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ABSTRACT

This paper analyzes the impact of conditional ¢eastsfers (CCT) on adolescent risk
behaviors. It postulates distinct potential edtirough short-term income gains as
well as changes in human capital and expectatidhs. paper tests a model with data
from the OPORTUNIDADES program in Mexico. Risk bglors data from 3743
young people (1964 females and 1779 males; agéa 24) in urban areas were
collected via audio computer-assisted self-intavgi€A-CASI) to minimize biases.

The main outcomes analyzed were: current smokinghal consumption, sexual
initiation, condom use at the first as well ashat liast sexual intercourse; and future
expectations (graduation from high school). Thénneaplanatory variables were:
household enrollment into the program and the le¥elimulative cash transfers
received. To address endogeneity of enrollmenicehend program compliance, we
used a set of instrumental variables. The reshlbsv a protective effect of the program
on smoking and drinking, which is consistent withigher expectation of high school
graduation. The program does not seem to havffext,esither positive or negative, on
sexual behaviors.

JEL/AEA Classification: 112, H53, O54

Keywords: conditional cash transfers; adolescent risk bigihsyOPORTUNIDADES;
instrumental variables; Mexico
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1.INTRODUCTION

Adolescence is a crucial time for decision makind experimentation. Before
finishing high school, many adolescents will hawed smoking and drinking, as well
as unprotected sexual intercourse (Arnett 200 hese risk behaviors can have
detrimental consequences for individual health e & overall human and economic
development (WHO 2001; Aralt al.2006; Dicket al.2006; Jhaet al.2006; Luleet al.
2006). Patterns of healthy and harmful behavicessat early in life; thus, the impact
of interventions on adolescents is of importandeomdy for the immediate effects on
individuals, but also for public health and pulgmicy (Jamisoret al.2006).

Adolescents tend to have shorter-term horizonsateabiased towards present
consumption rather than long-term saving and imaest (Gruber 2001). In addition,
poverty has a perverse effect on adolescents amugyadults as it further reduces their
incentives for longer-term investments in educatiod health (Sen 1999).

Can public policies affect adolescent choices?s paper tests whether a
program that uses conditional cash transfers (@@m)affect adolescent risk behaviors.
We test whether CCT can alter life course decisairsome adolescents who could
otherwise suffer from excess morbidity and mowyadiie to consumption of tobacco
and alcohol products, as well as engaging in ursate We posit that CCT can change
the incentives structure in which adolescent riskdviors take place so that some of the
costs are no longer so far in the distant futund, some of the rewards are also received
much earlier.

We present a simple model to analyze the oppogfagts of income, human
capital and expectations on risk behaviors; and e analyze empirical data from the
OPORTUNIDADES program in Mexico to test the theolysing a rich dataset, we use

instrumental variables (IV) to control for selectibiases inherent in observational
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datasets. We first present OLS estimates witmapleset of covariates modeling risk
behaviors and expectations as a function of ind&idhousehold, and head of
household characteristics. Results from the na$tienates can mask the true impact of
the program due to potential endogeneity: as thisdlwlds more likely to choose to
participate can also be the households with adetgsdess involved in risk behaviors.
The use of instrumental variables can help to redhe likelihood of spurious
correlations between treatments and outcomes.

The paper is organized as follows. In the nextisecwe present a brief
background to CCT programs and the Mexican antegg\program,
OPORTUNIDADES. Then, we present a simple theasétiwodel, followed by the
empirical estimation strategy, including a desonipof the dataset and sources. The

presentation of the empirical results is followgdabdiscussion section and conclusions.

2. BACKGROUND
In the last decade, Latin America has had severalitional cash transfer programs in
operation, including OPORTUNIDADES (formerly PROGRA&) in Mexico,Bolsa
Alimentacaan Brazil, Red de Proteccion Social in Nicarageiggrama de Asignacion
Familiar in HondurasFamilias en Acciérin Colombia,Subsidio Unico Familiain
Chile, and thé°rogram of Advancement through Health and Educatiajamaica. In
addition, a CCT program has been implemented in Mexk City: Opportunity NYC
(Lagardeet al.2007).

Mexico was the first country to implement a rigastyuevaluated CCT program.
In 1997, the PROGRESA program (Spanish acronyrfHaygram for Education,
Health and Nutrition”) was the first in the worldl $et up a randomized controlled trial

at the community level to test the concept of C&The rural areas. Renamed as
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OPORTUNIDADES (or “Opportunities Program for Humaavelopment”) in 2000,
the main objective remained the same: to interttupintergenerational transfer of
poverty by means of conditional cash transfers.

The economic incentives are received only wherbdreeficiary family fulfills
specific responsibilities including attending hkgdtomotion workshops, keeping
school-age children and adolescents in schoolattedding periodic preventive
medical check-ups (SEDESOL 2004; Rawlings & Rulflo®, Levy 2006). The health
talks include various themes including: adolescemuksexuality; family planning;
prevention against addictions (smoking, drinking] ather substances); sexually
transmitted infections, HIV/AIDS; gender and healtttra-family violence. In addition,
in the regular health check ups for adolescentslicakpersonnel may provide
individualized guidance and information regardieguglity, contraception (including
condom use), and testing for sexually transmittdelctions (including HIV/AIDS); as
well as assessment of possible problems relataddiztions. An additional component
that is relevant for adolescents is thecd or scholarship that provides additional
economic incentives if the OPORTUNIDADES patrticiggafinish high school before
they turn 22 (SEDESOL 2004).

The experimental evaluation of the OPORTUNIDADESgsam has shown that
it has had an effect on preventive health carezatibn and child health outcomes,
including early childhood development and cognitias well as lower prevalence of
obesity and hypertension and better self-reporézdti in adults in rural Mexico
(Gertler 2004; Fernaldt al.2008b; Fernale@t al.2008c). However, a positive
correlation between the level of cash transfersthadody mass index has also been

documented (Fernalet al.2008a).
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The OPORTUNIDADES program in the urban areas watuated with quasi-
experimental and non-experimental methods. Tlseesidence that risk behaviors are
highly prevalent among adolescents and young agtultexico (Sanchez-Alemagt
al. 2005; Gutierrezt al.2006). A propensity score matching study fourat the
program may have some modest protective effecsmoking and drinking, but it did
not find any effects on sexual practices (Gutiegeal.2005).

Whether additional information and resources atitidividual and family level
affect sexual risk and other behaviors continudseta policy concern in Mexico and

beyond (Reddy-Jacolet al.2006; Walkeret al.2006).

3. MODEL
In this section we present a simple theoretical ehtmlanalyze the effect of the
conditional cash transfers on adolescent risk beh&v Consider two periods: the first
when decisions about risk behaviors are made dadlotescence, and the second when
adult consumption is realized. The model focusetheee distinct pathways to account
for the ultimate effects. First, additional casthe first period (through the conditional
transfers) implies that there could be a shortingome effect whereby risk behaviors
can increase. The household budget is relaxedtharscadolescents can have additional
cash to engage in smoking, drinking and unprotes¢sd However, more risk behaviors
in adolescence, in turn, can imply less overallscomption in adulthood because of
disutility linked to the risky behaviors (e.g., uamted teenage pregnancy), and overall
lesser productivity (due to overall worse leveldheélth).

Second, the conditional cash transfers can hawsitiye effect on human
capital investments through increased years of &daducation which can lead to

higher income and consumption during adulthoode pitogram conditionality for
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school-age children to remain in school implieg tha adolescents will have more
years of formal education, and thus higher incomeéise second period (during
adulthood). The human capital effect could redislebehaviors, as they make
additional efforts to attend school regularly, iione test scores and avoid repeating
grades. However, higher expected income can alplyimore risky behaviors in
adolescence (as long as risk behaviors are noroaalsy.

Third, there can be an effect through expectatadomit a brighter future. The
conditionality to remain in school and attend praixee health and life skills workshops
can increase not only future income but also #ltempreferences for future versus
present consumption. This effect can reduce adettsisk behaviors.

The total net effect will depend on the relatiizzes of the different income and
human capital effects. Following a general framew(@'Donoghue & Rabin 1999),
and a model to analyze adolescent’s risk behay@iBonoghue & Rabin 2000),
consider a two-period model where lifetime utifitjction U ) is based on the
consumption of risk behaviors during adolescenoge(t=1), and the consumption of
all other goods during adulthood (tirns2), such that:

U =u(R,C)+4du(C,), 0<d<1 (1)

where:

R, = risk behaviors during adolescence (time),

C, = all other goods consumed during adolescence (tithe

C, = all other goods consumed during adulthood (tin®)

o = discount rate or time preference factor.

The subjective discount ratemeasures the individual's preference for

immediate gratification now versus consumptiorhia future.
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Assuming rational utility-maximizing behavior oretpart of the adolescents,
comparative statics exercises with this theoretivadle! (see Appendix A for details)
reveal that:

a) A short-run income effect, through the condiéibcash transfers, has
an ambiguous effect on adolescent risk behaviors;

b) As years of education increase, and as incomeamsumption in
adulthood increase, then adolescents engage innskyebehaviors, not less.

c) However, as adolescents change their (subjéaiseount factor (as a
result of an orientation towards the future, rath@n an orientation towards
immediate gratification), they can reduce theik bhghaviors.

Thus, the overall effect of a CCT program is netdiy obvious from the theoretical

exercise. An empirical estimation is required aoige the final impact.

4. EMPIRICAL ESTIMATION

The theory presented above can be tested withueeddsystem of equations from the
utility maximizing model, and estimated using crgsstional data where adolescents’
risk behaviors at time=1 are a function of household income, cumulativedaoomal
cash transfers, and other relevant covariatesydugdle the decision to engage in risk
behaviors is influenced by both current disposaideme, and the expectations about

future consumption and human capital investmenbdppities.

4.1 Data Sources and Study Population
We used data from two main sources: the OPORTUNIE&Dirban evaluation
guestionnaires€Encuesta de Evaluacion de los Hogares Urba®dé$CELURB 2004

(SEDESOL 2007); and the expanded adolescent ris&vibars module implemented in
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2004 (INSP 2004). The surveys defined “urbanoaslities with 2,500 people or
more.

