagement
Takes part in tontine/AVEC {0,1} 0 0 0.016 0.001 0.005 0.098 0.001 0.003 0.055 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tontine/AVEC savings (3 months, 0.583 0.816 0.941 0.444 0518  0.717 0.326  0.456  0.832 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
usD)
Other savings (3 months, USD) 0.060 0.140 0.362 0.036 0.124 0.254 ] ] ] 0.008 0.018 0.069 0.457 0.640 0.858 0.001 0.001 0.007
Total borrowed (yearly, USD) 0.953 0.953 0.957 0.127 0.297 0.552 0.810 0.810 0.819 0.890 0.890 0.898 0.121 0.211 0.478 0.002 0.004 0.022
Total lent out (yearly, USD) 0.008 0.028 0.109 0.182 0.318 0.620 0 0 ] 0.121 0.141 0.271 0.720 0.840 0.929 0.067 0.078 0.190
Household transfers in (yearly, USD) 0.452 0.790 0.937 0.967 0.967 0.970 0.305 0.456 0.745 0.060 0.091 0.270 0.885 0.885 0.897 0.869 0.869 0.883
Household transfers out (yearly, USD) 0.757 0.884 0.957 0.245 0.343 0.676 0.436 0.508 0.757 0.065 0.091 0.314 0.039 0.092 0.369 0.004 0.005 0.030
Table 10 Psychological Well-Being Indices
Mental health index 0.003 0.003 0.009 0.016 0.016 0.025 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Social worth index 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.006 0.009 0.022 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future expectations index 0.002 0.003 0.009 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0.011 0.011 0.021 0.002 0.002 0.006 0 1] 0
Table 11 Social Well-Being Indices
Social support index 0 0 0.001 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.004  0.006  0.017 0 0 0 0 0 0
Financial support index 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Intra-household dynamics index 0.114 0.143 0.269 0.094 0.094 0.126 0.108 0.108 0.147 0.634 0.634 0.671 0.323 0.323 0.367 0.787 0.787 0.791
Social cohesion and community 0.451 0.451 0.472 0.009 0.012 0.034 0.006 0.008 0.025 0.094 0.118 0.234 0.003 0.003 0.012 0.043 0.054 0.114
closeness index
Collective action index 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Table 12 Decision-Making and Productive Agency Indices
Controls earnings index 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.001 0 0 0 0
Controls HH resources index 0.496 0.496 0.532 0.167 0.167 0.198 0.142 0.142 0.172 0.776 0.776 0.784 0.234 0.234 0.264 0.419 0.419 0.456
Table 13 Children’s Outcomes
Child attended school {0,1} 0.076 0.120 0.265 0.894 0.894 0.900 0.604 0.604 0.648 0.026 0.051 0.112 0.263 0.350 0.525 0.237 0.474 0.624

Continued on next page
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Table A.5: Multiple Hypothesis Test Corrections — continued from previous page

6 months post-intervention

18 months post-intervention

MHT family Capital Arm Psychosocial Arm Full Arm Capital Arm Psychosocial Arm Full Arm
Variable Actual FDRT FWER? Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER Actual FDR FWER
Child labor index 0.090 0.120 0.244 0.001 0.002 0.015 0 0 0 0.002 0.007 0.021 0.001 0.002 0.006 0 ] 0.003
Child chores index 0.011 0.045 0.101 0.004 0.009 0.032 0.223 0.297 0.459 0.239 0.318 0.482 0.243 0.350 0.637 0.480 0.590 0.761
Weight/height z-score 0.888 0.888 0.902 0.540 0.720 0.806 0.120 0.240 0.419 0.756 0.756 0.787 0.781 0.781 0.802 0.590 0.590 0.622

Notes: At each survey phase and within each treatment arm, we correct p-values for multiple hypothesis testing within each family of variables. Columns labeled actual show the p-values used in the main tables. Italics: p < 0.1. Bold: p
< 0.05. Bold and underlined: p < 0.01.

t: Columns labeled FDR show False Discovery Rate-adjusted g-values following the step-up approach of (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995) which assumes that the p-values within a family are positively correlated.

