




















IV. Impacts of Pension-eligibility on Decision-making

A. Individual Level Decision-Making Analysis

As a first step in my analysis, in Figure 2, I graph the means of the day-to-day decision-
making variable by age separately for women andmen and, as in Figure 1, I also plot the
regression line of decision-making on age estimated separately on either side of the
discontinuity with 95 percent confidence intervals. These graphs are illustrative of the
main result of this paper. Despite a pronounced negative age trend in decision-making
for elderlywomen, there is a large jumpupward at age 60, a difference that is statistically
significant even given wide confidence intervals. The same is not true for men; the
estimated effect is small and does not approach statistical significance.Despite this large
jump in the regression lines for women, there is quite a bit of noise in the raw means.
Online Appendix Figure 2 shows the same data but with the means smoothed over two-
year (instead of one-year) age bins. This smoothing reduces the noise significantly,
lending further credence to the estimated discontinuity for women.
Next, I address the question of how the pension impacts the identity of the primary

decision-maker in a regression framework to provide precise estimates of the effects. Table
2 presents the results from the estimation of Regression Model 1 described in Section III.
This is an individual-level analysis and includes all black men and women aged 50 to 75.
The dependent variable in Columns 1–4 is a binary variable equal to one if everyone in the
household agrees that the person is the primary decision-maker for day-to-day purchases,
and in Columns 5–8 it is a binary variable equal to one if everyone in the household agrees
that the person is the primary decision-maker in all four decision-making categories.
Columns 1 and 5 include a linear trend in the age of the person, Columns 2 and 6 utilize a
quadratic trend, and Columns 3 and 7 are estimated with a cubic trend. Columns 4 and 8
also use a cubic trend and additionally include control variables. The results are in Panel 1
for women andPanel 2 formen.At the bottomof the table, I report p-values on tests for the
equality of the female and male eligibility coefficients.
The South African pension has a large and statistically significant impact on the

decision-making power of eligible women, a result that is robust to the inclusion of
linear, quadratic, or cubic age trends. Focusing on the results using the cubic age trend,
the results in Column 3 show that eligiblewomen are 16.7 percentage pointsmore likely
to be the primary decision-maker for day-to-day purchases. The estimated effect is an
economically significant 26 percent of the sample mean. The coefficient is not sensitive
to the addition of control variables, dropping only slightly, to 15.3 percentage points, in
Column 4. The stability of this coefficient further strengthens the causal identification in
this analysis: If the effects were being driven by other differences around the age of
eligibility, the addition of control variables should have significantly attenuated the
coefficient on eligibility. The impact of pension-eligibility on decision-making for all
four categories is similar, 13 to 17 percentage points compared to a slightly lower sample
mean. Analysis of cases where the dependent variable is primary decision-maker for
large, unusual purchases, where the household lives, and who can live in the household
shows similar effects of pension-eligibility (online Appendix Table 2). The consistency
of this result across decision-making categories and for those who are the decision-
maker in all categories reinforces the claim that these results are evidence of a real shift
in women’s ability to influence household decisions.
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No significant effects of pension-eligibility are present for the male subsample in
Table 2, and given that the estimated coefficients are negative, there is not even
suggestive evidence of a positive effect. The coefficients on male eligibility are all
statistically different from the coefficients on female eligibility at the 5 percent level.
They are also more sensitive to changes in specification (altering the age trend and
adding control variables) than the coefficients on female eligibility. There are some
significant results for the categories of where a household can live and who can live
in that household but they are not robust across specifications and are consistently
negative. Additionally, no effect, positive or negative, is visible in graphical analysis
of these other trends. While it should be acknowledged that the lack of impact in the
male sample could be due to reduced power from a smaller sample size and weaker
discontinuity, these results, combined with the fact that Figure 2b shows no true
discontinuity, make it unlikely that there is any true effect, positive or negative, for
men.14 Possible explanations for this asymmetry in results between men and women
will be discussed in Section V.15