Data for beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries ofghegram were collected as
part of a national evaluation of the anti-poverynpaign. The expanded risk behaviors
module was implemented using audio computer-asisssif-interviews (A-CASI) to
reduce response and social desirability biasesA&I@lso ensured confidentiality,
improved response rates and the veracity of thenmdition (Gutierrez & Torres-Pereda
2009).

We utilized data from all the households in the gl@mnegardless of whether
they had participated or not in the OPORTUNIDADESgram: it included 3743 urban
adolescents and young adults (1964 females andh@k; aged 12 to 24) who
responded the expanded risk behavior module. Regnds who lived in participating
households received CCT (as reported in adminigtraata sources).

To ensure comparability in terms of socio-econostatus between treated and
control individuals and households, we restrictegldnalytical sample to households in
the lowest wealth deciles. We checked the robsgstoéthis approach by utilizing
alternative ways to discriminate between the ptia near-poor and the non-poor (see

Section 7).

4.2 Dependent variables
The dependent variables analyzed were adolesstrbehaviors (smoking, alcohol,
sexual initiation, and condom use at first as wsllast sexual intercourse); and future

expectations (specifically about graduation froghhschool).
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4.3 Treatment (main explanatory) variables

The main explanatory variables where a dummy vhihindicate household
affiliation into the programT), and the (log of) actual cumulative conditionaslc
transfers {y), as given by the administrative records (SEDE20OQ7). The actual
transfers for 2002-2004 were deflated with the oomer price index from the Mexican

Central Bank, using June 2002 as a base (Bancoeaect2007).

4.4 ldentification Strategy

Our strategy to control for the potentially spusarorrelation between treatments and
outcomes was twofold. First, we included a largmber of covariates which can
reduce considerably the potential confounding &aedobssibility of biases in the OLS
estimates. These covariates included:

» variables at the level of the individual: age, andwy if the person was married
or in civil union, a dummy if the person did nohgplete primary education, the
number of friends to discuss personal problems,withummy if the person
thinks at least one parent has problem with algohol

* variables at the level of the household: numbesildings, whether the
adolescent has an older brother or an older sistegther father is present;
whether spouse is present, the mother's educatnahfamily wealth.

» variables for the head of household: dummy for Wweethe head of household
is female; head of household's age, years of educa@nd whether he or she

speaks an indigenous language.

Second, even with a large number of covariates;amestill have potential

confounding that could lead to biased OLS estimagtadicularly because the
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characteristics that make a household more ofiledyg to enroll in the program may
also make a difference in the risk behaviors amkeetations of the adolescents and
young adults in the household. Parental educationsehold permanent income and
wealth may influence both the likelihood of treatmhéhousehold participation in
OPORTUNIDADES and the level of transfers) as welbatcomes (risk behaviors and
expectations). The urban households that incotpdiato the program were self-
selected, thus the outcomes could potentially beeladed with individual and
household-level characteristics, and be subjebiases. To reduce such biases, we
estimated the impact of program participation dredlével of actual transfers using
instrumental variables (IVs). We used two main: & level of potential cumulative
transfers at the household level§); and the proportion of households where someone
knew about the OPORTUNIDADES program at the Cebock level ¢2).
OPORTUNIDADES cash transfers are given to the ferhalad of household, and
are conditional on children attending school, fgmihembers obtaining preventive
medical care and attendingplaticas' or education talks on health related topics.
Compliance is verified through the clinics and sikahat certify whether households
actually completed the required health care vigitd whether children and adolescents
actually attended schools. The cash transfersiaes dpimonthly in two forms. First, all
households receive a fixed food stipend conditiooal family members obtaining
preventive medical care, and it is intended to owprnutrition. Second, households
receive a transfer in the form of educational satsblips, and it is given conditional on
children and adolescents attending school a minirai@% percent of the time and on not
repeating a grade more than twice. The educatistiaénd is provided bimonthly for
each child less than 18 years old enrolled in skchetween the third grade of primary

school and the third grade (last) of junior higld araries by grade and gender. It rises
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substantially after graduation from primary schaodl is higher for girls than boys during
junior high school. An additional scholarship isamgted also to all beneficiaries who
finish high school before they turn 22 years oldng&ficiary children and adolescents also
receive money for school supplies. Hence, accorttinthe program rules, differently

composed households are eligible to receive difteteansfer amounts, up to a stated
maximum level. For example, households with moradie children enrolled in higher

grades are eligible for larger transfers than similouseholds with children enrolled in

lower levels, or with more male children.

The maximum potential bimonthly transfer for a givéousehold can be
computed applying the program rules as follows:

PT, = min[Tmax, BT, + ZSTstNKSjtj

s 2)

wherePTj; is maximum potential bimonthly transfer that cobtlreceived by househald
in periodt, Tmax IS the program cap on benefiBT; is the basic transfer amount that all
households receive (the nutritional stiperffl)s; is the transfer conditional on a child or
adolescent of types (i.e. based on grade and sex) attending schodl,Nif;; is the
number of children and adolescents of tgpa household at baseline, aged forward to
periodt. Because of the cap on total benefits, potetraaisfers are a nonlinear function
of the number of baseline children and adolescehts can attend grades three through
nine in period.

The actual amount of transfers received by a haldeban be less than the
potential amount if some children do not attendosth Thus, the actual bimonthly
transfer amount received by househjolt each time, AT, is computed by applying the
program rules to the following formula:

ATjt = min(Tmax’ B-E + z S-I;thjtj
° 3)
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whereKsj: is the number of children and adolescents of type household that are
actually attending school in period

An instrumental variables approach (Heckman & Mal@ui985; Angrist 2001)
helped us to identify how program participation &#mel level of actual conditional cash
transfers affected adolescent risk behaviors (snypkilcohol, sexual initiation, and
condom use), as well as future expectations (gtemutom high school). The
standard IV approach involves two stages. Initisé $tage, we modeled the household
decision to participate in the program and thealatash transfers “treatment” as a
function of the instruments and the covariatesthénsecond stage, we modeled the
outcomes (risk behaviors and expectations) as@itumof the predicted participation
rates and the predicted levels of transfers (floeffirst stage) and the covariates.
Similar approaches have been used in the MexicddDRORJNIDADES program to
evaluate the impact of program participation aadgfers on productive activity and
also on child nutritional, growth and developmeutcomes (Gertleet al. 2006;

Fernaldet al.2008b).

4.5 Econometric specification
In the first set of empirical models, individuadkibehaviors were a function of program
participation or treatmentT ), as well as controls for characteristics of thaividual,
the head of household, and of the household, bsvsl.
Yi,j,2004 = a(Tj,ZOOZ) + Z ﬁk xi,k,zooz + Z lgl Xj 1,2002 + Ei,j (4)
where: “ |
Yij2004 = outcomes (risk behaviors) for adolesaeinthousehold for 2004;
Ti2002= a dummy variable=1 if the househglenrolled into the urban

OPORTUNIDADES program in 2002
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Xi = baseline (2002) characteristics of individugal (

X = baseline (2002) characteristics of householidr i |

e1ij = idiosyncratic error term at the individual amabsehold levels.

Second, we used an empirical specification mod@re/khe basic structure in
(4) was kept the same, but we added the effeatimiutative cash transfers received by

the households as follows:
Yi,j,2004 =a j,2002) + }'Ln(rl,j,zooz—zoozl) + Zﬁkxi,k,zooz + Zﬁl Xj 11,2002 + Ei,j (5)
k |

where

T1,2002-2004 = @amount of cumulative cash transfers receiwelldusehold up

until time of interview (2004).

Under the OLS or naive estimate, the treatménin(eq. (4) was assumed to be
exogenous or independent of outcomes. Under thestivhation, the treatmenf &nd

T,) were instrumented using the full covariate vectond the 1Vs.

5. RESULTS

Table 1a shows the descriptive characteristich®fl©64 females in the sample (745 in
OPORTUNIDADES and 1219 in non-beneficiary housebplth terms of the response
variables, about six percent of the females cuyemoked. The female adolescents
living in OPORTUNIDADES beneficiary households wégss likely to drink (17.7
percent) than the non-beneficiary counterpartp@2ent). Over 50 percent of
respondents initiated sex after the program star@uly one in four female respondents

used a condom during the first sexual intercowand;less than one in six did so during
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the last sexual intercourse. In a scale from4 ¢b=not at all and 4=for sure) for the
expectation to graduate from high school, the mreaponse was 2.5.

With respect to the covariates, the mean age wagdars; regarding marital
status, beneficiaries (14.6 percent) were les$ylilcebe married than non-beneficiaries
(18.6 percent); and more likely (13.6 percent) tbannterparts (9.3 percent) not to
have completed primary school. Also, beneficiarydeholds were more likely to be
female headed; the household head had less yefmsafl education, and was more
likely to speak an indigenous language. The mstimeOPORTUNIDADES had less
years of formal education; and lived in poorer tehdds. These results support the
general design of the CCT program which emphagireslling families of lower socio-
economic status.

Finally, as hypothesized, in terms of the instrutakvariables, beneficiaries had
higher levels of potential cumulative transferg] #mey were more likely to be in an

area with more intense advertisement where morplpéomew about the program.
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Table 1a. Descriptive statistics for females, byrpgram status

OPORTUNIDADES

Non-beneficiaries beneficiaries t-test
Std. Std.