1: Columns labeled FWER show Family-Wise Error Rate-corrected p-values following the procedure outlined in (Barsbai et al., 2020), capturing the existing correlation between p-values by exploiting treatment randomization and runing a

bootstrap resampling procedure.



Table A.6: Financial Engagement (Extensive Margins)

(1) (2) 3) (4)
Takes part in Takes part in Savings group:  Savings group:
tontine/AVEC tontine/AVEC tontine AVEC
{0,1} (enumerator F.E.) {0,1} {0,1}
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.05*** 0.05*** -0.03* 0.10***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Psychosocial 0.04%** 0.04%** -0.04** 0.08***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Full 0.04** 0.04*** -0.02 0.08***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 0.93 0.93 0.23 0.84
Control SD 0.26 0.26 0.42 0.37
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.198 0.083 0.817 0.177
p (Capital = Full) 0.114 0.105 0.585 0.113
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.829 0.806 0.405 0.921
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.31%* 0.31%* -0.00 0.34***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03)
Psychosocial 0.27*** 0.27*** -0.01 0.30™**
(0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03)
Full 0.33*** 0.33*** 0.00 0.35***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03)
Observations 4303 4303 4303 4303
Control mean 0.53 0.53 0.07 0.49
Control SD 0.50 0.50 0.26 0.50
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.106 0.068 0.439 0.086
p (Capital = Full) 0.363 0.425 0.586 0.477
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.013 0.011 0.180 0.018
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.000 0.000 0.200 0.000
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.000 0.000 0.303 0.000
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.000 0.000 0.243 0.000

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes.
We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with
an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
All monetary amounts are PPP-adjusted USD terms, set at 2016 prices and deflated using CPI published by the World Bank. In
2016, 1 USD = 242.553 XOF PPP. All continuous variables are winsorized at the 98th and 2th percentiles at the most disaggregated
level feasible. See Table A.3 for details on variable construction.
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Table A.7: Mental Health Index Components

(1) ) 3) (4) (5) (6)
Mental Less Less Life Inner  Self-reported
health  depression disability satisfaction  peace mental

index {070}  {0-28}  {1-10}  {1-10} health

Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)

8.

Capital 0.13*** 0.60 0.24 0.40*** 0.23** -0.02

(0.04) (0.47) (0.24) (0.09) (0.09) (0.04)

Psychosocial 0.10** 0.60 0.15 0.29*** 0.22** -0.02

(0.04) (0.47) (0.23) (0.09) (0.09) (0.04)

Full 0.23***  1.22%* 0.56** 0.62*** 0.32%** 0.01

(0.04) (0.47) (0.22) (0.09) (0.09) (0.04)

Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476

Control mean 0.00 46.72 21.27 5.16 6.74 0.01

Control SD 1.00 11.53 5.47 2.07 2.04 1.01

p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.560 0.994 0.671 0.260 0.835 0.985

p (Capital = Full) 0.012 0.194 0.128 0.010 0.302 0.427

p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.002 0.208 0.041 0.001 0.221 0.425
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)

Capital 0.15%** 1.48*** 0.62%** 0.20** 0.22%** -0.01

(0.04) (0.42) (0.21) (0.09) (0.07) (0.04)

Psychosocial 0.21%*  1.69*** 0.84*** 0.28*** 0.26*** 0.04

(0.04) (0.43) (0.21) (0.09) (0.07) (0.04)

Full 0.26***  2.06™** 0.77** 0.45*** 0.34*** 0.01

(0.04) (0.45) (0.19) (0.09) (0.07) (0.04)

Observations 4175 4175 4175 4175 4175 4175

Control mean 0.00 45.24 20.81 5.40 6.81 -0.01

Control SD 1.00 11.35 5.16 1.90 1.91 1.01

p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.149 0.636 0.306 0.407 0.604 0.245

p (Capital = Full) 0.007 0.178 0.422 0.003 0.092 0.563

p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.247 0.408 0.731 0.039 0.230 0.485

p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.625 0.141 0.183 0.089 0.881 0.926

p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial)  0.022 0.063 0.013 0.881 0.689 0.332

p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.569 0.167 0.411 0.156 0.833 0.924

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes.
We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with
an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
See Table A.4 for details on variable construction.