The regressions presented in Table 2 differ from the regression lines shown in Figure 2
in that the polynomial in age is not allowed to vary on either side of the age cutoff.
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Figure 2
Primary Decision-making for Day to Day Purchases by Age
Notes: Sample is individuals aged 50 to 75, women in Panel A and men in Panel B. Scatterplots are
unweighted means of Y-axis variable by age in years. Unweighted OLS regression lines of Y-axis variable
on age are estimated on either side of the discontinuity (age 60 for women and age 65 for men). Ninety-five
percent confidence intervals are shown around the regression lines. Y-axis variable is a dummy variable for
whether or not everyone in household agrees that individual is the primary decision-maker for day-to-day
purchases.

14. If the ability of men to influence household decisions is changing, it is not by a large enough amount to
change the measures of decision-making used in this paper.
15. I also find no impact on the likelihood of being the secondary decision-maker for either men or women.
Additionally, to draw a comparison with other papers that utilize survey questions with a more common format
that focuses on sole and joint decision-making, in results not shown I also create and analyze variables that
indicate whether the person in question is the sole decision-maker, a joint decision-maker, or a joint-primary
decision-maker. This analysis follows the same pattern for men as in the main analyses. The positive effect for
women is fully concentrated in the sole decision-maker variable (there are no increases in women as joint-
primary decision-makers with pension-eligibility).
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Allowing this variation would result in a more flexible specification and is often
considered to be the preferred method of estimating regression discontinuity models.
However, this type of specification is more data-intensive and can reduce power,
especially when working with smaller sample sizes and if the true slope is the same on
either side (Lee and Lemieux 2010). In online Appendix Table 3 I replicate Table 2 but
allow the polynomial to vary. The main results for women are similar in magnitude to
the results in Table 2 but precision is reduced; the coefficient on female eligibility is
only statistically significant when using a linear age trend for decision-making over
day-to-day purchases and a linear or quadratic age trend for decision-making in all
four categories.
The results presented in this section using the NIDSWave 1 data are strong evidence

that female pension-eligibility affects female decision-making power. Given the avail-
ability of similar measures in NIDSWave 2 and 3, a key robustness check is to consider
whether the same patterns are repeated in the later samples. This analysis is presented
in Table 3, focusing on the category of decision-making for day-to-day purchases.
Columns 1 through 4 show the results fromWave 2 and Columns 5 through 8 show the
results from Wave 3. Panel 1 presents the results for women and Panel 2 for men. All
sample and variable construction is as in Table 2.
Table 3 shows that the results are not robust to using theWave 2 andWave 3 samples.

The coefficients across specifications for female eligibility in Wave 2 are positive but
much smaller than in Wave 1 and not statistically significant. The Wave 3 coefficients
are also positive and are somewhat larger but statistically significant only for the linear
age trend specification (Column 5). The coefficients for male eligibility are positive in
Wave 2 and negative in Wave 3, and do not approach statistical significance in either
case.16

These results should, however, be interpreted in light of a change in survey protocol
that appears to have affected the measurement of the decision-making variables, dis-
cussed briefly here and in detail in online Appendix A. InWave 1 the household survey
was administered to the household head while inWaves 2 and 3 the oldest female in the
household was interviewed. Consequently, a higher percentage of older women are
listed as the household head in Waves 2 and 3 compared to Wave 1 (online Appendix
Table 4).Women are alsomore likely to be named as the decision-maker inWaves 2 and
3 because the household head variable is highly correlated with the decision-making
variables. This correlation is certainly due in part to the true correlation between the
household head and the decision-maker. However, it is also likely due to measurement
error that results when the first person on the household roster is listed as the decision-
maker. This change in protocol has therefore increased the likelihood that all older
women, regardless of pension-eligibility, are named as the decision-maker. This then
makes any changes in decision-making due to pension-eligibility more difficult to
detect. Overall, the consistently positive estimates for women in Waves 2 and 3 com-
bined with the introduction of increased measurement error in the outcome variables is
suggestive that similar changes in women’s decision-making power are occurring in all

16. The coefficients on male and female eligibility are statistically different only in the linear specification for
Wave 3, and then only at the 10 percent level.
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three survey rounds. However, all results should be interpreted with the caveat that I
cannot show this robustly across waves.