N Mean Dev. N Mean Dev. (p-value)
Dependent Variables
Smokes 1210 0.069 0.253 743 0.059 0.236 0.415
Drinks alcohol 1216 0.220 0.415 744 0.177 0.382 0.022
Sexually active (if so, after program started) 152 578. 0.495 83 0.542 0.456 0.589
Used condom during first sexual intercourse 153 0.26837 83 0.289 0.456 0.572
Used condom during last sexual intercourse 288 0.1B370 140 0.150 0.358 0.727
Expects to graduate from high school (1=not attal
4=for sure 959 2.465 1.158 630 2.471 1.113 0.913
Covariates
Age 1219 172 2.2 745 170 2.1 0.231
Married or in civil union 1219 0.1860.389 745 0.146 0.354 0.023
Not completed primary 1219 0.093.290 745 0.136 0.343 0.003
Number of friends to discuss personal problems with 1184 2.1 2.4 723 21 23 0.567
Thinks at least one parent has problem with alcohol 1169 0.159 0.366 707 0.185 0.389 0.143
Number of siblings 1219 1.8 0.9 745 19 09 0.562
Has an older sister 1219 0.196 0.397 745 0.196 0.397 0.996
Has an older brother 1219 0.169.375 745 0.174 0.380 0.753
Head of household (HH) is female 1219 0.221415 745 0.311 0.463 0.000
Head of HH's age 1219 443 116 745 441 117 0.754
Head of HH's education (in years) 1219 5.136 745 42 34 0.000
Head of HH speaks an indigenous language 1171 0.09297 730 0.152 0.359 0.000
Mother present 1219 0.820 0.384 745 0.824 0.381 0.830
Father present 1219 0.630 0.483 745 0.596 0.491 0.132
Spouse present 1219 0.992 0.090 745 0.993 0.082 0.713
Mother's education 1219 42 3.0 745 36 30 0.000
Log of family wealth ('000s pesos Nov 2002) 1219 7.10.82 745 7.09 0.89 0.036
Instrumental Variables
Log of potential cumulative transfers (z1a) 1175 1.53.16 736 959 1.11 0.000
Proportion of households who know about
OPORTUNIDADES program (block level) (z2) 1196 0.31 0.32 718 0.72 0.19 0.000

Source: Authors’ calculations basedBmcuesta de Evaluacién de los Hogares Urbafd¢CELURB
2004 (SEDESOL 2007); and the 2004 Expanded AdatedRisk Behaviors module (INSP 2004). Note:
Unless otherwise noted, the values are for thergka@ve of data collection (2004). Although the
adolescent risk module sample was smaller in 206 that the differences in the dependent vargable
were not statistically significant in the first wea(2002).

Table 1b summarizes the characteristics of the Atit®escent males in the
sample (714 in OPORTUNIDADES and 1065 in non-bemafy households). In terms
of risk behaviors and expectations, adolescenpaiticipating households were less
likely to smoke (30% vs. 25%), less likely to drii@3% vs. 35%), and more likely to
use a condom during their last sexual intercourdéo(vs. 65%). They were also more
likely to expect graduating from high school. Wi#spect to the covariates,
OPORTUNIDADES adolescents were slightly youngess ligkely to be married, and

more likely to have an older brother than non-bierefy counterparts. Beneficiary
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households were more likely to be female-headeddtmlds, with younger heads of
household who had less years of formal educatimhweere also more likely to speak

an indigenous language; and more likely to be firadly poorer.

Table 1b. Descriptive statistics for males, by pigram status

OPORTUNIDADES
Non-beneficiaries

beneficiaries t-

test

Std. Std.

N Mean Dev. N Mean Dev. (p-value)
Dependent Variables
Smokes 1062 0.298 0.458 708 0.251 0.434 0.031
Drinks alcohol 1059 0.431 0.496 711 0.353 0.478 0.001
Sexually active (if so, after program started) 162 43Q. 0.497 100 0.410 0.494 0.726
Used condom during first sexual intercourse 164 0.524601 105 0.514 0.502 0.872
Used condom during last sexual intercourse 256 0.641878 133 0.744 0.438 0.054
Expects to graduate from high school (1=not attal
4=for sure 876 2.387 1.118 636 2.513 1.100 0.030
Covariates
Age 1065 171 2.1 714 16.7 1.9 0.001
Married or in civil union 1065 0.0890.285 714 0.049 0.216 0.001
Not completed primary 1065 0.093.291 714 0.116 0.321 0.112
Number of friends to discuss personal problems with 1025 2.1 2.7 692 22 24 0.405
Thinks at least one parent has problem with alcohol 1017 0.160 0.367 674 0.188 0.391 0.133
Number of siblings 1065 1.8 0.9 714 19 038 0.154
Has an older sister 1065 0.195 0.397 714 0.206 0.405 0.585
Has an older brother 1065 0.179.384 714 0.211 0.409 0.092
Head of HH is female 1065 0.233.423 714 0.304 0.460 0.001
Head of HH's age 1065 45.4 10.6 714 446 9.6 0.069
Head of HH's education (in years) 1065 4.735 714 45 33 0.083
Head of HH speaks an indigenous language 1017 0.01216 704 0.141 0.348 0.077
Mother present 1065 0.918 0.274 714 0.934 0.248 0.214
Father present 1065 0.698 0.459 714 0.658 0.475 0.081
Spouse present 1065 0.998 0.043 714 1.000 0.000 0.247
Mother's education 1065 39 3.0 714 38 30 0.465
Log of family wealth ('000s pesos Nov 2002) 1065 7.190.86 714 7.06 0.92 0.064
Instrumental Variables
Log of potential cumulative transfers (z1a) 1016 1.9@.52 710 9.69 0.94 0.000
Proportion of households who know about
OPORTUNIDADES program (block level) (z2) 1044 0.34 0.33 679 0.72 0.20 0.000

Source: Authors’ calculations basedBmcuesta de Evaluacién de los Hogares Urbafd¢CELURB
2004 (SEDESOL 2007); and the 2004 Expanded AdatedRisk Behaviors module (INSP 2004).
Note: Unless otherwise noted, the values are fostitond wave of data collection (2004). Althotigh
adolescent risk module sample was smaller in 206 that the differences in the dependent vargable
were not statistically significant in the first wea(2002).

Table 2 reports the first-stage regressions fonibdels of program
participation T) and for the log of actual OPORTUNIDADES transférg, for all and

by gender, and as a function of the instrumentahites (i.e., potential transfers at the

household level and proportion of households thaikkabout OPORTUNIDADES at
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the block level), and all other covariates (notveh)d. TheR? statistics were high for
the program participation models: 71, 74, and 6¢qud of the variability was
explained, respectively, for all, females and malkesthe actual cash transfefig)
model specification, the variables in the modellaxgd most of the variation in actual
transfers at the household level. In addition jdi& tests of IV significance
demonstrated that the instruments were strong gediof the “treatments” or
“exposures”. For example, for females, Ehstatistic in the program participation
model was 2216 thus highly significapt£ 0.000); and for males, thestatistic for
joint instrument significance 1475 hence, also ligignificant @ = 0.000). These
results showed that the 1Vs are highly relevamgrgg predictors of program
participation. Since thE statistics were by far above the customary thriestioe

possibility of weak instruments did not seem talmncern (Boundt al. 1995).

Table 2. First stage regressions: Models of OPORTUNIDADESrogram participation (T) and actual transfers (T1)

All Females Males
Instrumental Variables T T1 T T1 T T1
Log of potential cumulative transfers (z1a) 0.074* BB 0.074** 0.954*  0.074** 0.956**

[0.001] [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] [0.002] [0.002]
Proportion of households who know ab

OPORTUNIDADES (Census block level) (z2) 0.277** 0.262* 0.320** 0.253**  0.232* 0.279*
[0.016] [0.024] [0.021] [0.035] [0.025] [0.033]

F-statistic of excluded instruments 3637 210000 2216 97495 1475 120000
Prob > F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Observations 3217 3217 1699 1699 1518 1518
R-squared 0.705 0.993 0.737 0.992 0.674 0.994

Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 10%gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
Note: All models control for the covariates presdnteTables 1a and 1b.

Table 3 summarizes the effect of OPORTUNIDADES dalescent risk
behaviors, assuming that program participation exagenous (in “naive” models).
Adolescent women in participating households wess likely to drink alcohol.

Similarly, using OLS, adolescent males living in@RTUNIDADES households were

! Regression result tables with all the covariatespresented in this working paper as Appendix B.
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less likely to smoke and drink, and they were nitiedy to expect graduating from

high school.
Table 3. Naive effect of OPORTUNIDADES participation on risk behaviors & expectations
Used condom Used condom
during first during last Expects to
Drinks Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes  alcohol active intercourse  intercourse  high school
@ 2 3 4 ®) (6)
Females
Household took up OPORTUNIDADES program -0.008 -0.047* -0.012 0.084 -0.025 -0.008
[0.013] [0.020] [0.067] [0.066] [0.044] [0.058]
Observations 1749 1755 212 215 355 1430
R-squared 0.019 0.039 0.325 0.142 0.054 0.146
Males
Household took up OPORTUNIDADES program -0.040+  -0.063** 0.012 -0.021 0.054 0.125*
[0.023] [0.024] [0.063] [0.070] [0.052] [0.060]
Observations 1575 1577 227 233 339 1361
R-squared 0.075 0.102 0.265 0.074 0.178 0.086

Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 18%gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
Note: All models control for the covariates presehin Tables 1a and 1b.

Table 4 shows the naive models of risk behaviodseaipectations using both
program participation and the log of cumulativeuattransfers as treatment variables.
For females, program participation was protectorealcohol use, and it increased
condom use during the first sexual intercoursee fbital transfers were also slightly
protective for smoking. Nevertheless, for malbs,aive effect of program
participation was erased by controlling for actwahsfers. The latter, however,

increased slightly the expectation of finishingthgghool.