Table A.8: Social Worth Index Components

(1) (2) (3)
Social Self Social
worth  efficacy standing
index  {7-32}  {4-40}

Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)

Capital 0.16**  0.47**  0.87***
(0.04) (0.16)  (0.25)
Psychosocial 0.22***  (0.62***  1.11***
(0.04) (0.15)  (0.24)
Full 0.36*** 1.11**  1.73*
(0.04) (0.16)  (0.24)
Observations 4476 4476 4476
Control mean -0.00 22.99 23.23
Control SD 1.00 3.86 6.19
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.228  0.310 0.350
p (Capital = Full) 0.000 0.000 0.001
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.000 0.001 0.015
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.12**  0.40** 0.47*
(0.04) (0.17) (0.27)
Psychosocial 0.20*** 0.72***  0.75***
(0.04) (0.17)  (0.27)
Full 0.26*** 0.89***  1.02***
(0.04) (0.16) (0.24)
Observations 4175 4175 4175
Control mean -0.00 22.75 24.10
Control SD 1.00 3.93 5.98
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.075 0.089 0.279
p (Capital = Full) 0.001 0.004 0.021
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.174  0.297 0.260
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.368 0.770 0.225
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial)  0.814 0.648 0.289
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.043 0.273 0.025

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline
outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such
missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. See Table A.4 for details on variable construction.
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Table A.9: Future Expectation Index Components (kids under 30)

) @) ©) @
Future Expected  Expected Expected
expectations social life child status
index status  satisfaction (kids under 30)
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.12%** 0.16* 0.28*** 0.16**
(0.04) (0.09) (0.08) (0.07)
Psychosocial 0.15%** 0.33*** 0.30*** 0.16**
(0.04) (0.09) (0.09) (0.07)
Full 0.28*** 0.61** 0.54** 0.29***
(0.03) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4445
Control mean -0.00 6.32 6.79 8.26
Control SD 1.00 2.27 2.02 1.85
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.437 0.073 0.779 0.969
p (Capital = Full) 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.058
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.001 0.001 0.007 0.057
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.11** 0.23** 0.20** 0.14*
(0.04) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08)
Psychosocial 0.15%** 0.36%** 0.28*** 0.09
(0.05) (0.10) (0.09) (0.08)
Full 0.20*** 0.46*** 0.38*** 0.14%
(0.04) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08)
Observations 4175 4175 4175 4162
Control mean 0.00 6.43 6.88 7.95
Control SD 1.00 2.11 1.87 1.92
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.505 0.198 0.339 0.518
p (Capital = Full) 0.047 0.006 0.026 0.949
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.222 0.264 0.253 0.475
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.948 0.510 0.475 0.798
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.920 0.829 0.881 0.461
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.087 0.134 0.140 0.098

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline
outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such
missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. See Table A.4 for details on variable construction.
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Table A.10: Social Support Index Components

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Social  No. of No. of No.of No.of No. of No. of
support role activity  activity conflict  conflit market
index models advisors mentees advisors mentees intermediaries

Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)