B. Impacts on Decision-Making Power of Other Household Members

The result that women’s decision-making power increases with pension-eligibility leads
to the question of from whom in the household that power is coming. The fact that
bargaining power appears to be following income controlled by women is an important
economic finding but it also has substantial policy implications. For example, advocates
for female empowerment may argue that this result is evidence in favor of expanding
transfer programs but it is possible that this increase comes at the expense of other
women in the household, leading to no overall increase in female bargaining power.
In the analysis that follows, I focus only on women for simplicity, as the previous

analysis in Table 2 did not indicate that male decision-making power was changingwith
pension-eligibility. The first goal is to understand who in the household is a candidate to
lose decision-making power when a woman becomes pension-eligible. I create five
categories of potential decision-makers: women 50 and over, men 50 and over, women
18 to 49, men 18 to 49, and cases where the household does not agree on the identity of
the decision-maker. Because these are household level designations, the data is pre-
sented at the household level. I focus only on households with women who are not yet
pension-eligible (ages 50 to 59) because I want to understand who the decision-maker
was prior to the eligibility of the older woman. The sample differs from the individual-
level analysis only in that households where there is more than one older woman of the
same gender are collapsed into one observation. Fewer than 3 percent of households
have more than one older person of the same gender.
Table 4 presents the percentages of households that fall into the different decision-

making categories separately by whether an older male is present. Panel 1 presents
results for the day-to-day purchases category and Panel 2 refers to all four categories.
When no older male is present, women are the primary decision-makers in the large
majority of households under both definitions of the variable. When an older man is
present the distribution is more split between the older male and female, although men
do dominate. Interestingly, younger adults play only a small part in decision-making.
Cases of disagreement over who is the decision-maker is the other category of impor-
tance, especially in households where there is both an older woman and older man (24
percent for day-to-day purchases and 40 percent for all four categories).
I now examine how the distribution of household decision-making powermay change

when a woman becomes pension-eligible. The specification that I employ is similar to
that used to estimate changes on the individual level but because the outcomes are at the
household level the sample is households with a woman aged 50 to 75. I include a
polynomial (linear, quadratic, and cubic) in the age of the oldest woman in the 50 to 75
age range and indicators for the presence of an older male and pension-eligible male.
Standard errors are clustered at the survey cluster level. I focus on the two main com-
petitor categories for decision-making power: a male 50 and over, and household dis-
agreement over who is the decision-maker.
Table 5 presents the results. Panel 1 displays the results for decision-making over day-

to-day purchases and Panel 2 the results for decision-making in all four categories.
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Columns 1 to 3 display results for whether or not an older male is the primary decision-
maker in households where an older male is present. The coefficient on female pension-
eligibility estimates that men 50 or over are 10 to 14 percentage points less likely to be
the primary decision-maker for day-to-day purchases and six to ten percentage points
less likely be the decision-maker in all four categories when awoman becomes pension-
eligible. The coefficient falls short of statistical significance but is suggestive of a
negative impact on the decision-making power of older men. However, given the small
sample size, it is difficult to draw any definitive conclusions.
Columns 4–9 examine the impact of pension-eligibility on disagreement over deci-

sion-making in the household separately by whether or not an older male lives in the
household. In households with no older man (Columns 4–6), female pension-eligibility
results in a nine to 14 percentage point decrease in household disagreement over the
decision-maker for day-to-day purchases and a 14 to 22 percentage point decrease in
household disagreement over the decision-maker in all four categories. This result is
large relative to the samplemeans and themagnitude is somewhat sensitive to the degree
of polynomial chosen, particularly in Panel 2. However, it is highly statistically sig-
nificant across specifications. There is no statistically significant reduction in dis-
agreement in households with elderly men in Columns 7–9. This analysis suggests that
whenwomen do not livewith an oldermale they are benefitting from increased certainty