Table 4. Naive effect of OPORTUNIDADES participation and transfers on risk behaviors & expectations

Used condom Used condom
during first during last Expects to

Drinks Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes alcohol active intercourse  intercourse  high school
(€] 2 ©)] 4 ®) (6)
Females
Household took up OPORTUNIDADES program 0.026 -0.068 -0.068 0.215 0.059 0.041
[0.023] [0.037]+ [0.126] [0.119]+ [0.076] [0.107]
Log of cumulative actual transfers -0.004 0.003 0.007 -0.016 -0.012 -0.006
[0.002]+ [0.004] [0.013] [0.012] [0.009] [0.011]
Observations 1749 1755 212 215 355 1430
R-squared 0.02 0.04 0.33 0.15 0.06 0.15
Males
Household took up OPORTUNIDADES program -0.023 -0.033  -0.099 -0.068 0.033 -0.038
[0.038] [0.042] [0.101] [0.109] [0.087] [0.102]
Log of cumulative actual transfers -0.002 -0.004 0.015 0.006 0.003 0.022*
[0.004] [0.004] [0.011] [0.012] [0.009] [0.011]
Observations 1575 1577 227 233 339 1361
R-square 0.07¢ 0.107 0.272 0.07¢ 0.17¢ 0.08¢

Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 10%gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
Note: All models control for the covariates presenin Tables 1a and 1b.
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Now addressing the endogeneity issues, Table Wsstimat the 1V estimate for
program participation for female adolescents redube likelihood of smoking (by 3.0
percentage points (pp)), and in drinking (by 5.0. ppn the other hand, program
participation for male adolescents reduced the gisihiby of smoking by 5.2 pp,
smoking by 7.2 pp, and increased the expectatidimighing high school by 0.212
points (in the 1 to 4 scale). Comparing with théve results (in Table 3), the IV
correction increased the size of the protective RIPONIDADES effect for all the

significant variables in the naive models.

Table 5. Instrumental variables effect of OPORTUNIDADES participation on risk behaviors & expectations
Used condom Used condom
during first during last Expects to

Drinks Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes  alcohol active intercourse intercourse  high school
@ (2 ©) 4 5 (6
Females
IV for HH enroliment into OPORTUNIDADES program  -0.030* -0.050* 0.022 0.045 -0.038 0.008
[0.015] [0.024] [0.075] [0.076] [0.050] [0.069]
Observations 1691 1696 207 210 344 1384
R-squared 0.018 0.04 0.325 0.134 0.057 0.144
Males
IV for HH enrollment into OPORTUNIDADES program  -0.052+ -0.072* 0.066 0.017 0.068 0.212**
[0.028] [0.030] [0.076] [0.085] [0.064] [0.074]
Observations 1511 1512 219 224 323 1300
R-squared 0.071 0.105 0.266 0.092 0.166 0.085

Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 10%gnificant at 5%, ** significant at 1%
Note: All models control for the covariates presenin Tables 1a and 1b.

5.1 The preferred model of the effect of conditi@ash on risk behaviors

Table 6 presents the instrumental variables mddel®PORTUNIDADES program
participation and the log of cumulative transfefar females, program participation
reduced smoking (by 19.5 pp) while cumulative tfarssincreased the probability of
smoking (by 1.5 pp). Similarly, while program eltmeent decreased the likelihood of
alcohol use (by 30.8 pp) for participants, cumukatransfers increased that likelihood
by 2.4 pp with respect to non-participants. Ferexpectation variable, the results also

showed the offsetting effects of program partiagggaand income. These results were
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similar for males, in terms of smoking prevalennd axpectation to graduate from high

school.

Table 6. Instrumental variables effect of OPORTUNIDADES participation & transfers on risk behaviors & expectations
Used condom Used condom
during first during last Expects to

Drinks Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes  alcohol active intercourse  intercourse  high school
(€Y @) (©) 4) (©) (6)
Females
IV for HH enroliment into OPORTUNIDADES program ~ -0.195**  -0.308** 0.061 0.274 0.173 0.683*
[0.071] [0.112] [0.388] [0.389] [0.172] [0.300]
IV for the log of cumulative actual transfers 0.015* 0.024* -0.004 -0.020 -0.021 -0.064*
[0.006] [0.010] [0.035] [0.034] [0.017] [0.028]
Observations 1691 1696 207 210 344 1384
R-squared 0.03 0.02 0.32 0.14 0.06 0.12
Males
IV for HH enroliment into OPORTUNIDADES program -0.497* -0.209 -0.326 0.818 0.648 1.308*
[0.194] [0.204] [0.558] [0.508] [0.505] [0.514]
IV for the log of cumulative actual transfers 0.039* 0.012 0.034 -0.069 -0.051 -0.098*
[0.017] [0.018] [0.047] [0.043] [0.044] [0.045]
Observations 1511 1512 219 224 323 1300
R-square -0.0z 0.09¢ 0.257 -0.19¢ 0.02¢ -0.02¢

Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 18%gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
Note: All models control for the covariates presenin Tables 1a and 1b.

5.2 Effect Pathways

In thinking about the pathways for the effect of C@rograms on adolescent risk
behaviors, there is a demonstrated human capfeadteéhrough which
OPORTUNIDADES exerts an important change in praverttealth care visits and on
enrollment and educational achievement (Gertl@426loddinott & Skoufias 2004;
Schultz 2004; Behrman & Hoddinott 2005; Behrnedml. 2005). In addition to the
human capital effect, we posit that expectationald/play an important role in
reducing risk behaviors. Hence, we added the d¢apex of graduating high school as
a response variable to show an illustrative examaptbe changes in adolescent
expectations. Table 5 shows that IV-corrected aiogparticipation increased the
expectation of high school graduation for males te preferred model, in Table 6,

shows that program participation increased thaeetgtion for both males and females.
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6. ROBUSTNESS CHECKS
In this section we summarize the results from s$mityianalysis exercises to check the

robustness of the results.

6.1 Alternative comparison sample

First, we checked the robustness of the compabisbmeen socio-economic categories.
Instead of using the lowest income deciles, we ttooed an alternative analytical
sample as follows. We used only the poor poputadi® discriminated by the program
scoring for poor, near-poor and non-poor (SEDES0042 CONAPO 2005). The
results for the alternative sample were qualitéigemilar to the main results presented

in this paper.

6.2 Alternative exclusion restrictions for modedmdification

Second, we also tested the models with alternatsteumental variables that were
relevant and valid, but not as strong as thoseepted already. The alternative IVs
included: potential current year transfers; potdrdurrent month transfers; one-month
lagged potential transfers; and six-month laggdémi@l transfers. We also used an
additional aggregated instrument, the proportiopawr at the Census block level, as
well as interactions with education. The additianatrumental variables worked well,
and passed all the IV tests. The results with raétiare IV specifications did not change
the overall protective effect of the OPORTUNIDADRf®gram through reductions in

risk behaviors and increased expectations.

Conditional Cash and Risk Behaviors 21



6.3 Alternative models with expectations as covasa
Third, we estimated models of the form:

Outcomes =T + T+ X + expectations+ u
where we instrumentebandT,; as in the preferred model, but added expectatmns
check how that effect may be modifying the incomd buman capital effects for the
main outcomes (smoking, drinking, and condom u&s)en though expectations would
be endogenous in the outcome equations, the puvpaséo check the correlations sign
and statistical significance. For the male anddiensamples combined, the higher
expectation to finish high school was negativelg aignificantly correlated with lower
likelihood of drinking alcohol and smoking. Howeyadding the expectation variable
did not affect sexual initiation, or the use of dom at the first or at the last sexual

intercourse.

6.4 Falsification tests

To check the robustness of our results we also asedies of falsification tests. We
had a limited sample of 695 observations from meviwaves of data collection before
the urban OPORTUNIDADES program was fully operagionJsing that data, the Vs
worked well as before in the preferred model, mfitst stage, but we found no
significant effect of program participation or aalttransfers on adolescent risk
behaviors and expectations. The falsification pesvided further evidence that the

results presented were not merely a statisticatcoct.

6.5 Heckman correction models

To test the possible bias of using a two-stagd Epsares approach, we also used a

selection correction model, or two-step Heckman ehaalith the same set and with an

Conditional Cash and Risk Behaviors 22



expanded set of exclusion restrictions. The Heckiaabdaterm accounting for the
endogeneity of treatment choice was negative ayrdfiant for smoking and alcohol
use, providing evidence that indeed those adolésceore likely to participate in the
program are also less likely to engage in smokimydrinking. Nevertheless,

correcting for the selection bias, the program prasective, as in the preferred model.

6.6 Interactions

To provide further evidence of the causal path llypsized, we used an interaction of
“becd (or scholarship) with program participation. Tinéeraction term was coded
zero for high school dropouts and those not y&igh school, and was one for those in
high school, receiving the scholarship, and belogdgo the OPORTUNIDADES
program. The results showed that in the outconiateans with program participation,
cash transfers treatments, and covariates, makegifrotective effect on smoking and
drinking for males was captured by the interactemm. Similarly, the increased high
school graduation expectation for females was ateolalmost entirely by the
interaction term; program participation and actuahsfers on their own became
insignificant. This robustness check was, in gpgimilar to a regression discontinuity
approach (Imbens & Lemieux 2008) given that tima ontinuous variable and that
the rules of the program were applied at the morakhigh school enroliment.
However, we did not pursuit that empirical stratbggause the age at which young

people enroll into high school was not fixed, aidas likely to be endogenous.
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7. DISCUSSION

These estimation results suggest that conditicesth can potentially influence the risk
behavior decisions of adolescents. Programs witlditional cash transfers designed to
increase the current rewards of not engaging klrhaviors such as smoking,
drinking, sexual initiation and unprotected sexntdrcourse may be worthwhile for
reducing those risk behaviors.

This paper contributes to the growing body of ecoiediterature evidence that
conditional cash transfers programs in general ta@@®PORTUNIDADES program in
particular, can improve various child, adolescemt woung adult health and education
outcomes (Gertler 2004; Hoddinott & Skoufias 208dhultz 2004; Behrman &
Hoddinott 2005; Behrmaet al.2005; Fernalekt al.2008b).

Empirically testing a simple theoretical modelstpaper shows that, for female
adolescents, participation in the OPORTUNIDADE Sgpaon reduces consumption of
tobacco and alcohol, and increases the expectatifomishing high school.
Nevertheless, in the preferred IV model with bedatments included, program
participation reduces risk behaviors, but higheele of actual cash transfers tend to
increase them. This is compatible with the thecaétnodel where an expectations
effect can reduce risk behaviors, but where a gieam income effect can increase
them.

Similarly, for males, testing the theoretical moslebws that they are reducing
the likelihood of smoking as a consequence of @nogparticipation, but again there is
an offsetting effect which increases smoking aé tassfers increase. Nonetheless,
the change in future expectations through educatnhbetter future outlook seems to
be strong enough to counter the potentially harrefigcts of additional liquidity and

increased future earnings, which could increasghalcand tobacco consumption under
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unconstrained circumstances. The result is styocmlroborated with the higher
expectation of graduating from high school, whiah faund using several model
specifications.