18

Capital 0.27*** 0.70*** 0.31***  0.57*** 0.35* 0.15* 0.05
(0.06) (0.22) (0.12) (0.09) (0.19) (0.08) (0.07)
Psychosocial 0.24** Q.47 0.34"*  (0.54** 0.16* 0.18** 0.14*
(0.04) (0.15)  (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07)
Full 0.32***  0.59*™*  0.47*** 0.68*** 0.31"*  0.21** 0.18**
(0.05) (0.16)  (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 0.00 3.45 2.22 1.30 2.48 1.72 1.54
Control SD 1.00 2.79 2.08 1.82 1.90 2.08 1.72
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.569 0.284 0.792 0.778 0.336 0.742 0.205
p (Capital = Full) 0.417 0.630 0.158 0.260 0.861 0.550 0.070
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.075 0.415 0.175 0.170 0.112 0.768 0.523
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.13*** 0.26 0.10 0.32%** 0.15* 0.03 0.16**
(0.04) (0.18)  (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.07)
Psychosocial 0.18*** 0.19 0.31**  0.39%** 0.15* 0.22** 0.17**
(0.05) (0.17) (0.12) (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.08)
Full 0.18***  0.48**  0.28"*  (0.44*** 0.06 0.12 0.22%**
(0.04) (0.21) (0.10) (0.10) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07)
Observations 4160 4160 4160 4160 4160 4160 4160
Control mean 0.00 3.36 2.37 1.55 2.54 1.79 1.68
Control SD 1.00 4.24 2.33 1.90 1.77 2.05 1.60
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.284 0.695 0.100 0.478 0.964 0.024 0.862
p (Capital = Full) 0.217 0.287 0.055 0.284 0.296 0.281 0.381
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.968 0.141 0.820 0.685 0.286 0.192 0.573
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.025 0.095 0.135 0.024 0.334 0.322 0.270
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial)  0.288 0.165 0.813 0.206 0.903 0.731 0.711
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.016 0.636 0.129 0.034 0.040 0.444 0.692

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes.
We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with
an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
See Table A.4 for details on variable construction.



Table A.11: Financial Support Index Components

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Financial Village No. of Fundraising
support financial financial probability

index  support {1-4} supporters {1-4}

Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)

Capital 0.29%** 0.10"** 0.27 0.32%**
(0.05) (0.04) (0.24) (0.04)
Psychosocial 0.35%** 0.17%** 0.84*** 0.27***
(0.05) (0.04) (0.25) (0.04)
Full 0.48*** 0.18"** 0.97"** 0.45%**
(0.05) (0.03) (0.23) (0.05)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 0.00 2.60 6.30 1.49
Control SD 1.00 0.87 5.93 0.82
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.252 0.095 0.031 0.291
p (Capital = Full) 0.000 0.021 0.003 0.010
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.012 0.745 0.604 0.000
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.19%** 0.05 0.08 0.24***
(0.04) (0.04) (0.22) (0.04)
Psychosocial 0.21%** 0.07* 0.40* 0.21%**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.24) (0.04)
Full 0.35"** 0.13%** 0.46** 0.36%**
(0.05) (0.04) (0.23) (0.04)
Observations 4252 4160 4252 4252
Control mean -0.00 2.63 6.49 1.43
Control SD 1.00 0.87 5.64 0.78
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.607 0.670 0.156 0.553
p (Capital = Full) 0.000 0.041 0.078 0.005
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.004 0.106 0.798 0.001
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.084 0.357 0.532 0.060
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.012 0.039 0.130 0.204
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.014 0.270 0.105 0.099

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline
outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such
missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p <
0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. See Table A.4 for details on variable construction.
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Table A.12: Intra-Household Dynamics Index Components

€8

1 2 (©) (4) (5) (6) @) (8) (9)
Intra-household  Partner Disagrees Trusts Partner Household Household allows Household Household
dynamics dynamics with partner partner inclusiveness  dynamics family visits tensions inclusiveness
index index {1-4} {1-4} {1-4} index {0,1} infrequent {1-4} {1-4}
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.07 0.09* 0.06 -0.02 0.06** 0.04 0.01 -0.01 0.04
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
Psychosocial 0.07* 0.08* 0.06 0.05* 0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.05*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
Full 0.06 0.03 -0.05 0.07** 0.02 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.06**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
Observations 4476 3880 3765 3768 3826 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean -0.00 0.02 2.60 3.64 371 -0.00 0.93 3.82 3.38
Control SD 1.00 0.99 1.14 0.64 0.55 1.00 0.25 0.53 0.72
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.961 0.793 0.995 0.025 0.066 0.603 0.097 0.690 0.812
p (Capital = Full) 0.946 0.193 0.059 0.003 0.099 0.703 0.549 0.583 0.527
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.982 0.242 0.040 0.514 0.778 0.346 0.282 0.878 0.675
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.02 0.01 0.09 -0.02 -0.01 0.02 -0.00 -0.00 0.04
(0.04) (0.05) (0.06) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
Psychosocial 0.04 0.12%** 0.12** 0.03 0.04* -0.04 -0.03** -0.01 0.02
(0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03)
Full -0.01 0.02 0.06 -0.01 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 0.00 -0.03
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03)
Observations 4160 3557 3493 3490 3498 4160 4160 4160 4160
Control mean 0.00 0.00 2.73 3.69 3.78 -0.00 0.91 3.76 3.30
Control SD 1.00 0.99 1.17 0.60 0.50 1.00 0.29 0.58 0.75
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.642 0.024 0.596 0.097 0.035 0.151 0.051 0.802 0.497
p (Capital = Full) 0.466 0.966 0.514 0.810 0.687 0.230 0.666 0.864 0.026
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.210 0.017 0.237 0.147 0.084 0.798 0.145 0.672 0.109
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.403 0.222 0.676 0.952 0.027 0.608 0.378 0.847 0.840
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.629 0.448 0.429 0.611 0.449 0.218 0.210 0.767 0.401
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.188 0.811 0.160 0.038 0.499 0.098 0.436 0.950 0.026