Table 4
Identity of Household Decision Maker in Non-Eligible Households

Households with a:
Woman 50–59

No man
50+ in hh

Man
50+ in hh

Panel 1: Decision maker refers to day-to-day purchases

Decision maker is woman 50+ (percent) 84.0 28.0
Decision maker is man 50+ (percent) 47.3
Decision maker is woman 18–49 (percent) 1.7 0.3
Decision maker is man 18–49 (percent) 3.1 0.0
Household disagrees on decision maker (percent) 11.1 24.3
Observations 576 321

Panel 2: Decision maker refers to all four categories

Decision maker is woman 50+ (percent) 79.0 15.1
Decision maker is man 50+ (percent) 45.1
Decision maker is woman 18–49 (percent) 1.4 0.0
Decision maker is man 18–49 (percent) 2.6 0.0
Household disagrees on decision maker (percent) 16.9 39.4
Observations 567 317

Notes: Author’s calculations from 2008 NIDS.
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among household members about the identity of the decision-maker, an indication of
increased bargaining power. In cases where the pension-eligible woman does live with
an older man, there is suggestive evidence that the increase in her power is coming, at
least in part, from a reduction in the decision-making power of older men.

V. Pension-eligibility and Personal Income Share

The household models that have informed the questions that this paper
addresses are based on the assumption that bargaining power, and specifically indi-
vidual income, affects decision-making in the household. Otherwise, the pension
should not necessarily have an effect on how decisions are made in the household.
However, if the interpretation of the result that women’s decision-making power in-
creases when they are pension-eligible is to be guided by these theories, then the
nonresult in the case of pension-eligible men becomes puzzling. Given that men also
experience a discontinuous increase in pension receipt at their age of eligibility (Figure
1b), this increase in income should also increase their decision-making power.17

It is instructive therefore to understand whether or not individual income is actually
the channel through which the impact on female decision-making is operating. First, I
examine whether individual income is correlated with decision-making in the house-
hold. Using the reports of individually earned income from the NIDS Wave 1 adult
surveys, for each older adult I calculate his or her personal income share (the percentage
of total household income that he or she reports individually including pension income).
Figure 3 graphs the mean value of the primary decision-maker for day-to-day purchases
indicator variable against this personal income share variable in five percentage point
bins by gender.18 There is a clear relationship between income share and decision-
making for both men and women, and the relationship holds regardless of pension-
eligibility (not shown).19,20

This strong relationship between income share and decision-making power draws a
clear line towhy there are strong impacts of the pension on decision-making, at least for
women. Consequently, we also should see a discontinuity in income share at the age of
pension-eligibility. In Figure 4 I plot the mean of the elderly individual’s income share
by age and the regression line, again estimated on either side of the age discontinuity.
Corresponding regression results are presented in Columns 1–4 of onlineAppendix Table
5. The discontinuity is clear and striking in the female sample and provides a convincing
channel through which the increase in decision-making occurs. Statistical significance is
confirmed by the regression results and the coefficient on eligibility is statistically sig-
nificantly different for men and women. However, there is no clear increase at age 65 in

17. One possibility is that men were already the decision-makers prior to eligibility and thus there is no room
for improvement. However, the statistics on decision-making in Table 1 make it clear that noneligible men
though likely to be the decision-makers, are by no means always the decision-maker.
18. In Figures 3–5 I drop the top half percent of elderly male and female household income earners to eliminate
several extreme outliers. Dropping the outliers is done only to allow for cleaner presentation of results and does
not affect the qualitative implication of the figures.
19. The relationship holds in the entire NIDS sample, not just the elderly population.
20. To avoid losing observations tomissing income data, I utilize income data with imputations done byNIDS.
Dropping observations with imputations does not affect the results.
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the male sample, and the estimated regression coefficients are small, negative, and
not statistically significant. This pattern of increased personal income share with female
eligibility is additionally repeated inNIDSWaves 2 and 3 (Wave 2 results are in Columns
1–3 of Table 6. Wave 3 results not shown). This robustness to survey wave is important
as incomemeasurement should not be vulnerable to the changes in survey protocols that
have affected the decision-making variable. If household decision-making is deter-
mined in part through income control, then this lack of increase in men’s income share
provides an explanation for why there is no increase in male decision-making. This
same pattern is evident, although noisier, when examining raw individual income
(results not shown).
The idea that increased income share is driving the increase in decision-making power