Overall the CCT program reduced smoking in malealtmyut 46 percent (from a
prevalence of 29.85 percent without the progranantadjusted prevalence of 16.03 for
OPORTUNIDADES beneficiaries). Similarly, the pragr reduced alcohol use in
females by 40 percent (from a 22.04 percent precalén non-beneficiaries to an
adjusted prevalence of 13.28 percent). Most okffext seems to have been channeled
through the increased years of schooling expectatiable; which for instance,
increased by 16 percent for males.

CCT programs can increase the price (or “real’'to$engaging in risk
behaviors during adolescence, and as such we haginéd and showed that demand
for some of those behaviors (smoking and drinkingparticular) can decrease.
Nevertheless, the decision to become sexuallyaeind whether or not to use a
condom during the first sexual intercourse, as a®lihe last sexual intercourse, seems
to be made without considering CCT. Other infllemnseem to be stronger: we found
no evidence that OPORTUNIDADES affects sexualation, or condom use for males
or females.

The findings are of considerable importance ag sluggest that the
OPORTUNIDADES program plays a significant role gtermining some of the risk
behaviors of young males and females, who are ari@most vulnerable in Mexico,
and elsewhere. The reduction in risk behaviorgimasediate and longer-term health
impacts; but it will also have important longer-reffiects on human development and

poverty reduction, as young adolescents achieveehigducational goals.
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7.1 Conclusion

In conclusion, testing an empirically tractable mloof income, human capital and
expectation effects, this paper analyzes self-tedaisk behavior data (smoking,
drinking, sexual initiation, and condom use), a#l a® future expectations (about high
school completion). The data analyzed was colikdrelividually and confidentially,
directly from adolescent participants in the latgemditional cash transfers program in
Mexico: OPORTUNIDADES (formerly PROGRESA).

An important challenge for the estimation of an acipof the urban
OPORTUNIDADES program on adolescent risk behavi®that participating
households, and thus adolescents therein, wersaelfted into the program. Hence,
particular characteristics that can make a famityerlikely to enroll can also determine
the set of variables influencing risk behaviors ardectations for the future. We use
instrumental variables (potential cumulative transfand the proportion of households
at the block level where someone knew about thgrpro) to predict treatment choice
(program participation and cumulative transfersleimendently of outcomes.

The results suggest that a CCT program can begbr@eagainst adolescent risk
behaviors, particularly smoking and drinking. Rielg it to the theoretical
underpinnings presented in this paper, faced wghdr human capital investment
possibilities and a brighter future with more ogpaities, adolescents in the CCT
program seem to be choosing self-protective osllyrbehaviors. Circumventing the
potential endogeneity problem, this paper showstteeOPORTUNIDADES program
in Mexico reduces drinking and smoking, but it B effect on sexual initiation or
condom use. The effect seems to be working thremgincreased expectation of high

school graduation, for both males and females.
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CCT programs such as OPORTUNIDADES need to coatemaphasizing their
health education and prevention components to erikat the additional resources at
the family level are not diverted to potentiallyrimul consumption of cigarettes,
alcohol, or unprotected sexual intercourse. Newviarproved programs specifically
targeted to adolescent health promotion and prexentay play a future role as

important additional components in the overall C&irategies.
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Appendix A: A Simple Model of the Impact of Conditional Cash Transfers
on Adolescent Risk Behaviors: Comparative Statics

This model explores risk behavior decisions madadnfescents in a two-good,
two-period model allowing an endogenous incomeceffiarough cash transfers) and a
human capital effect (through increased educahwastment). The specification
includes a joint decision of current period riskéeors and future consumption
decision. Consider a lifetime utility function tbfe form:

v(C,,R,C,) A-1

with time separable, twice differentiable instatility functions for timeg=1 andt=2
(representing adolescence and adulthood, respbgtasefollows:

u(C,\R) +3U(C,) A-2

where:

R; = the risk behaviors during adolescence,;

C, = the adolescent consumption of all other goodd; a
C, = the consumption of all other goods in adulthood.

The felicity functions have the usual basic prapert
u>0, u'<0
Iing u'(c) =0 A-3

lim u'(c)=0

C -0

Making the assumption that adolescents live at hanaethat consumption at present
timet=1 is made by parents, and that there is no intepteat borrowing, consider the
following maximization problem where the adolescgmioses the optimal level of risk
behaviors and future consumption:

Max Uu(R)+du(C,)
st. C,=Y,+T,-PR A-4
C,=Y,(E)-¢AR)

where

u = utility

Ry = risk behaviors during adolescence, time

C, = consumption of all other goods during adoleseenc
C, = consumption of all other goods during adulthood
0 = (subjective) discount rate, << 1

Y: = income at the household level at titaé

T, = transfers at the household level at time

P = current price of adolescent risk behaviors

Y, = income level during adulthood, tinwe2

E = years of education

¢ = adulthood costs of risk behaviors during adolesee
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If we assume no inflation, and normalize pricealbbther consumption goods and
C, to equal to unity; then, the following Lagrang@imes the conditions for maximizing

utility:
L=U(R)+&UC,) +AIC, ~Y,(E)+ @2 (C-Y%-T)]  AS

Differentiating with respect to the three unknowRs,C,, and/, and setting the
resulting equations equal to zero, we obtain ttet-&rder conditions for maximization:

oL
——=Ug+Ap=0
o A .+4=0 A-6
aC,
oL
S5 =GB+ 2IC-Y, T
where by definitior = ou andU. = ou
oR aC,

A.1 Effects of a Changein the Subjective Discount Rate (o)

To calculate the effect of a change in the subjeafiscount raté on adolescent risk
behaviordR; we need to differentiate the system of equationr§)#vith respect to,
which yields the following:

R oC , 9 _g

U tUpe S HA0 <

RR 9O 00 00
dR aC . aA
MN.——+0U..—+A"—=-U A-7
oo 90 a0 ¢
aR aC _
o + — =0
90 0

Designating the determinant of the matrix of caxédfints |, we have:

URR URC A

D =dU ouU A
‘ ‘ CR CcC A-8

@ 1 0

=-U RR/‘ +URCM +/]¢6UCR _/]Wszcc <0
where the last inequality follows singés necessarily negative (see A-6), and from the

assumptions thalrg andUcc < 0 and tharc andUcg > 0. Using Cramer’s rule, we
can solve fordR/ 09 as follows:
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-Uc 5Ucc A
%: 0 1 0 A-9
00 D
- Ad_uc) <0
D

The last result shows that as the subjective disc@aatord increases towards unity
(future cost discounting is decreased), adolesaeoidd reduce risk behaviors.

A.2 Effects of a Changein Conditional Cash Transfers(T,)
To calculate the effect of a change in the condiliaash transferk, on adolescent risk

behaviorsR; we need to differentiate the system of equation§)#vith respect td;,
which yields the following:

URRE-FURCO*C-'—ACOQ_O

aT, oT, T,
dJCRﬁ+5UCCa£+)| 94 =0 A-10
T, aT, 0T,
sR e
oT, oT, P
Again using Cramer’s rule,
0 Ug A
0 OJdU, 4
OR_p/lP 1 0 ALl
a, D '
_ UpcA@IP+U  AF P
D

which is of ambiguous sign. However note thga_;I_FtS >0 iff (Ilfj(uRC +U.) <0; thus,
1

a positive income effect implies that the seconivdéve of consumption utility has to

be greater than the cross derivative of consumgtimhrisk behavior utility.
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A.3 Effects of a Changein Years of Education (E)

To calculate the effect of a change in the numbgears of formal educatioric] on
adolescent risk behavioRs we first note that education enters the equatiomg o
through adult incomeYg). We differentiate the system of equations (Ax@) respect
to E, yielding:

R aC . A _

Ug--tUge—— +tAp-—=0
L T
dJCR%'*'ducc(97C:'*_/‘Q:() A-12
OE OE OE
oR oC _aY,
- + e =
OE oE oE
Using Cramer’s rule, we have
0 Ui A¢
0 OJdU, 4
A
R _|oE 10 A-13
]S D
_ U AdY, /0E - . A@Y, |0E
D

which is unambiguously positive.

The model assumes that the variable years of eédug&) is positively
correlated withy,, As years of formal education increase the madelies that
consumption and income in the adult years will iggnér. On the other hand, risk
behaviors will linearly reduce consumption in atlottd due to losses in productivity,
worse health outcomes, and lower schooling. Theltr@nplies that risk behaviors act

as normal goods with future income.
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Appendix B: Regression result tables with all covaates (for reviewers’ only?)