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes. We assign baseline strata
means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in
parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. See Table A.4 for details on variable construction.



Table A.13: Social Cohesion and Closeness to Community

¥8

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
Social cohesion and Trusts No. of Don't Community Community
community closeness village trusted have tensions inclusiveness
index women {1-4} villagers {1-10} enemies {1-4} infrequent {1-4} {1-4}
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.03 0.09** 0.04 -0.03 -0.05 0.06
(0.05) (0.04) (0.08) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)
Psychosocial 0.12%** 0.16%** 0.01 -0.03 0.00 0.15***
(0.05) (0.04) (0.09) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Full 0.12*** 0.15%** -0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.11***
(0.04) (0.03) (0.08) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 0.00 2.79 4.95 2.87 3.63 2.54
Control SD 1.00 0.87 2.00 0.99 0.74 0.87
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.063 0.044 0.783 0.952 0.162 0.015
p (Capital = Full) 0.047 0.043 0.544 0.144 0.270 0.120
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.929 0.737 0.796 0.111 0.727 0.292
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.08* 0.08** 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02
(0.05) (0.03) (0.07) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Psychosocial 0.13%** 0.10%** 0.08 0.09* 0.02 0.08**
(0.04) (0.03) (0.07) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)
Full 0.09** 0.11%* 0.10 -0.02 0.01 0.05
(0.05) (0.03) (0.08) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)
Observations 4160 4160 4160 4160 4160 4160
Control mean -0.00 2.82 4.90 2.86 3.50 2.48
Control SD 1.00 0.82 1.96 1.02 0.83 0.85
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.244 0.690 0.530 0.158 0.680 0.125
p (Capital = Full) 0.782 0.348 0.385 0.373 0.577 0.512
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.341 0.620 0.782 0.029 0.888 0.413
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.393 0.864 0.957 0.323 0.098 0.485
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.840 0.126 0.501 0.016 0.791 0.146
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.590 0.392 0.276 0.291 0.659 0.164

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes. We assign baseline strata
means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in
parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. See Table A.4 for details on variable construction.
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Table A.14: Collective Action Index Components