is bolstered by an examination of the income shares of others in the household. Recall
the suggestive evidence in Table 5 that in households where an older woman is living
with an older man the increase in female decision-making power comes at least in part
from a reduction in the decision-making power of older men. Similarly, I can show that
in those same households the personal income share of older men drops with female
eligibility (online Appendix Figure 3).21

Although the lack of increase inmale income share provides a convincing explanation
for why there is not an increase in male decision-making, it is perplexing given the fact
that there is a discontinuity in male pension receipt at 65. If male income is not in-
creasing, where is the pension money going? Given previous evidence that both men
andwomen exit the labor force in large numbers at the age of eligibility (Lam et al. 2006;
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Figure 3
Decision-making by Percent of Personal Income Share
Notes: Sample is individuals aged 50 to 75, women in Panel A andmen in Panel B. The top half percent of male
and female household income is trimmed. Scatterplots are the mean of whether or not everyone in the
household agrees the individual is the primary decision-maker for day-to-day purchases by five percentage
point bins of personal income share.

21. A more direct way to show the relationship between personal income share and decision-making power
would be to use pension-eligibility as an instrument for personal income share in a regression of decision-
making power on income share. However, given the wide range of ways in which the pension can impact
households, the exclusion restriction of such an instrument would surely be violated.
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Ranchhod 2006), one explanation is that the pension income received by men is can-
celled out by a reduction in labor income. However, given that the drops in employment
were found for both men andwomen, it is not immediately clear why this cancelling out
would occur for one gender and not the other.22

An examination of labor income is more instructive than a simple examination of
employment. Figure 5 graphs the age trend, separately by gender, for individual labor
income as a percentage of household, nonpension, income.23 The graphical results are
confirmed in regression results presented in Columns 5–8 of online Appendix Table 5.
Strong discontinuities are present for both genders but the means prior to pension-
eligibility and the size of the drop at the age of eligibility are much smaller for women
than they are for men. While I do not have the power to statistically reject that the
declines at eligibility are the same for men and women, male labor income prior to
eligibility was a more important part of the household budget than female labor
income. Therefore, while the pension represents an increase over what women were
earning, it may be more of a replacement for what men previously received. This can
explain why men do not see an increase in personal income share when they become
pension-eligible, and consequently why there is no subsequent increase in their
decision-making power in the household.
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Figure 4
Personal Income Share by Age
Notes: Sample is individuals aged 50 to 75, women in Panel A and men in Panel B. The top half percent
of male and female household income is trimmed. Scatterplots are unweighted means of Y-axis variable
by age. Unweighted OLS regression lines of Y-axis variable on age are estimated on either side of the
discontinuity (age 60 for women and age 65 for men). Ninety-five percent confidence intervals are shown
around the regression lines. Y-axis variable is the percent of total household income reported to be received
by the individual.

22. 43 percent and 16 percent of noneligible and eligible women respectively are working. 54 percent and 21
percent of noneligible and eligible men respectively are working. It is interesting to note that labor force
withdrawal is not a requirement for pension receipt for most people as employment income in this population is
generally below the means test for eligibility.
23. I perform the calculation in this way to mitigate the mechanical decrease in labor income as a percentage of
household income if household income were to increase with the pension.
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Given this labor income response, it is important to consider whether differential
changes in total household income are driving the main results. In other words, if total
household income goes up bymorewith female eligibility thanwithmale eligibility and
if increased household income tends to increase women’s decision-making power, then
it is not clear whether the results in Table 2 are specific to the identity of the recipient or
simply a result of increased household income. To address this issue in online Appendix
Table 6 I examine the effect of male and female eligibility on total household monthly
income using the same household-level sample and estimation strategy described in
Table 5. The dependent variable in Columns 1–4 is monthly income in levels and the
dependent variable in Columns 5–8 is log monthly income.
The results of the analysis are noisy; the coefficients are positive but are not consis-