Table B2. First stage regressions: Models of OPORTUNIDABS program participation (T) and actual transfers (T1)

All Females Males
I nstrumental Variables T T1 T T1 T T1
Log of potential cumulative transfers (z1a) 0.074* %he* 0.074* 0.954*  0.074** 0.956**
[0.001] [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] [0.002] [0.002]
Proportion of households who know ab
OPORTUNIDADES (Census block level) (z2) 0.277* 0.262* 0.320** 0.253**  0.232* 0.279*
[0.016] [0.024] [0.021] [0.035] [0.025] [0.033]
Covariates
Age 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.008
[0.003] [0.004] [0.004] [0.006] [0.005] [0.006]
Married or in civil union -0.048*  -0.006 -0.036  -0.080* -0.066* 0.099*
[0.019] [0.028] [0.023] [0.039] [0.032] [0.042]
Not completed primary 0.021 -0.069** 0.034 -0.046 0.0040.099**
[0.016] [0.024] [0.021] [0.034] [0.025] [0.032]
Number of friends to discuss personal problems with 200 0.003 -0.005+ 0.009+ -0.002 -0.001
[0.002] [0.003] [0.003] [0.005] [0.003] [0.004]
Thinks at least one parent has problem with alcohol 028 0.016 0.040*  0.065* 0.018 -0.036
[0.013] [0.018] [0.016] [0.027] [0.019] [0.025]
Number of siblings 0.003 -0.017 0.009 -0.008 0 -0.032*
[0.007] [0.011] [0.009] [0.015] [0.012] [0.015]
Has an older sister 0.015 0.011 0.016 0.005 0.014 0.02
[0.015] [0.022] [0.019] [0.032] [0.023] [0.029]
Has an older brother -0.007 0.009 -0.026 -0.02 0.008 0.047
[0.015] [0.022] [0.020] [0.033] [0.023] [0.029]
Head of HH is female -0.011 -0.003 0.001 -0.02 -0.02 0.023
[0.016] [0.024] [0.020] [0.034] [0.027] [0.034]
Head of HH's age -0.001* -0.003** -0.001  -0.002*  -0.001+ -0.004*
[0.000] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001]
Head of HH's education (in years) -0.004*  -0.005* -0:005-0.005 -0.003 -0.005
[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003]
Head of HH speaks an indigenous language 0.003 0.01 60.020.017 -0.022 0.002
[0.014] [0.021] [0.019] [0.031] [0.022] [0.028]
Mother present -0.043*  0.038 -0.053*  -0.006 -0.017 0.091*
[0.019] [0.028] [0.024] [0.040] [0.032] [0.041]
Father present -0.008 0.003 0.006 -0.036 -0.02 0.048
[0.016] [0.024] [0.021] [0.034] [0.026] [0.033]
Spouse present 0.049 0.117 0.093 0.127 -0.086  -0.082
[0.078] [0.115] [0.081] [0.134] [0.201] [0.258]
Mother's education -0.001 0.003 -0.001 0.005 0 0.001
[0.002] [0.003] [0.002] [0.004] [0.003] [0.004]
Log of family wealth ('000s pesos Nov 2002) -0.008 -8.01 -0.01 -0.017 -0.006  -0.007
[0.005] [0.008] [0.007] [0.012] [0.008] [0.011]
Female 0.018+ -0.012
[0.010] [0.014]
Constant -0.003 -0.05 -0.062 0.028 0.163 0.026
[0.105] [0.154] [0.122] [0.201] [0.230] [0.295]
F-statistic of excluded instruments 3637 210000 2216 97495 1475 120000
Prob > F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Observations 3217 3217 1699 1699 1518 1518
R-squared 0.705 0.993 0.737 0.992 0.674 0.994

Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 10%ghigicant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

% The table numbers in Appendix B correspond tantaén summary tables in the body of the manuscript.

Conditional Cash and Risk Behaviors

36



Table B3a. Naive effect of OPORTUNIDADES participaion on risk behaviors & expectations, females
Used condom Used condom
during first during last Expects to

Drinks Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes  alcohol active intercourse  intercourse  high school
@ 2 (©)) 4 (®) (6)
Household took up OPORTUNIDADES program -0.008 -0.047* -0.012 0.084 -0.025 -0.008
[0.013] [0.020] [0.067] [0.066] [0.044] [0.058]
Age 0.009* 0.032** 0.032 -0.01 -0.008 -0.077*
[0.004] [0.006] [0.020] [0.020] [0.014] [0.018]
Married or in civil union -0.043+ -0.097* 0.432** -082 -0.170** -0.467**
[0.023] [0.037] [0.068] [0.068] [0.057] [0.110]
Not completed primary -0.022 -0.026 0.031 -0.095 -0.07 -0.573*
[0.020] [0.032] [0.100] [0.096] [0.053] [0.094]
Number of friends to discuss personal problems with 0.005+ 0.003 -0.008 0.019 -0.001 0.042*
[0.003] [0.004] [0.013] [0.013] [0.010] [0.012]
Thinks at least one parent has problem with alcohol 0.036* 0.055* -0.017 0.058 0.038 -0.082
[0.016] [0.026] [0.072] [0.071] [0.052] [0.075]
Number of siblings -0.009 -0.013 0.029 -0.044 0.009 0.007
[0.009] [0.015] [0.045] [0.044] [0.030] [0.045]
Has an older sister 0.01 0.043 0.113 -0.066 -0.015 -0.059
[0.019] [0.030] [0.114] [0.112] [0.091] [0.089]
Has an older brother 0.002 0.023 -0.046 0.115 -0.005 -0.149+
[0.019] [0.031] [0.099] [0.098] [0.072] [0.091]
Head of HH is female -0.012 0.005 -0.044 0.073 0.046 0.13
[0.020] [0.032] [0.089] [0.089] [0.065] [0.093]
Head of HH's age 0.000 0.000 -0.005 0.003 -0.001 0.006*
[0.001] [0.001] [0.003] [0.003] [0.002] [0.003]
Head of HH's education (in years) 0.003 -0.003 -0.026* 0.015 0.007 0.034**
[0.002] [0.003] [0.011] [0.011] [0.007] [0.010]
Mother present 0.016 0.047 -0.125 0.003 -0.064 -0.126
[0.024] [0.038] [0.101] [0.101] [0.075] [0.110]
Father present -0.036+ -0.031 -0.084 0.193* 0.032 -0.043
[0.021] [0.033] [0.093] [0.093] [0.077] [0.094]
Spouse present -0.12 0.014 -0.172 -0.365 -0.061 -0.102
[0.074] [0.118] [0.227] [0.228] [0.113] [0.363]
Mother's education -0.002 0.005 0.023+ 0.002 -0.011 0.034*
[0.002] [0.004] [0.013] [0.013] [0.011] [0.011]
Log of family wealth ('000s pesos Nov 2002) 0.005 20:0 0.019 0.018 0.013 -0.011
[0.007] [0.011] [0.037] [0.037] [0.022] [0.033]
Constant 0.003 -0.494* 0.213 0.408 0.452 3.576*
[0.115] [0.184] [0.509] [0.506] [0.349] [0.551]
Observations 1749 1755 212 215 355 1430
R-square 0.01¢ 0.03¢ 0.32¢ 0.14: 0.05¢ 0.14¢

Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 18%gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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Table B3b. Naive effect of OPORTUNIDADES participaton on risk behaviors & expectations, males

Used condom Used condom

during first during last Expects to
Drinks Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes  alcohol active intercourse  intercourse  high school
(1) 2 (3 4 5) (6)
Household took up OPORTUNIDADES program -0.040+  -0.063** 0.012 -0.021 0.054 0.125*
[0.023] [0.024] [0.063] [0.070] [0.052] [0.060]
Age 0.054*  0.073** 0.055** -0.014 -0.025 -0.081**
[0.007] [0.007] [0.021] [0.022] [0.017] [0.019]
Married or in civil union 0.103* 0.045 0.429* -0.229* 0-273* -0.232+
[0.048] [0.052] [0.084] [0.097] [0.060] [0.130]
Not completed primary 0.068+ 0.051 0.06 -0.084 -0.152* .56Q**
[0.037] [0.040] [0.095] [0.105] [0.070] [0.099]
Number of friends to discuss personal problems with  0.004 0.005 -0.004 -0.012 0.016 0.021+
[0.004] [0.005] [0.015] [0.016] [0.015] [0.011]
Thinks at least one parent has problem with alcohol 0.063* 0.090** 0.055 -0.013 0.042 0.083
[0.029] [0.032] [0.076] [0.084] [0.059] [0.078]
Number of siblings -0.040* -0.024 0.045 0.031 -0.004 -0.006
[0.018] [0.019] [0.046] [0.052] [0.032] [0.048]
Has an older sister 0.074* 0.054 -0.043 0.011 0.001 -0.083
[0.034] [0.037] [0.090] [0.101] [0.077] [0.090]
Has an older brother 0.056+ 0.023 -0.037 -0.032 -0.122 -0.113
[0.034] [0.037] [0.101] [0.112] [0.094] [0.090]
Head of HH is female 0.052 0.02 -0.106 0.002 0.118 0.022
[0.040] [0.043] [0.120] [0.136] [0.083] [0.106]
Head of HH's age -0.001 0.001 0.003 0.006+ 0.002 0.008*
[0.001] [0.001] [0.003] [0.004] [0.002] [0.003]
Head of HH's education (in years) -0.005 -0.003 0.018 .0149 -0.005 0.040*
[0.004] [0.004] [0.011] [0.012] [0.009] [0.010]
Mother present 0.005 0.044 -0.163 -0.121 0.082 0.131
[0.048] [0.052] [0.127] [0.140] [0.087] [0.126]
Father present -0.018 -0.025 -0.167 0.136 0.052 -0.028
[0.039] [0.042] [0.119] [0.134] [0.084] [0.101]
Spouse present -0.034 0.143 0 0 0.013 0.101
[0.308] [0.334] [0.000] [0.000] [0.316] [0.765]
Mother's education 0.012** 0.005 -0.022+ 0.004 0.001 0.011
[0.004] [0.005] [0.012] [0.013] [0.010] [0.011]
Log of family wealth ('000s pesos Nov 2002) -0.006 02a. -0.018 0.009 0.019 0
[0.012] [0.013] [0.031] [0.036] [0.026] [0.033]
Constant -0.515  -1.152* -0.385 0.421 0.865 3.004**
[0.350] [0.379] [0.481] [0.518] [0.528] [0.890]
Observations 1575 1577 227 233 339 1361
R-square 0.07¢ 0.10Z 0.26¢ 0.074 0.17¢ 0.08¢
Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 10%gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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Table B4a. Naive effect of OPORTUNIDADES participaion and transfers on risk behaviors & expectationsfemales