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
Collective No. of No. of Community Works with
action associations association project Volunteering community
index where member  responsibilities  donations (USD) days {1-4}
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.30%** 0.35%** 0.06*** 0.32** 0.19 0.09***
(0.05) (0.05) (0.02) (0.14) (0.14) (0.03)
Psychosocial 0.34** 0.34*** 0.10%** 0.21 0.36*** 0.13***
(0.05) (0.05) (0.03) (0.13) (0.14) (0.03)
Full 0.42%* 0.37*** 0.11** 0.70*** 0.26* 0.12%**
(0.05) (0.05) (0.03) (0.15) (0.14) (0.03)
Observations 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean -0.00 0.74 0.17 0.77 1.13 2.99
Control SD 1.00 0.90 0.55 2.73 3.64 0.74
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.347 0.890 0.231 0.371 0.232 0.163
p (Capital = Full) 0.018 0.560 0.113 0.008 0.604 0.242
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.119 0.496 0.692 0.000 0.492 0.748
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.27** 0.31*** 0.08*** 0.10** 0.06 0.09***
(0.05) (0.07) (0.02) (0.05) (0.10) (0.03)
Psychosocial 0.27*** 0.29%** 0.07*** 0.14%** 0.06 0.07**
(0.05) (0.07) (0.02) (0.05) (0.11) (0.03)
Full 0.35*** 0.42*** 0.10%** 0.16*** 0.11 0.08***
(0.05) (0.07) (0.02) (0.05) (0.12) (0.03)
Observations 4160 4160 4160 4160 4160 4160
Control mean 0.00 0.51 0.11 0.19 0.65 3.02
Control SD 1.00 1.30 0.46 1.03 2.45 0.69
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.997 0.786 0.852 0.453 0.992 0.730
p (Capital = Full) 0.105 0.116 0.320 0.256 0.614 0.857
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.092 0.084 0.226 0.651 0.652 0.853
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.568 0.613 0.708 0.129 0.422 0.998
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.202 0.545 0.452 0.614 0.077 0.206
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.253 0.581 0.696 0.001 0.400 0.309

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes. We assign baseline strata
means to households surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in
parentheses, clustered at the village level. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All monetary amounts are PPP-adjusted USD terms, set at 2016 prices and
deflated using CPI published by the World Bank. In 2016, 1 USD = 242.553 XOF PPP. All continuous variables are winsorized at the 98th and 2th percentiles
at the most disaggregated level feasible. See Table A.4 for details on variable construction.



Table A.15: Control Over Earnings and Productive Agency Index Components

98

5 @ ® @ ® © @ ® © 1) w @)
Controls Own Own Off-farm Benef. free Benef. controls Beneficiary Benef. owns Benef. controls Benef. traveled
earnings earnings earnings Agriculture Livestock business to work crop has a livestock livestock for work
index influence {1-3} unil. power {1-3} influence {1-3} influence {1-3} influence {1-3} {0,1} revenue {0,1}  business {0,1} {0,1} revenue {0,1} {0,1}
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.27%* 0.08*** 0.00 0.01 0.10%** 0.17*** 0.01 0.01 0.18*** 0.16™** 0.02 -0.01
(0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Psychosocial 0.22%** 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.08*** 0.15%** -0.00 0.02 0.19%** 0.06** 0.04** -0.00
(0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Full 0.34** 0.09"** 0.05 0.06* 0.12*** 0.21"* 0.01 0.01 0.22"** 0.16™** 0.02 -0.00
(0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Observations 4476 4042 4068 3944 3421 3230 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476 4476
Control mean 0.00 2.70 2.15 2.42 2.67 2.48 0.88 0.16 0.44 0.59 0.19 0.06
Control SD 1.00 0.60 0.92 0.73 0.63 0.76 0.33 0.37 0.50 0.49 0.39 0.23
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.333 0.024 0.361 0.497 0.344 0.665 0.195 0.807 0.995 0.000 0.127 0.254
p (Capital = Full) 0.050 0.610 0.249 0.125 0.553 0.157 0.999 0.872 0.118 0.961 0.849 0.354
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.005 0.007 0.850 0.446 0.105 0.102 0.210 0.650 0.152 0.000 0.142 0.886
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.25"** 0.01 0.09** 0.02 0.06** 0.12%* 0.00 -0.00 0.14*** 0.13*** 0.07*** -0.00
(0.05) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Psychosocial 0.16™* 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.12%** -0.01 0.01 0.12"** 0.06"* 0.03 -0.00
(0.05) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Full 0.25*** 0.05** 0.06 -0.01 0.08*** 0.15%** -0.01 -0.02 0.17% 0.14* 0.07** -0.01**
(0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.00)
Observations 4252 3928 3945 3862 3305 3113 4160 4252 4252 4252 4252 4252
Control mean 0.00 2.78 2.36 261 2.74 2.57 0.89 0.13 0.51 0.57 0.21 0.02
Control SD 1.00 0.53 0.85 0.65 0.54 0.73 0.31 0.33 0.50 0.49 0.41 0.13
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.075 0.546 0.132 0.838 0.553 0.876 0.420 0.640 0.390 0.003 0.029 0.864
p (Capital = Full) 0.891 0.098 0.420 0.363 0.337 0.311 0.316 0.262 0.283 0.377 0.998 0.033
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.045 0.278 0.414 0.450 0.139 0.219 0.914 0.097 0.054 0.000 0.027 0.018
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.735 0.041 0.098 0.922 0.174 0.361 0.636 0.446 0.068 0.130 0.020 0.286
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) ~ 0.210 0.932 0.836 0.523 0.259 0.432 0.894 0.583 0.006 0.966 0.437 0.881
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.077 0.274 0.829 0.099 0.234 0.245 0.239 0.111 0.019 0.511 0.032 0.354