tently statistically significantly different from zero. Importantly, the male and female
coefficients are not statistically significantly different in any specification, and the
magnitude of themale coefficients is generally larger than that of the female coefficients.
Although based only on the labor income analysis onewould predict a larger increase in
household income with female eligibility relative to male eligibility, other responses to
the pension within the household suggested by previous research could also impact total
household income. This includes, for example, adjustments in the labor supply of prime
age adults (Bertrand, Mullainathan, and Miller 2003) or reductions in transfers from
other households (Jensen 2003). Addressing the full range of these responses is beyond
the scope of this paper, but the evidence presented here suggests that the decision-making
results are not driven by an income effect in households with female pension recipients.
This investigation of changes in labor income provides a straightforward explanation

for why the pension results in changes in decision-making power for women but not for
men. However, it is important to acknowledge that this explanation necessarily sim-
plifies some of the complex dynamics occurringwithin the household. Leaving the labor
force is ultimately a choice that both men and women make with the knowledge that
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Figure 5
Individual Labor Income as Percent of Household Nonpension Income by Age
Notes: Sample is individuals aged 50 to 75, women in Panel A andmen in Panel B. The top half percent of male
and female household income is trimmed. Scatterplots are unweighted means of Y-axis variable by age.
Unweighted OLS regression lines of Y-axis variable on age are estimated on either side of the discontinuity
(age 60 for women and age 65 for men). Ninety-five percent confidence intervals are shown around the
regression lines. Y-axis variable is individual labor income as a percent of household nonpension income.
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reduced earnings will negatively affect their bargaining power. In making this choice
pension recipients are essentially revealing that they prefer leisure to increased bar-
gaining power. While this is an interesting pattern of behavior, it does not alter the main
conclusion of the paper, that increased control of household resources increases the
capacity to influence decisions.
An alternative way to conceptualize this issue is to think of different domains of

decision-making and imagine that men are simply using their increased bargaining
power to make decisions about household time allocation. Unfortunately, the NIDS
survey does not ask about decision-making over household labor supply and time
allocation, and therefore I cannot speak directly to this issue. However, the high level of
correlation between the four domains that are on the survey suggests that there is not a
large role for substantial differences in decision-making power across domains. If the
pension is altering male bargaining power, it is doing so in such a way that is not
reflected by the decision-making or income measures on the NIDS survey.

VI. Discussion

This analysis of how pension-eligibility affects decision-making and
income share in the household is interesting largely because we expect these changes to
translate into changes in measures of well-being in the household. In analysis presented
in detail in online Appendix B, I show that female, but not male, pension-eligibility is
associated with improvements in nutritional indicators for young girls (as in Duflo
2003) and increased ownership of consumer durables. Empirical analyses such as these
that find positive impacts on household outcomes associated with increases in female
resources but no such benefits associatedwith increases inmale resources are often used
to argue that cash transfers may be more productively used when given to women
instead of men. However, when taken together with the income share results described
in Section V the interpretation is not as clear. Given that there is no increase in male
income or income share with male pension-eligibility there is no a priori reason to
expect to see positive impacts on household well-being as in the case of female eligi-
bility. There may have been positive impacts if male income had increased.
The results in this study highlight the need for caution when interpreting results that

may indicate that money should be given to women. It is true that men choose to spend
the pension on retirement, but women, to the extent that they were previously working,
do that as well. Given that labor force participation is declining rapidly around the age
of eligibility, the pension acts to protect the household from the negative consequences
of the householdmember’s eventual retirement. Even if the narrow goal of a transfer is an
improvement in child nutrition, it is not possible to predictwhatwould have happenedhad
the transfers been given to, for example, younger men and women less likely to leave the
labor force. Indeed, in a study in Burkina Faso, Akresh, deWalque, and Kazianga (2012)
find that conditional cash transfers have the same positive effects on the utilization of
preventative health services when given to the father as when given to the mother.24