Used condom Used condom

during first during last Expects to
Drinks Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes alcohol active intercourse intercourse  high school
(€] 2 ©)) 4 ®) (6)
Household took up OPORTUNIDADES program 0.026 -0.068 -0.068 0.215 0.059 0.041
[0.023] [0.037]+ [0.126] [0.119]+ [0.076] [0.107]
Log of cumulative actual transfers -0.004 0.003 0.007 -0.016 -0.012 -0.006
[0.002]+ [0.004] [0.013] [0.012] [0.009] [0.011]
Age 0.009 0.032 0.032 -0.011 -0.01 -0.077
[0.004]*  [0.006]** [0.020] [0.020] [0.014] [0.018]*
Married or in civil union -0.042 -0.097 0.43 -0.078 o7 -0.467
[0.023]+ [0.037]*  [0.068]** [0.068] [0.057]* [0.120]*
Not completed primary -0.024 -0.025 0.035 -0.103 -0.073 -0.575
[0.020] [0.032] [0.100] [0.096] [0.053] [0.094]**
Number of friends to discuss personal problems with 0.005 0.003 -0.007 0.018 -0.001 0.043
[0.003]+ [0.004] [0.013] [0.013] [0.010] [0.012]
Thinks at least one parent has problem with alcohol 0.036 0.055 -0.016 0.052 0.036 -0.083
[0.016]* [0.026]* [0.072] [0.071] [0.052] [0.075]
Number of siblings -0.008 -0.014 0.028 -0.043 0.013 0.008
[0.009] [0.015] [0.045] [0.044] [0.030] [0.045]
Has an older sister 0.008 0.044 0.112 -0.064 -0.022 -0.061
[0.019] [0.030] [0.114] [0.112] [0.091] [0.089]
Has an older brother 0.002 0.023 -0.041 0.104 -0.017 -0.15
[0.019] [0.031] [0.099] [0.098] [0.072] [0.091]+
Head of HH is female -0.011 0.005 -0.043 0.07 0.047 0.131
[0.020] [0.032] [0.089] [0.089] [0.065] [0.093]
Head of HH's age 0.000 0.000 -0.005 0.003 -0.001 0.006
[0.001] [0.001] [0.003] [0.003] [0.002] [0.003]*
Head of HH's education (in years) 0.003 -0.002 -0.026 01D 0.006 0.034
[0.019]*  [0.030]** [0.095] [0.095] [0.058] [0.087]
Mother present 0.019 0.045 -0.129 0.009 -0.06 -0.122
[0.020]+ [0.033] [0.093] [0.093]* [0.077] [0.095]
Spouse present -0.125 0.017 -0.17 -0.368 -0.071 -0.113
[0.074]+ [0.118] [0.228] [0.227] [0.113] [0.363]
Mother's education -0.002 0.005 0.022 0.004 -0.011 0.034
[0.002] [0.004] [0.013]+ [0.013] [0.011] [0.012]
Log of family wealth ('000s pesos Nov 2002) 0.005 20.0 0.016 0.027 0.016 -0.011
[0.007] [0.011]+ [0.038] [0.038] [0.022] [0.033]
Constant 0.019 -0.504 0.219 0.376 0.498 3.602
[0.115] [0.185]* [0.510] [0.506] [0.350] [0.553]*
Observations 1749 1755 212 215 355 1430
R-square 0.0z 0.04 0.3¢ 0.1F 0.0€ 0.1
Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 10%gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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Table B4b. Naive effect of OPORTUNIDADES participaton and transfers on risk behaviors & expectationsmales

Used condom Used condom

during first during last Expects to
Drinks Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes  alcohol active intercourse  intercourse  high school
1) 2 3 (4) (5) (6)
Household took up OPORTUNIDADES program -0.023 -0.033  -0.099 -0.068 0.033 -0.038
[0.038] [0.042] [0.101] [0.109] [0.087] [0.102]
Log of cumulative actual transfers -0.002 -0.004 0.015 0.006 0.003 0.022*
[0.004] [0.004] [0.011] [0.012] [0.009] [0.011]
Age 0.054*  0.072* 0.053* -0.014 -0.025 -0.080**
[0.007] [0.007] [0.021] [0.022] [0.017] [0.019]
Married or in civil union 0.104* 0.047 0.421* -0.233* 0:275** -0.241+
[0.048] [0.052] [0.084] [0.097] [0.060] [0.130]
Not completed primary 0.068+ 0.051 0.054 -0.086 -0.152*  0.560**
[0.037] [0.040] [0.094] [0.106] [0.070] [0.099]
Number of friends to discuss personal problems with  0.004 0.006 -0.004 -0.012 0.017 0.020+
[0.004] [0.005] [0.014] [0.016] [0.015] [0.011]
Thinks at least one parent has problem with alcohol 0.063* 0.090** 0.061 -0.011 0.043 0.085
[0.029] [0.032] [0.076] [0.084] [0.060] [0.078]
Number of siblings -0.040* -0.024 0.045 0.03 -0.005 67.0
[0.018] [0.019] [0.046] [0.052] [0.032] [0.048]
Has an older sister 0.074* 0.053 -0.033 0.016 0.001 -0.083
[0.034] [0.037] [0.090] [0.101] [0.077] [0.090]
Has an older brother 0.056+ 0.023 -0.045 -0.034 -0.123 118
[0.034] [0.037] [0.101] [0.112] [0.094] [0.090]
Head of HH is female 0.053 0.02 -0.09 0.008 0.117 0.018
[0.040] [0.043] [0.121] [0.136] [0.083] [0.105]
Head of HH's age -0.001 0.001 0.002 0.006 0.001 0.008*
[0.001] [0.001] [0.003] [0.004] [0.002] [0.003]
Head of HH's education (in years) -0.005 -0.003 0.018 .0149 -0.005 0.041*
[0.033] [0.036] [0.090] [0.101] [0.079] [0.088]
Mother present 0.007 0.047 -0.179 -0.126 0.081 0.114
[0.039] [0.042] [0.119] [0.135] [0.084] [0.101]
Spouse present -0.032 0.147 0 0 0.007 0.076
[0.308] [0.334] [0.000] [0.000] [0.317] [0.764]
Mother's education 0.012* 0.005 -0.022+ 0.004 0.001 0.011
[0.004] [0.005] [0.012] [0.013] [0.010] [0.011]
Log of family wealth ('000s pesos Nov 2002) -0.006 02a. -0.021 0.008 0.018 0.002
[0.012] [0.013] [0.031] [0.036] [0.026] [0.033]
Constant -0.512 -1.147* -0.365 0.414 0.872 2.975**
[0.350] [0.379] [0.480] [0.519] [0.529] [0.889]
Observations 1575 1577 227 233 339 1361
R-squared 0.075 0.102 0.272 0.075 0.178 0.088

Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 18%gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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Table B5a. Instrumental variables effect of OPORTUNDADES patrticipation on risk behaviors & expectations, females

Used condom Used condom

during first during last Expects to
Drinks Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes  alcohol active intercourse  intercourse  high school
@ (2 ©) 4 5 (6
IV for HH enroliment into OPORTUNIDADES program  -0.030* -0.050* 0.022 0.045 -0.038 0.008
[0.015] [0.024] [0.075] [0.076] [0.050] [0.069]
Age 0.009**  0.034** 0.032+ -0.012 -0.009 -0.070**
[0.004] [0.006] [0.019] [0.019] [0.014] [0.018]
Married or in civil union -0.043+  -0.100** 0.425** -0D -0.167** -0.482**
[0.023] [0.037] [0.065] [0.065] [0.055] [0.110]
Not completed primary -0.016 -0.02 0.019 -0.098 -0.083 -0.578**
[0.020] [0.033] [0.095] [0.092] [0.052] [0.095]
Number of friends to discuss personal problems with 0.006* 0.004 -0.011 0.016 0 0.047*
[0.003] [0.004] [0.012] [0.013] [0.010] [0.012]
Thinks at least one parent has problem with alcohol 0.030+ 0.054* -0.004 0.061 0.044 -0.07
[0.016] [0.026] [0.070] [0.069] [0.051] [0.076]
Number of siblings -0.01 -0.018 0.030 -0.046 0.003 0.013
[0.009] [0.015] [0.043] [0.043] [0.030] [0.045]
Has an older sister 0.011 0.046 0.101 -0.064 -0.008 -0.068
[0.019] [0.031] [0.110] [0.108] [0.089] [0.089]
Has an older brother 0.003 0.033 -0.053 0.119 0.004 -0.175+
[0.019] [0.031] [0.094] [0.094] [0.070] [0.091]
Head of HH is female -0.006 0.005 -0.053 0.071 0.065 0.116
[0.020] [0.033] [0.085] [0.086] [0.065] [0.093]
Head of HH's age 0.000 0.000 -0.004 0.003 0.000 0.006*
[0.001] [0.001] [0.003] [0.003] [0.002] [0.003]
Head of HH's education (in years) 0.002 -0.003 -0.026* 0.013 0.008 0.032*
[0.002] [0.003] [0.011] [0.011] [0.007] [0.010]
Mother present 0.014 0.044 -0.13 -0.002 -0.064 -0.129
[0.024] [0.038] [0.096] [0.097] [0.074] [0.110]
Father present -0.037+ -0.029 -0.097 0.192* 0.033 -0.043
[0.020] [0.033] [0.089] [0.090] [0.076] [0.094]
Spouse present -0.150+ -0.009 -0.141 -0.228 -0.096 -0.056
[0.079] [0.129] [0.251] [0.253] [0.120] [0.408]
Mother's education -0.001 0.006+ 0.021+ -0.001 -0.01 0.036**
[0.002] [0.004] [0.012] [0.012] [0.011] [0.011]
Log of family wealth ('000s pesos Nov 2002) 0.007 220 0.028 0.02 0.008 -0.018
[0.007] [0.012] [0.036] [0.036] [0.022] [0.034]
Constant 0.029 -0.490* 0.093 0.331 0.527 3.462*
[0.120] [0.193] [0.501] [0.499] [0.348] [0.586]
Observations 1691 1696 207 210 344 1384
R-square 0.01¢ 0.04 0.32% 0.13¢ 0.057 0.14¢
Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 10%gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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Table B5b. Instrumental variables effect of OPORTUNDADES patrticipation on risk behaviors & expectations, males