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households
surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level.
**% 5 < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. See Table A.4 for details on variable construction.



Table A.16: Control Over Household Resources Index Components

.8

1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ™ (8) (9) (10) (11)
Controls Daily Daily Large Large Family Family Own Own Partner's Child
HH resources spending spending purchases purchases planning planning healthcare healthcare earnings education
index influence {1-3} unil. power {1-3} influence {1-3} unil. power {1-3} influence {1-3} unil. power {1-3} influence {1-3} unil. power {1-3} influence {1-3} influence {1-3}
Followup 1 (6 months after cash grants)
Capital 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.05 -0.02 0.07* 0.01 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 0.01
(0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02)
Psychosocial 0.05 0.04* 0.05 0.06** 0.03 0.02 -0.04 -0.02 0.02 0.05 0.01
(0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02)
Full 0.06 0.05"* 0.04 0.07** 0.01 0.00 -0.05 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.03
(0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02)
Observations 4161 4078 4094 4079 4090 2730 2740 4171 4198 3843 3506
Control mean -0.00 2.63 212 2.50 1.97 2.32 1.68 2.84 2.25 2.25 2.80
Control SD 1.00 0.60 0.90 0.71 091 0.82 0.87 0.43 0.90 0.82 0.49
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.522 0.589 0.230 0.558 0.220 0.202 0.280 0.204 0.152 0.099 0.983
p (Capital = Full) 0.386 0.273 0.402 0.301 0.410 0.103 0.213 0.600 0.240 0.249 0.428
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.777 0.571 0.747 0.656 0.684 0.770 0.889 0.088 0.794 0.648 0.469
Followup 2 (18 months after cash grants)
Capital -0.01 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 -0.03 -0.07 -0.01 0.01 -0.02 -0.02
(0.05) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
Psychosocial 0.06 0.04 0.07* 0.05 0.07* 0.02 -0.04 0.00 0.05 0.04 -0.02
(0.05) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02)
Full 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.05 -0.08 -0.04 -0.00 0.05 0.01 0.00
(0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)
Observations 4055 4006 4016 4010 4006 2510 2539 4106 4111 3627 3520
Control mean -0.00 2.63 227 2.50 2.08 2.28 1.82 2.84 2.34 2.32 2.86
Control SD 1.00 0.63 0.86 0.73 0.90 0.84 0.90 0.41 0.85 0.76 0.41
p (Capital = Psychosocial) 0.110 0.328 0.342 0.327 0.245 0.232 0.459 0.624 0.244 0.066 0.920
p (Capital = Full) 0.218 0.244 0.811 0.394 0.540 0.341 0.484 0.802 0.113 0.339 0.381
p (Psychosocial = Full) 0.664 0.859 0.419 0.901 0.519 0.032 0.950 0.766 0.836 0.412 0.335
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Capital) 0.493 0.777 0.602 0.564 0.341 0.085 0.175 0.719 0.397 0.770 0374
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Psychosocial) 0.937 0.926 0.710 0.761 0.421 0.912 0.956 0.402 0.622 0.860 0.363
p (Followup 1 = Followup 2 for Full) 0.676 0.894 0.961 0.495 0.521 0.185 0.903 0.605 0.424 0.666 0.456

Notes: Results presented are OLS estimates that include controls for randomization strata and, where possible, baseline outcomes. We assign baseline strata means to households
surveyed at followup but not at baseline and we control for such missing values with an indicator. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses, clustered at the village level.
*** b < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. See Table A.4 for details on variable construction.