24. Also related Benhassine et al. (forthcoming) find that cash transfers have similar effects on school at-
tendance when given to the mother and when given to the father.
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Given that the Duflo (2003) study on pension-eligibility and child health is one of
the papers most widely cited in support of the contention that transfer programs
should be directed toward women, it is interesting to examine the income dynamics in
the data used in that study. The analysis in that paper was done using the Project for
Statistics on Living Standards and Development (PSLSD), a 1993 survey similar to
NIDS, although it consisted only of a single household level survey. Using the PSLSD
data I construct Figures 6 and 7. Figure 6 shows that the discontinuity in pension
receipt in 1993 does exist at age 60 and 65 for women and men respectively, although
it is smaller than in 2008, particularly for men. Figure 7 is analogous to Figure 4 from
the NIDS data examining the changes in personal income share as a result of male and
female eligibility. I do this only for older people who live with a child 6 to 60 months
old, as that is the sample of interest in Duflo’s paper.25 Decision-making data was not
collected in the PSLSD. The results are confirmed with regression analysis in online
Appendix Table 9.
The results of this analysis roughly replicate the results in the NIDS data. A strong

increase in personal income share (Figure 7) is present for pension-eligible females, but
not for pension-eligible males, suggesting that women experience an increase in bar-
gaining power when they become pension-eligible while men may not.26,27 The pen-
sion, in both 1993 and 2008, appears to leave men’s status in the household unchanged,
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Figure 6
Pension Receipt by Age in 1993: Households with Young Children
Notes: Scatterplots are unweighted means of Y-axis variable by age in years. Unweighted OLS regression lines
of Y-axis variable on age are estimated on either side of the discontinuity (age 60 for women and age 65 for
men). Ninety-five percent confidence intervals are shown around the regression lines. Source is 1993 PSLSD
data set. Sample is individuals aged 50 to 75 living with a child 6 to 60 months. Y-axis variable is pension
receipt.

25. As in Section V, I drop observations in the top half percent of household income.
26. Additionally, there is no increase in household income with female or male eligibility (results not shown),
indicating that the observed changes in nutritionmust be due to shifts in female bargaining power, not increased
household income.
27. It should be noted that in the 1993 data I cannot reject that the coefficients on male and female eligibility in
Columns 4–6 are equal.
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and these results therefore suggest care if extrapolating the Duflo paper to make policy
recommendations outside of its specific context (transfers to the elderly and changes in
child nutrition).

VII. Changes in Household Composition

The most important threat to the validity of the results in this paper is
that receipt of the pension causes households to reorganize and consequently—that the
results are an artifact of this change in household structure rather than a direct impact of
the pension itself. Families are likely to share resources and make decisions with family
members beyond just thosewith whom they are co-resident, but the survey questions do
not consider income from nonresident familymembers or allow for them to be named as
decision-makers. For example, the literature finds increases in the numbers of young
children and young woman and decreases in prime working age adults with female
pension-eligibility (Edmonds et al. 2005; Ardington, Case, and Hosegood 2009). If
prime-age income earners are leaving the household their incomewill not be captured in
the NIDS survey, removing it from the denominator of the income share calculation but
possibly not from the true family budget. Additionally, these earners still may partici-
pate in family decision-making although they cannot be named as such on the survey,
possibly leading to an increase in the decision-making power of older women that is, in
fact, spurious.28
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Figure 7
Personal Income Share by Age in 1993: Households with Young Children
Notes: Scatterplots are unweighted means of Y-axis variable by age in years. Unweighted OLS regression lines
of Y-axis variable on age are estimated on either side of the discontinuity (age 60 for women and age 65 for
men). Ninety-five percent confidence intervals are shown around the regression lines. Source is 1993 PSLSD
data set. Sample is individuals aged 50 to 75 living with a child 6 to 60months. Y-axis variable is the percent of
total household income reported to be earned or received by the individual.