Used condom Used condom

during first during last Expects to
Drinks Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes alcohol active intercourse  intercourse  high school
(€] 2 (©)] 4 (5) (6)
IV for HH enrollment into OPORTUNIDADES program  -0.052+  -0.072* 0.066 0.017 0.068 0.212**
[0.028]  [0.030] [0.076] [0.085] [0.064] [0.074]
Age 0.053**  0.075** 0.054** -0.01 -0.027 -0.077*
[0.007]  [0.007] [0.020] [0.021] [0.017] [0.019]
Married or in civil union 0.095+ 0.032 0.448** -0.292** -0.262** -0.233+
[0.050] [0.053] [0.085] [0.098] [0.061] [0.135]
Not completed primary 0.067+ 0.044 0.048 -0.039 -0.152* -0.568**
[0.038]  [0.041] [0.092] [0.102] [0.072] [0.100]
Number of friends to discuss personal problems with 0.004 0.006 -0.007 -0.012 0.013 0.019+
[0.004]  [0.005] [0.014] [0.016] [0.015] [0.011]
Thinks at least one parent has problem with alcohol 0.059*  0.097* 0.06 -0.025 0.066 0.085
[0.029] [0.032] [0.074] [0.081] [0.059] [0.079]
Number of siblings -0.039* -0.023 0.054 0.042 0.000 -0.023
[0.018]  [0.019] [0.045] [0.051] [0.032] [0.048]
Has an older sister 0.060+ 0.044 -0.043 0.018 -0.030 -0.065
[0.035]  [0.037] [0.088] [0.098] [0.078] [0.091]
Has an older brother 0.055 0.024 -0.037 -0.013 -0.108 -0.104
[0.034]  [0.037] [0.099] [0.110] [0.094] [0.091]
Head of HH is female 0.053 0.024 -0.071 0.016 0.093 0.026
[0.040]  [0.044] [0.119] [0.134] [0.083] [0.107]
Head of HH's age -0.001 0.000 0.003 0.006+ 0.001 0.008*
[0.001]  [0.001] [0.003] [0.003] [0.002] [0.003]
Head of HH's education (in years) -0.006 -0.004 0.014 .019 -0.003 0.043**
[0.004]  [0.004] [0.011] [0.012] [0.009] [0.011]
Mother present -0.001 0.039 -0.187 -0.149 0.091 0.136
[0.048]  [0.052] [0.123] [0.135] [0.086] [0.127]
Father present -0.021 -0.015 -0.125 0.167 0.041 -0.028
[0.039] [0.042] [0.117] [0.132] [0.083] [0.102]
Spouse present -0.043 0.134 0.002 0.109
[0.307] [0.331] [0.309] [0.760]
Mother's education 0.011** 0.006 -0.018 0.007 0.002 0.008
[0.004]  [0.005] [0.012] [0.013] [0.010] [0.011]
Log of family wealth ("000s pesos Nov 2002) -0.004 010. -0.012 0.015 0.014 -0.004
[0.013] [0.014] [0.031] [0.035] [0.026] [0.033]
Constant -0.472  -1.154* -0.488 0.223 0.944+ 2.984*
[0.350] [0.378] [0.463] [0.503] [0.522] [0.889]
Observations 1511 1512 219 224 323 1300
R-square 0.07] 0.10¢ 0.26¢€ 0.09: 0.16¢€ 0.08¢
Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 18%gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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Table B6a. Instrumental variables effect of OPORTUNDADES participation & transfers on risk behaviors & expectations, females

Used condom Used condom

during first during last Expects to
Drinks Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes  alcohol active intercourse  intercourse  high school
(€] @ ®3) 4 ®) (6)
IV for HH enrolliment into OPORTUNIDADES program ~ -0.195*  -0.308** 0.061 0.274 0.173 0.683*
[0.071] [0.112] [0.388] [0.389] [0.172] [0.300]
IV for the log of cumulative actual transfers 0.015* 0.024* -0.004 -0.020 -0.021 -0.064*
[0.006] [0.010] [0.035] [0.034] [0.017] [0.028]
Age 0.010*  0.035* 0.032+ -0.012 -0.013 -0.073*
[0.004] [0.006] [0.019] [0.019] [0.014] [0.018]
Married or in civil union -0.048* -0.108** 0.426** -0.088 -0.164** -0.470**
[0.024] [0.038] [0.066] [0.065] [0.055] [0.111]
Not completed primary -0.008 -0.008 0.016 -0.118 -0.092+ -0.605**
[0.021] [0.034] [0.102] [0.097] [0.053] [0.097]
Number of friends to discuss personal problems with 0.005+ 0.003 -0.012 0.014 0.000 0.050**
[0.003] [0.004] [0.013] [0.013] [0.010] [0.012]
Thinks at least one parent has problem with alcohol 0.035* 0.061* -0.004 0.057 0.042 -0.094
[0.017] [0.027] [0.070] [0.069] [0.051] [0.078]
Number of siblings -0.011 -0.019 0.030 -0.048 0.010 0.016
[0.009] [0.015] [0.043] [0.042] [0.030] [0.046]
Has an older sister 0.016 0.053+ 0.101 -0.063 -0.024 -0.084
[0.020] [0.031] [0.110] [0.107] [0.090] [0.091]
Has an older brother 0.002 0.033 -0.057 0.099 -0.017 -0.177+
[0.020] [0.032] [0.101] [0.099] [0.072] [0.093]
Head of HH is female -0.003 0.010 -0.054 0.058 0.057 0.104
[0.021] [0.033] [0.088] [0.088] [0.065] [0.094]
Head of HH's age 0.000 0.000 -0.004 0.003 -0.001 0.006*
[0.001] [0.001] [0.003] [0.003] [0.002] [0.003]
Head of HH's education (in years) 0.002 -0.004 -0.026*  0.015 0.007 0.034**
[0.002] [0.003] [0.011] [0.011] [0.007] [0.010]
Mother present 0.003 0.026 -0.129 0.000 -0.051 -0.077
[0.025] [0.040] [0.097] [0.096] [0.075] [0.114]
Father present -0.035+ -0.026 -0.098 0.174+ 0.020 -0.049
[0.021] [0.033] [0.093] [0.094] [0.077] [0.096]
Spouse present -0.133 0.018 -0.145 -0.241 -0.122 -0.225
[0.082] [0.131] [0.253] [0.252] [0.122] [0.420]
Mother's education -0.001 0.006+ 0.022+ 0.002 -0.008 0.037*
[0.002] [0.004] [0.013] [0.013] [0.011] [0.011]
Log of family wealth ('000s pesos Nov 2002) 0.006 208 0.030 0.035 0.015 -0.014
[0.007] [0.012] [0.042] [0.043] [0.023] [0.034]
Constant 0.008 -0.526** 0.084 0.222 0.580+ 3.615*
[0.123] [0.196] [0.520] [0.526] [0.351] [0.598]
Observations 1691 1696 207 210 344 1384
R-squared 0.033 0.018 0.323 0.144 0.056 0.120
Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 10&gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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Table B6b. Instrumental variables effect of OPORTUNDADES participation & transfers on risk behaviors & expectations, males

Used condom Used condom

during first during last Expects to
Sexually sexual sexual graduate from
Smokes Drinks alcohol  active intercourse  intercourse  high school
@ &) (©) “ ®) 6
IV for HH enrollment into OPORTUNIDADES program -0.497* -0.209 -0.326 0.818 0.648 1.308*
[0.194] [0.204] [0.558] [0.508] [0.505] [0.514]
IV for the log of cumulative actual transfers 0.039* 0.012 0.034 -0.069 -0.051 -0.098*
[0.017] [0.018] [0.047] [0.043] [0.044] [0.045]
Age 0.053** 0.075** 0.047* -0.004 -0.019 -0.076**
[0.007] [0.008] [0.023] [0.025] [0.020] [0.020]
Married or in civil union 0.064 0.022 0.401** -0.193 -0.221* -0.150
[0.054] [0.056] [0.109] [0.128] [0.075] [0.148]
Not completed primary 0.074+ 0.046 0.039 -0.031 -0.162* -0.587**
[0.040] [0.042] [0.094] [0.118] [0.078] [0.107]
Number of friends to discuss personal problems with 0.003 0.005 -0.003 -0.021 0.005 0.023+
[0.004] [0.005] [0.015] [0.019] [0.018] [0.012]
Thinks at least one parent has problem with alcohol 0.072* 0.101** 0.070 -0.040 0.025 0.047
[0.031] [0.032] [0.076] [0.093] [0.073] [0.085]
Number of siblings -0.039* -0.023 0.075 0.006 -0.020 -0.034
[0.019] [0.019] [0.055] [0.062] [0.039] [0.051]
Has an older sister 0.063+ 0.045 -0.037 0.012 -0.019 -0.066
[0.036] [0.037] [0.089] [0.112] [0.085] [0.097]
Has an older brother 0.057 0.026 -0.081 0.058 -0.083 -0.090
[0.036] [0.037] [0.117] [0.134] [0.104] [0.096]
Head of HH is female 0.050 0.024 -0.064 0.012 0.118 0.026
[0.042] [0.044] [0.120] [0.153] [0.092] [0.113]
Head of HH's age -0.001 0.000 0.002 0.008+ 0.003 0.008*
[0.001] [0.001] [0.003] [0.004] [0.003] [0.003]
Head of HH's education (in years) -0.006 -0.004 0.013 .01® -0.004 0.044**
[0.004] [0.004] [0.011] [0.014] [0.010] [0.011]
Mother present -0.021 0.032 -0.223+ -0.106 0.066 0.197
[0.051] [0.053] [0.134] [0.157] [0.095] [0.138]
Father present -0.028 -0.017 -0.105 0.139 0.064 -0.016
[0.041] [0.042] [0.122] [0.153] [0.092] [0.109]
Spouse present -0.061 0.127 0.000 0.000 0.084 0.157
[0.321] [0.333] 0.000 0.000 [0.342] [0.806]
Mother's education 0.011** 0.006 -0.021+ 0.012 0.006 0.009
[0.004] [0.005] [0.012] [0.015] [0.012] [0.012]
Log of family wealth ('000s pesos Nov 2002) -0.005 013 -0.016 0.025 0.021 -0.004
[0.013] [0.014] [0.031] [0.041] [0.029] [0.035]
Constant -0.417 -1.136** -0.313 0.042 0.641 2.845**
[0.368] [0.381] [0.527] [0.588] [0.622] [0.945]
Observations 1511 1512 219 224 323 1300
R-squared -0.020 0.095 0.257 -0.196 0.024 -0.029
Standard errors in brackets: + significant at 10%gnificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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