Table A17: Cost-benefit analysis (assuming linear growth of impacts post-intervention)

Capital Psychosocial Full
Panel 1: Program costs per beneficiary, USD PPP 2016
Program administration 78 78 78
Identification, Communication 3 3
Measure 0. Group formation 1 1
Measure 1. Coaching 9 9
Measure 2. Community sensitization on aspirations and social norms 0 38 38
Measure 3. Facilitation of community savings and loan groups 2 2 2
Measure 4. Life-skills training 0 64 64
Measure 5. Micro-entrepreneurship training 65 65 65
Measure 6. Cash grants 321 0 321
Measure 7. Facilitation of market and information access 4 4 4
Total costs, calculated as if all incurred immediately at beginning of year 0 482 263 584
(1) Total costs, inflated to year 2 at 5% annual discount rate 531 290 644
Panel 2: Benefits per Household, USD PPP 2016, All Values Inflated to Year 2 at 5% annual social discount rate
(2) Year 1 Gross Consumption Treatment Effect (linear growth for months 1-6) 69 39 112
(3) Year 2 Gross Consumption Treatment Effect (linear growth for months 7-18) 215 228 411
(4) B1:Year 3 Onward Gross Consumption Treatment Effect, assumed dissipation of 75% 67 71 128
B2: Year 3 Onward Gross Consumption Treatment Effect, assumed dissipation of 50% 196 207 374
B3: Year 3 Onward Gross Consumption Treatment Effect, assumed dissipation of 25% 539 571 1027
C: Year 3 Onward Gross Consumption Treatment Effect,
(5) assuming year 2 gains persist in perpetuity 4104 4348 7826
(6) A: Total Benefits: (2) + (3) = (6) using 5%, no impact after year 2 284 268 523
(7) B1:Total Benefits: (2) + (3) + (4) = (7) 5% discount rate, 75% annual dissipation 351 339 651
B2: Total Benefits using 5% discount rate, 50% annual dissipation 480 475 897
B3: Total Benefits using 5% discount rate, 25% annual dissipation 823 838 1550
C: Total Benefits: (2) + (3) + (5) = (8) using 5% discount rate,
(8) assuming year 2 gains persist in perpetuity 4388 4615 8349
Panel 3: Benefit/Cost Ratios
(9) A:Total Benefits/Total Costs Ratio: (6) / (1) = (9) at 5% discount rate 53% 92% 81%
A: Benefit/Cost Ratio, at discount rate of 7% 53% 91% 80%
A: Benefit/Cost Ratio, at discount rate of 10% 51% 88% 78%
(10) B1: Total Benefits/Total Costs: (7) / (1) = (10), 5% discount, 75% annual dissipation 66% 117% 101%
B2: Benefit/Cost Ratio using 5% discount rate, 50% annual dissipation 90% 164% 139%
B3: Benefit/Cost Ratio using 5% discount rate, 25% annual dissipation 155% 289% 241%
C: Total Benefits/Total Costs Ratio: (8) / (1) = (11) using 5% discount rate,
(11)  assuming year 2 gains persist in perpetuity 826% 1594% 1297%
(12) Real Internal Rate of Return (IRR)
A: assuming dissipation of 100% after year 2, at 5% discount rate -30% -4% -11%
B1: assuming annual dissipation of 75% -17% 8% 1%
B2: assuming annual dissipation of 50% -2% 22% 15%
B3: assuming annual dissipation of 25% 15% 38% 31%
C: assuming effects are sustained in perpetuity 34% 56% 49%

Notes: We use 98% winsorized consumption estimates in our benefits calculation. Note that we measure benefits 6 months after the intervention
on average in year 1 and 18 months on average in year 2. All monetary amounts are PPP-adjusted USD terms, set at 2016 prices and deflated using
CPI published by the World Bank. In 2016, 1 USD = 242.553 XOF PPP. We assume linear growth of impacts by month post-intervention.
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