28. There is also evidence that prime-age adults living with pensioners are negatively selected (Hamoudi and
Thomas 2014), which may make them less likely to be decision-makers.
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Investigating how household re-arrangement may affect my results is then a critical
component to their validity. A key observation is that if, as the literature suggests, the
most likely people to leave a household when someone becomes pension-eligible are
prime-age adults, then this is not likely to be the principal driver of the main decision-
making results. Table 4 shows that in households with an elderly woman who is not yet
pension-eligible, prime-age adults are almost never named as the primary decision-
maker for either definition of the variable. In order for the large increase in decision-
making power of elderly women to be driven by the departure of these prime-age adults,
they would have to have been named as decision-makers in the not-yet eligible
households in much larger numbers. However, given that disagreement over the identity
of the decision-maker is a category of importance, it is still possible that the reduction of
the potential candidates for the decision-maker led to increased agreement rather than
true solidification of the pension-eligible women as the decision-maker.
Although NIDS is a panel study where individuals are tracked from wave to wave,

because my analysis has focused on the first wave, I cannot track changes in households
prior to that survey. However, I can use the second wave of the survey to analyze changes
betweenWave 1 andWave 2, under the assumption that household reorganization patterns
for individuals who are pension-eligible inWave 1 are similar to the patterns for thosewho
are eligible inWave 2.Because the results for personal income share are similar inWaves 1
and 2, this result is particularly appropriate to examine using the Wave 2 data.
To account for the fact that the pension may have caused income earners to leave the

household, I conduct the same analysis of pension-eligibility on personal income share
as in SectionV but aggregate household incomebased onwhere the older person lived in
Wave 1 instead of inWave 2.29 Table 6 presents the results. Columns 1–3 show theWave
2 results aggregated by Wave 2 household and Columns 4–6 show the Wave 2 results
aggregated by Wave 1 household. The results for women are in panel 1 and for men in
Panel 2.
The standard Wave 2 results in the first three columns show a similar pattern to the

same results in Wave 1, large and statistically significant across specifications. The
results aggregated byWave 1 household are similar, attenuated only slightly in the linear
and quadratic specifications. The cubic specification yields a smaller point estimate that
falls short of statistical significance. The estimates for men are small and not statistically
significant. However, I am unable to reject that the male and female eligibility coeffi-
cients are equal. Despite this, the stability of the coefficients when aggregating byWave
1 instead ofWave 2 household strongly suggests that changes in household composition
are not the main driver of the income share results this paper finds.30 Unfortunately, the
data do not allow for a similar analysis that directly utilizes the decision-making vari-
ables. However, the strong correlation between decision-making and income share does
suggest that one result should follow the other. Given the critical importance of this
issue, I provide further analysis in online Appendix C, all of which suggests that my
results are robust to changes in household composition.

29. I thank an anonymous referee for this excellent suggestion.
30. Because of attrition betweenWaves 1 and 2, approximately 4 percent of the sample in Table 6 lived with an
adult aged 18–49 in Wave 1 who was not interviewed in Wave 2. Consequently, income data for these adults is
not available in Wave 2. Dropping these households from the analysis does not affect the results (results not
shown).
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VIII. Conclusion

The results in this study show that women experience an increase in
personal income share when they become pension-eligible. Collective models of the
household predict that this increase should result in an increase in bargaining power, and
I find that eligible women are more likely to be the primary decision-maker in their
households across a variety of categories. This is one of the first studies to show how
specific mechanisms within the household (namely decision-making) are reacting to
gender specific changes in income instead of relying solely on the reduced form impact
on household outcomes to make arguments about bargaining power.
Corresponding improvements in household outcomes with female, but not male,

eligibility echo previous results that have been used to support nonunitary models of the
household and to argue that social programs should channel resources to women. The
findings in this paper that the lack of impacts for men may be due to the lack of increase
in male decision-making power suggest caution in advocating for such targeting based
on a reduced form analysis alone. Any evaluation of a cash transfer program such as the
South African pension should acknowledge that households will react in complex ways
and changes in outcomes cannot be interpreted in the absence of an understanding of
changes in intrahousehold income dynamics.
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